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 Pursuant to the November 30, 2012 Order Instituting Proceeding And Soliciting Indian 

Point Contingency Plan (“November 30
th

 Order”),
1
 of the New York State Public Service 

Commission (“Commission”), Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. (“Con Edison”) 

and the New York Power Authority (“NYPA”) hereby submit their Indian Point Contingency 

Plan (the “Plan”).  

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In its November 30
th

 Order the Commission directed Con Edison with the assistance of 

NYPA to “develop a contingency plan for the potential closure of Indian Point upon the 

expiration of its existing licenses by the end of 2015.”
2
  As shown herein, the Plan is responsive 

to the requirements set forth in the November 30
th

 Order and should be approved.  To begin with, 

the Plan analyzed the impact that the retirement of the Indian Point Energy Center (“IPEC”)
 3

 

would have on the Bulk Power System (“BPS”) taking into account the effect of the retirement 

                                                           
1
 Case 12-E-0503, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Review Generation Retirement 

Contingency Plans. 
2
 Order, p. 5. 

3
 Con Edison and NYPA make no assumption or determination about the potential closure of 

IPEC.  This Plan is intended to provide a reliability solution for New York State if IPEC closes. 
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of Dynegy Danskammer, L.L.C. Units 1 – 6 (“Danskammer”) and the implementation of 

incremental energy efficiency (“EE”) and demand response (“DR”) programs.  Accordingly, the 

Plan provides for a fast track approach to having EE and DR program resources and transmission 

and generation projects in service by June 2016 (the “In-Service Deadline”) to meet the 

electricity needs that could arise from the closure of IPEC.
4
   

  Specifically, the Plan provides for a two pronged approach.  The first prong has Con 

Edison and NYPA
5
 moving forward this spring upon Commission approval to implement three 

Transmission Owner Transmission Solutions (“TOTS”) so that they can be in place by the In-

Service Deadline.  The second prong has NYPA issuing a request for proposals (“RFP”) in the 

spring to solicit new incremental generation and transmission proposals that could also be in 

place by In-Service Deadline.  Department of Public Service (“DPS”) staff will evaluate all of 

the proposed projects and will then recommend to the Commission which projects should move 

forward to completion.  DPS staff may call upon the New York Independent System Operator 

(“NYISO”), Con Edison and NYPA for technical assistance in analyzing any data needed for 

DPS staff’s evaluation.  The recommended projects could include the TOTS and/or solutions 

resulting from the RFP.  Upon Commission approval, the projects ultimately selected will move 

forward towards completion unless halted by a Commission order, subject to cost recovery and 

other criteria as described herein. 

                                                           
4
 As described further, infra, the Plan provides for maintaining reliability criteria should IPEC 

close, resulting in enough resources to satisfy applicable reliability requirements in the summer 

of 2016, as such, the Plan is not intended to address levels of capacity with or without the 

retirement of IPEC.  The Commission has also instituted a separate proceeding to solicit 

alternating current transmission upgrades. See, Case 12-T-0502, Proceeding on Motion to 

Examine Alternating Current Transmission Upgrades, Order Instituting Proceeding (November 

30, 2013). 
5
 This prong would also include New York State Electric and Gas Company (“NYSEG”), which 

is a co-sponsor of the MSSC Project, as defined infra. 
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The Plan consists of several integrated components, all of which need to be timely 

approved so that they can move forward according to the schedule specified herein.  To make 

this Plan work, however, there are actions that the Commission needs to take to ensure that 

solutions are in place by the In-Service Deadline.  If the Commission does not issue an order in 

April 2013, as requested below, authorizing Con Edison and NYPA to move forward with the 

TOTS subject to cost recovery and the halting mechanism, the likelihood of having sufficient 

resources available by the In-Service Deadline is greatly diminished.  Moreover, completing all 

of these steps in the order proposed is a fundamental requirement without which each of the 

subsequent steps would be in jeopardy of being unable to proceed as proposed.   Specifically, the 

Plan calls for the Commission to: 

1. Issue an order
6
 in March 2013 (“Interim Order”) that: 

a. Requests that NYPA issue an RFP for new generation and transmission 

solutions and identifies any changes the Commission desires to the general 

description of the RFP terms, conditions, process and timeline described in 

this Plan; 

2. Issue an order in April 2013 (“April Order”) that: 

 

a. Directs Con Edison to implement its Indian Point EE/DR program as set forth 

in the Plan with cost recovery and subject to halting; 

b. Directs Con Edison to begin the development of the Second Ramapo to Rock 

Tavern 345 kV Line (“RRT Line”) and the Staten Island Un-bottling (“SIU”) 

Project, both of which will ultimately be transferred to and owned by the New 

                                                           
6
 Throughout this filing, the terms “order” and “directs” in this context means an order or 

direction of the Commission with respect to Con Edison and any other investor owned utility 

(“IOU”) and a request with respect to NYPA. 
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York Transmission Company (“NY Transco”),
7
 subject to the halting 

mechanism and cost recovery proposal set forth in this Plan; 

c. Requests that NYPA, and directs that New York State Electric and Gas 

Corporation (“NYSEG”), begin the development of the Marcy South Series 

Compensation and Fraser to Coopers Corners Reconductoring (“MSSC”) 

Project, which also will ultimately be transferred to and owned by the NY 

Transco,
8
 subject to the halting mechanism and cost recovery proposal set 

forth in this Plan; 

d. Approves this Plan, including full recovery of all prudently incurred costs 

using the cost recovery and cost allocation approach set forth in Section VI of 

the Plan and the halting mechanism proposal described more fully in the Plan; 

and 

e. Finds, on a preliminary basis, that the RRT Line; the MSSC Project; and the 

SIU Project are public policy projects that meet the public policy requirements 

of  New York State, as identified in the November 30
th

 Order and the New 

York Energy Highway Blueprint (“Blueprint”)
9
; 

                                                           
7
 As discussed more fully later in this filing, Con Edison and NYPA are active participants in the 

process of creating the NY Transco, a state-wide transmission company which will seek to 

develop transmission in New York State, including the RRT Line, the MSSC Project and the SIU 

Project that are being submitted as solutions in this docket.  Two of these projects, the RRT Line 

and the MSSC Project, along with three other transmission projects, were also submitted as NY 

Transco projects in Commission Case 12-T-0502.  As explained herein, Con Edison and NYPA 

intend that after these projects are started, they will be transferred to and owned by the NY 

Transco.  
8
 See footnote 6, supra. 

9
 A copy of the Blueprint can be found at:  

http://www.nyenergyhighway.com/PDFs/Blueprint/EHBPPT/.  

http://www.nyenergyhighway.com/PDFs/Blueprint/EHBPPT/
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3. Establish a public comment period in this docket pursuant to the State Administrative 

Procedure Act (“SAPA”) to solicit comments on the proposed public policy 

requirement of developing an Indian Point Contingency Plan; 

4. Issue an order in September 2013 (“September Order”) that: 

a. Selects a final set of transmission and/or generation projects to move forward 

subject to the halting, cost allocation, and cost recovery mechanisms set forth 

in this Plan;  

b. Finds, pursuant to the SAPA public comment process, that developing and 

implementing an Indian Point Contingency Plan is a state public policy 

requirement that drives the need for transmission; 

c. Finds, to the extent that any of the TOTS are selected as final projects, that the 

RRT Line, the MSSC Project, and the SIU Project are public policy projects 

that meet the specified public policy requirements of New York State, as 

identified in the November 30
th

 Order and the Blueprint; 

d. If any of the TOTS are chosen by the Commission as a Selected Project, as 

defined, infra, (i) authorizes Con Edison and NYSEG to fully recover, and (ii) 

establishes a mechanism to enable NYPA to fully recover, all reasonable and 

prudent costs incurred in pursuing each TOTS, to the extent such costs cannot 

otherwise be recovered through the NYISO tariff pursuant to the cost 

allocation method described in this Plan; 



 

6 
 

e. Directs that each New York Transmission Owner (“NYTO”)
10

 impacted by 

the Plan modify its retail cost recovery mechanisms for transmission and 

transmission-related costs, to the extent necessary, to provide that all NYISO 

transmission charges allocated to that individual NYTO as a result of the 

September Order will be recovered from that NYTO’s retail customers;  

f. Authorizes the recovery by Con Edison of all costs incurred in developing and 

implementing this Plan; and  

g. Establishes a mechanism to enable NYPA to recover all costs incurred in 

developing and implementing this Plan, as more fully explained in Section VI 

of the Plan.  

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth in this compliance filing, Con Edison and NYPA 

respectfully request that the Commission approve the Plan and issue orders, as specified above, 

such that the Plan can be implemented. 

II. BACKGROUND 

IPEC, which is owned by Entergy and located in Buchanan New York, consists of two 

nuclear generating facilities (Units 2 and 3), each capable of producing approximately 1020 MW 

for a total output of 2040 MW.   Each of Unit 2 and 3 operate under a license from the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (“NRC”).  Unit 2’s NRC license expires in September 2013 and Unit 

3’s NRC license expires in December 2015.  Entergy has submitted a timely request to the NRC 

to extend its license, which is currently pending before the NRC.  

                                                           
10

   The NYTOs consist of Central Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation, Con Edison / Orange & 

Rockland Utilities, Inc., Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation / National Grid, and New York 

State Electric & Gas Corporation / Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation, NYPA and the Long 

Island Power Authority. 
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The November 30
th

 Order noted that the loss of IPEC “could result in significantly 

reduced reliability at the time of retirement and for several years thereafter until replaced.”
11

  

According to the Commission, the “value of a Reliability Contingency Plan to address reliability 

concerns associated with the closure of the nuclear power plants at the Indian Point Energy 

Center is increasingly apparent.”
12

   

The November 30
th

 Order required that the Plan address reliability needs that could result 

for the summer of 2016 so that the state would be ready for the closure of such a large generation 

facility, whether or not the facility is actually closed at that time.  In other words, the directive in 

the November 30
th

 Order indicates that the Commission has deemed it necessary and appropriate 

to pursue a public policy contingency plan for the possible closure of IPEC.  Moreover, the 

November 30
th

 Order stated that the Plan should account for the status of existing or proposed 

transmission facilities, EE, DR and other energy resources and include a competitive process to 

procure new resources.
13

  In addition, the November 30
th

 Order required that the Plan include a 

halting mechanism to control ratepayer costs in the event that a project that is being developed to 

address the potential closure of IPEC needs to be stopped.
14

  The halting mechanism recognizes 

that to meet the In-Service Deadline, some projects will need to start design and engineering in 

early 2013. 

The Commission established February 1, 2013 as the due date for the Plan. 

III. APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS 

The NYISO undertakes an assessment of the reliability needs of the state’s BPS every 

two years.  The latest approved NYISO comprehensive planning study that encompasses the year 

                                                           
11

 Order, p. 4. 
12

 Order, pp. 1-2. 
13

 Order, pp. 5-7. 
14

 Order, p. 7. 
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2016 is the 2012 Reliability Needs Assessment (“RNA”).
15

  The model and the assumptions used 

to develop the 2012 RNA were the result of extensive stakeholder review and represent the 

NYISO’s most recent evaluation of supply and demand resources over the next ten years.  Con 

Edison used the 2012 RNA analysis as the starting point in its analysis, noting that the NYISO 

base case analysis keeps IPEC in service (based on the NYISO rules and process employed for 

assessment of generator retirements), although the 2012 RNA did include a sensitivity analysis 

that considered the potential retirement of IPEC.  The New York State Reliability Council 

(“NYSRC”) Reliability Rules
16

 state the reliability criteria that must be followed in planning the 

statewide BPS as well as the New York City (“NYC”) system.  The applicable NYSRC rule for 

planning the system in New York is Rule B-R1 and it applies after any first contingency 

(“Statewide Analysis”).  This rule requires that the BPS must have sufficient resources to:  

1. Return all facilities back within normal ratings after any first contingency, and,  

2. Ensure the system will not exceed Long Term Emergency (“LTE”) ratings if any 

second contingency were to occur.  

The NYISO further expands the coverage of the statewide applicability of B-R1 to non-

BPS facilities it considers important for the reliability of the New York Control Area (“NYCA”) 

system. The augmented list defines the Bulk Power Transmission Facilities (“BPTF”) system, 

which are examined in step 2 for statewide analysis.  Rule I-R1 further states that certain 

portions of the Con Edison system in New York City (“NYC”) must be designed to a “second 

                                                           
15

 A copy of the 2012 RNA can be found at: 

http://www.nyiso.com/public/webdocs/markets_operations/services/planning/Planning_Studies/

Reliability_Planning_Studies/Reliability_Assessment_Documents/2012_RNA_Final_Report_9-

18-12_PDF.pdf. 
16

 A copy of the NYSRC reliability rules can be found at: 

http://www.nysrc.org/pdf/Reliability%20Rules%20Manuals/RR%20Manual%20Version%2031

%205-11-2012%20Final.pdf. 

http://www.nyiso.com/public/webdocs/markets_operations/services/planning/Planning_Studies/Reliability_Planning_Studies/Reliability_Assessment_Documents/2012_RNA_Final_Report_9-18-12_PDF.pdf
http://www.nyiso.com/public/webdocs/markets_operations/services/planning/Planning_Studies/Reliability_Planning_Studies/Reliability_Assessment_Documents/2012_RNA_Final_Report_9-18-12_PDF.pdf
http://www.nyiso.com/public/webdocs/markets_operations/services/planning/Planning_Studies/Reliability_Planning_Studies/Reliability_Assessment_Documents/2012_RNA_Final_Report_9-18-12_PDF.pdf
http://www.nysrc.org/pdf/Reliability%20Rules%20Manuals/RR%20Manual%20Version%2031%205-11-2012%20Final.pdf
http://www.nysrc.org/pdf/Reliability%20Rules%20Manuals/RR%20Manual%20Version%2031%205-11-2012%20Final.pdf
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contingency” (“NYC Analysis”). The Con Edison Planning Criteria
17

 comply with I-R1 by 

modifying item 2 as follows: 

2. Return all facilities back to normal ratings after any second contingency in the 

Con Edison system.  

These different NYC and statewide deficiency standards may yield different results. The 

larger of the two deficiencies, if any, becomes the stated deficiency, with the understanding that 

the solution set must address both deficiencies, because they may occur in different parts of the 

system and the entire state needs to meet the NYSRC rules.  The interaction between the 

solutions and the studied contingencies are different in the Statewide Analysis than in the NYC 

Analysis, because the contingencies studied are different, as explained above.  For example, in 

step 1, the most severe statewide contingency may not be the same as the most severe NYC 

contingency. 

As mentioned above, the deficiency analysis started with the NYISO’s 2012 RNA model 

and then updated it to reflect the rescission of the mothball notice for Astoria Generating 

Company, L.P.’s Gowanus barges 1 and 4 and the effect of the EE/DR projects that the Order 

required Con Edison and NYPA to consider.  The model reflects 100 MW of incremental 

EE/DR, as further detailed below.  Based on this updated analysis (“Updated 2012 RNA”), the 

retirement of IPEC would yield a deficiency of 950 MW.
18

  This was determined from the NYC 

Analysis.  The Statewide Analysis resulted in a lower deficiency level.  It must be noted that 

solutions may have a different impact on the magnitude of the reduction in deficiency for the 

NYC Analysis than they do for the Statewide Analysis.    

                                                           
17

 Con Edison’s planning criteria is posted on its website at: 

http://www.coned.com/documents/Transmission_Planning%20_Criteria.pdf. 
18

 The 950 MW deficiency is net of Con Edison’s 100 MW EE/DR program. 

http://www.coned.com/documents/Transmission_Planning%20_Criteria.pdf
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The retirement of Danskammer was announced in January 2013 when the analysis 

presented above was nearing completion.  Preliminary calculations made close to the filing date 

show an impact in the order of 400-425 MW for both the NYC Analysis and the Statewide 

Analysis from the closure of Danskammer.  Accordingly, the overall deficiency, would be 

approximately 1350 to 1375 MWs.
19

 

IV. ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND DEMAND RESPONSE 

The November 30th Order directed that energy efficiency (“EE”), demand response 

(“DR”), and combined heat and power (“CHP”) be taken into consideration in developing the 

amount of the deficiency that could result from the retirement of IPEC.  Achieving demand 

reduction through new incremental programs will help reduce the need for additional generating 

or transmission capacity, which ultimately creates a long term avoided cost benefit for 

customers.  Con Edison proposes to achieve an additional peak demand reduction of 100 MW by 

the In-Service Deadline through incremental programs (“IPEC EE/DR Program”).  As such, the 

calculated deficiency due to the potential retirement of IPEC reflects this incremental 100 MW 

reduction.  The details of the IPEC EE/DR Program are specified in Exhibit A. 

As more fully described in Exhibit A, this 100 MW of incremental peak demand 

reduction can be implemented prior to the In-Service Deadline provided that: (1) approval to 

proceed and begin the incremental EE/DR surcharge collections is granted in the April Order; 

and (2) Con Edison is granted more flexibility to implement incremental programs than what is 

currently offered through the existing Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standard (“EEPS”) programs.  

The IPEC EE/DR Program will be additional to the suite of existing EEPS programs, 

with a focus on creating a holistic portfolio of solutions for reducing and managing loads 

                                                           
19

 The 1,350 to 1,375 MW deficiency is also net of Con Edison’s 100 MW IPEC EE/DR 

Program. 
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primarily in large buildings.  The IPEC EE/DR Program portfolio will include EE measures such 

as: LED lighting, installed advanced high efficiency HVAC and energy storage systems, and an 

extension of the steam air conditioning (“AC”) incentives to all existing steam AC customers in 

addition to the Con Edison targeted Steam AC program initiated in October 2012.  The range of 

programs envisioned under this portfolio approach would require the Commission to authorize in 

its April Order funding of at least $300 million to facilitate IPEC EE/DR Program success.
20

 

In the event that the Commission terminates this Program prior to its approved 

conclusion through a halting order, Con Edison would continue collection of funds necessary for 

fulfillment of all customer commitments in place at the time of program halting and terminate 

the program from that point forward.  Con Edison does not believe that reinstating programs 

after termination would be a viable option because of the time needed to ramp programs up and 

the attendant uncertainty that termination and subsequent reinstatement introduces into the 

market.  With respect to the IPEC EE/DR Program, the estimated costs of halting at the key 

points in time are shown in Table 4.1 below: 

TABLE 4.1 

 

IPEC EE/DR Program Date Halted Estimated Partial At 

Risk Cost* 

 (Project Total: $300,000,000) 9/30/2013 $500,000  

 3/31/2014 $13,000,000  

  12/31/2014 $70,000,000  

* The “Estimated Partial At Risk Cost” is an estimate of the funds necessary for fulfillment 

of customer commitments in place at the time based on an estimate of a 2016 in-service date. 

                                                           
20

 There may be joint opportunities with NYSERDA to achieve these incremental energy 

efficiency increases that contribute to peak load reductions. The Commission may choose to 

evaluate NYSERDA funding levels in order to achieve the incremental goal. 
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Con Edison has also initiated discussions with its partners at NYPA and NYSERDA to 

identify incremental EE, DR, and CHP initiatives over and above what is already included in the 

2012 RNA that can be achieved prior to the In-Service Deadline.  There exists a combination of 

programs with funding that is not currently included in the Updated 2012 RNA which is still 

being reconciled
21

.  The Plan will ultimately incorporate these during the evaluation process that 

determines the final set of transmission and generation solutions.  See Exhibit G for additional 

details.    

V. PROPOSED SOLUTION 

A. Overview 

As stated in the Order:  

The potential retirement of a significant electric generating facility, 

such as the Indian Point Energy Center, requires significant 

advanced planning.  Specifically, the size, location, and 

uncertainties regarding the potential retirement of the Indian Point 

Energy Center warrant such planning activities at this time. [The 

Commission] agree[s] there is a need to develop a contingency 

plan now to ensure reliability in the event the Indian Point Energy 

Center is ultimately retired.
22

  (footnote omitted). 

 

  To have transmission and/or generation solutions in place by the In-Service Deadline, it 

is essential that action be taken without delay so that projects can get underway quickly.  To that 

end, the Plan contemplates pursuing a two-pronged approach in parallel.  On the first prong of 

the solution, Con Edison and NYPA, working with and as part of the NY Transco,
23

 would begin 

developing the three TOTS.  On the second prong, NYPA would begin a competitive 

                                                           
21

 The impact could be as much as 88 MW once the programs in-progress are fully identified and 

accounted for.  These programs are in addition to the 100 MW incremental demand reduction to 

be achieved through the IPEC EE/DR Program. 
22

  Order, pp. 1-2. 
23

  See footnote 6, supra.  
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procurement process by issuing an RFP to solicit third party generation and third party 

transmission solutions to the potential closure of IPEC.  

The Plan provides that the Commission will issue the Interim Order in March 2013 that 

requests NYPA to move forward with the RFP and provides input on any changes to the RFP 

terms, conditions and procedures desired by the Commission.  The Plan also provides that the 

Commission will issue an order in April 2013 approving the Plan and authorizing Con Edison 

and NYPA to move forward with the EE/DR plan and with preliminary implementation of the 

TOTS, all subject to cost recovery and the halting mechanism.  If the Commission does not issue 

an order in April 2013 authorizing Con Edison and NYPA to move forward with the TOTS 

subject to cost recovery and the halting mechanism, the likelihood of having sufficient resources 

available by the In-Service Deadline to address the potential closure of IPEC is greatly 

diminished.   

Promptly upon receipt of the Interim Order, NYPA will issue an RFP soliciting 

generation and transmission solutions from private developers.  The timeline and procedures by 

which the RFP process will be conducted are described below.  Due to the number of steps 

involved and the statutory and regulatory requirements that must be satisfied, it is likely that a 

final selection of solutions will not occur, and third party project implementation will not be able 

to commence, before September or October 2013. 

The Plan contemplates that DPS staff will evaluate the projects that respond to the RFP 

and the TOTS on a comparable basis and that the Commission will issue an order in September 

2013 indicating the projects that will ultimately move forward to meet this public policy 

objective of preparing the state for the closure of IPEC.  DPS staff may call upon the NYISO, 
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Con Edison and NYPA for technical assistance in analyzing any data needed for DPS staff’s 

evaluation. 

Each of the TOTS will be subject to the halting mechanism described below that will 

enable the Commission to terminate or suspend development efforts.  Once the TOTS begin, the 

projects will continue unless the Commission issues an order directing that a specific TOTS 

project be halted. 

B. Transmission Owner Transmission Solutions (TOTS) 

1. Description of the TOTS 

To ensure that the TOTS are in place by the In-Service Deadline, the Plan calls for the 

Commission to issue an Order in April 2013 directing that the following three transmission 

projects
24

 move forward, subject to the halting and cost recovery mechanisms discussed later in 

this filing: 

 RRT Line; 

 MSSC Project; and 

 SIU Project. 

For a detailed description of each of these projects, please see Exhibit B for the RRT 

Line, Exhibit C for the MSSC Project, and Exhibit D for the SIU Project.  As indicated in these 

exhibits, the estimated cost at the time of completion for each of these projects is:  $123.1 

million for the RRT Line; $76 million for the MSSC Project; and $311.64 million for the SIU 

Project. 

                                                           
24

 The NY Transco’s East Garden City to New Bridge Road Project is still being evaluated to 

determine if it is able to expedite its schedule to meet the In-Service Deadline.  If it can, it could 

be considered an additional TOTS project in this process, and an update will be provided to the 

Commission. 
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As more fully described in these exhibits, each of these TOTS can be completed by the In 

Service Deadline, provided that they timely receive the various governmental and regulatory 

approvals set forth in Exhibits B, C, and D.  Specifically, the RRT Line, which already has its 

Article VII Certificate, can be in service by the In-Service Deadline, provided that it receives 

approval of its amended Environmental Management and Construction Plan (“EM&CP”) by the 

first quarter of 2014.  The MSSC Project can be in service by the In-Service Deadline, provided 

that all major licensing and permitting is completed by the end of 2013.  Finally, the SIU Project 

can be completed by the In-Service Deadline, provided work on the project commences during 

the spring of 2013.  The chart below shows the licenses, regulatory and study approvals already 

received by the proposed projects. 

 

Second Rock Tavern to Ramapo 

345kV Line 

         NYISO approved System Impact Study (“SIS”) 

August 16, 2012, Queue position 368

         Article VII Certificate Received January 25, 1972, 

Case 25845, Con Edison and Case 25741, Con Edison and 

O&R

         Article VII Certificate Received January 24, 2011, 

Case 10-T-0283, O&R, Inc. (Feeder 28)

Marcy Series Compensation and 

Fraser to Coopers Corners 

Reconductoring Project 

         NYISO Interconnection Application filed  May 12, 

2012; Queue position 380

Staten Island Un-bottling 
         NYISO granted Con Edison a waiver of its SIS and 

Queue requirements on January 18, 2013

 

2. Ownership of the TOTS 

As indicated in the NYTOs’ January 25, 2013 submission (the “January 25
th

 Filing”) in 

Case 12-T-0502, Proceeding on Motion to Examine Alternating Current Transmission 

Upgrades, Con Edison and NYPA are active participants in the process of creating the NY 
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Transco,
25

 which will seek to develop transmission facilities in New York State including the 

RRT Line, the MSSC Project, and the SIU Project that are being submitted as solutions in this 

proceeding.
26

  It is anticipated that the NY Transco will be formed in October 2013.  Also as 

indicated in the January 25
th

 Filing, the NYTOs are in the process of developing the regulatory 

filings necessary to establish a transmission rate schedule at the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“FERC”) as well as to implement the cost allocation and cost recovery 

mechanisms through the NYISO’s tariff as described herein.  Final regulatory approvals from 

FERC are anticipated in April 2014.  Once FERC approval is obtained, the NY Transco will  

lead the development of the TOTS.  To that end, Con Edison and NYPA will begin the work on 

these TOTS until the NY Transco is operational.
27

  At that time the TOTS will be transferred to 

and completed by the NY Transco. 

Moreover, as further indicated in the January 25
th

 Filing, the NY Transco Projects are 

being proposed to accomplish the goals and objectives of the Commission’s November 30, 2013 

order in Case 12-T-0502,
28

 which are to increase transfer capability through the central east 

interface
29

 and to “meet the objectives of the Energy Highway Blueprint.”
30

  As is the case with 

the full panoply of NY Transco projects, the RRT Line and MSSC Project will provide 

                                                           
25

  The NY Transco will be a New York limited liability company (“LLC”) that will be owned by 

affiliates of the NYTOs. 
26

 In total, the NYTOs on behalf of the NY Transco proposed five projects in Case 12-T-0502.  

These projects are:  MSSC Project; RRT Line; UPNY/SENY Interface Upgrade; Second 

Oakdale to Fraser 345 kV Line; and Marcy to New Scotland 345 kV Line.  Con Edison and 

NYPA respectfully request that the Commission approve the NYTOs’ January 25
th

 Filing. 
27

 It should be noted that the MSSC Project is being co-developed with NYSEG until the NY 

Transco takes over the development of that project. It is anticipated that following the issuance 

of the April Order, NYSEG would participate in the development of the MSSC Project.  
28

 Case 12-T-0502, Proceeding on Motion to Examine Alternating Current Transmission 

Upgrades, Order Instituting Proceeding (November 30, 2013), p. 2. 
29

 Id. 
30

 Id. 
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congestion reduction benefits across key transmission interfaces and provide the public policy 

benefits specified in the Blueprint.  As set forth in the January 25
th

 Filing, the RRT Line and the 

MSSC Project, together with the other NY Transco projects, will provide significant public 

policy benefits to New York State, including production cost savings, job growth, increased local 

tax revenues, and emissions reductions.  Due to their nature and location, these two projects are 

also highly effective solutions to the deficiency that would result from the closure of IPEC, and 

they can meet the In-Service Deadline requirement.   

The SIU Project is also a NY Transco project, although it was not submitted as part of the 

January 25
th

 Filing, since it does not directly affect congestion over the Central East Interface.  

The Plan calls for Con Edison to begin the work on the SIU Project, because it helps to address 

the reliability need associated with closure of IPEC.  When the NY Transco is operational, this 

project will also be transferred to and finished by the NY Transco.  As is the case with RRT Line 

and MSSC Project, this project provides the public policy benefits specified in the Blueprint. 

C. Details of the Competitive Solicitation Process 

The second prong in the Plan is the competitive solicitation process.  This section 

includes procedures that will be followed to solicit proposals for generation and transmission 

resources that can be put in place on or before the In-Service Deadline to address the reliability 

needs that will result if IPEC ceases operations at the termination of its NRC licenses.  It also 

sets forth criteria that will be employed to evaluate on a comparable basis all of the available 

solutions to the reliability need. 

1. Steps and Timeline 

Following issuance of the Interim Order, NYPA will issue the generation and 

transmission RFP, which is expected to occur around mid-March, 2013.  Proposals in response to 
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the RFP (“Proposals”) will be due from respondents (“Respondents”) approximately 45 to 60 

days after its issuance (May or early June, 2013).  Shortly after issuance of the RFP, NYPA will 

schedule a bidders’ conference to address any questions Respondents may have so that they may 

be guided in the development of their Proposals.  Upon receipt of the Proposals, DPS staff will 

evaluate and analyze the complete set of Proposals, together with the TOTS, to determine which 

group of solutions can be expected to best satisfy the reliability needs, consistent with the 

evaluation criteria described below.  DPS staff may call upon NYISO, Con Edison and NYPA 

for technical assistance in analyzing any data needed for DPS staff’s evaluation   

Upon conclusion of the evaluation process, DPS staff will prepare a recommendation for 

Commission review and action in the September Order.  The recommendation will state which 

solutions should be pursued and may include a combination of one or more Proposals and TOTS.  

It is expected that the DPS staff recommendation will be presented to the Commission for action 

as soon as August 2013.  Thereafter, on or about September 14, 2013, the Commission is 

expected to issue its September Order to designate the combination of Proposals and/or TOTS 

that it authorizes to move forward (“Selected Projects”).   

If the Selected Projects include one or more generation projects (each a “Selected 

Generation Project”), NYPA and the developer of each Selected Generation Project will 

negotiate and enter into a power purchase agreement (“PPA”) as expeditiously as possible to 

support development, construction and operation of such Selected Generation Project.
31

  If the 

Selected Projects include a transmission resource (whether a TOTS or an alternative transmission 

facility, each a “Selected Transmission Project”), the developer of the Selected Transmission 

Project will seek approval to construct, operate and receive compensation for its Project pursuant 

                                                           
31

 Con Edison will not be a counter party to any generation contract. 
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to a NYISO and/or Commission tariff.  It is anticipated that the September Order will authorize 

the creation of a Commission tariff for the recovery of Selected Project costs that will be 

available to the extent an appropriate NYISO tariff is not available at the time the September 

Order is issued.   As is the case for TOTS, the other Selected Projects chosen as part of the 

competitive solicitation process may also be halted under certain conditions.   

2. RFP Terms and Conditions  

Respondents will be required to provide written submissions setting forth in as much 

detail as possible the information identified in the RFP.  A sample of the type of information that 

will be solicited in the RFP is set forth on Exhibit E.  This sample, representative information list 

is provided for indicative purposes, but the list of required information included in the RFP may 

differ.  Likewise, Con Ed and NYPA will be required to provide, at the same time as the 

Respondents, the same information as is required of the Respondents, so that the TOTS and 

Proposals can be evaluated by DPS staff on a comparative basis. 

The RFP will include a form of PPA for generators that will set forth in detail provisions 

related to, among other things, the posting by the project proponent of security deposits to secure 

completion of the work, completion of milestones, and the halting mechanism, consistent with 

the description below.  Likewise, the RFP will set forth similar requirements for transmission 

Proposals.
32

  Respondents must identify at the time of Proposal submission any requested 

changes or additions to the process, the project agreements and/or requirements.  An indicative 

list of the type of contractual terms and conditions, including milestones, is included as Exhibit 

                                                           
32

 We note, as well, that as part of the NYISO interconnection process, the developer of a 

Proposed Transmission Project may be obligated to enter into the NYISO’s FERC-approved pro 

forma Large Facility Interconnection Agreement pursuant to the Large Facility Interconnection 

Procedures set forth in Attachment X of the NYISO Services Tariff. 



 

20 
 

F.  Respondents should also indicate whether any of the information contained in their response 

should be considered as confidential. 

The RFP will also require Respondents proposing generation solutions to submit pricing 

in two forms.  The first will be in the form of a contract for differences (“CFD”) in which the 

total cost of the project is fixed, but the monthly payment due will be reduced by the amount of 

the market revenues available to the project for that month.  The second required bid form will 

state the fixed amount that the project developer requires on a dollar per month basis  for support 

in addition to the market revenues it expects to realize.  This second bid form is similar to the 

approach employed in the Renewable Portfolio Standards venue.   Although there are benefits to 

either structure, requiring the submittal of this information will allow the evaluation process to 

consider the relative benefits of a known fixed monthly payment stream versus the variable 

customer costs associated with the CFD. 

3. Comparative Evaluation Process 

Both the TOTS and Proposals will be evaluated on a number of levels throughout the 

evaluation process.  Initially, the Proposals will be subject to threshold criteria before being 

considered in the evaluation of their ability to meet the need and other criteria.  This screening 

will consider whether the Proposal meets the following threshold criteria: 

 Proposal received on time and in the proper format; 

 Proposal is able to meet the In-Service Deadline; 

 Generation proposals must provide at least 75 MW (UCAP) of  incremental 

capacity;  

 Both generation and transmission proposals must be interconnected to NYISO Load 

Zones G-K; and, 
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 Proposal provides pricing that is firm through December 31, 2013. 

Proposals that meet the threshold criteria will then be subject to the evaluation process.  

This evaluation process will first review the Proposals for completeness and adherence to the 

RFP information request.
33

  A detailed review of both the TOTS and Proposals’ development 

plans will then be undertaken.  Proposed solutions that have a high likelihood of technical and 

financial feasibility, as well as the ability to meet the In-Service Deadline, will then be subject to 

the next stage of the evaluation process. 

Given that a single project is unlikely to meet the entire deficiency need, proposed 

solutions may be grouped into portfolios of projects and evaluated based on the categories listed 

below: 

 Ability to help ensure that the reliability of the electric system is maintained or 

enhanced in the event of IPEC’s closure, considering individual and collective 

impacts on the portfolio of Proposals; 

 Deliverability; 

 Cost-effectiveness and long-term public policy benefits to the State; including 

metrics such as production cost analysis 

 Environmental considerations including emissions impact and use of existing 

rights-of-way; and 

 Ability to provide opportunities for economic development and job creation. 

The portfolio of projects that offers the best overall value to New York ratepayers based 

on the comprehensive evaluation process will be recommended by DPS staff for implementation.  

                                                           
33

 DPS staff will have the right to: (1) reject a response if it not complete; (2) contact bidders to 

clarify incomplete and/or unclear information in proposals; and (3) interview each bidder to 

obtain information regarding its project. 
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To perform this evaluation, Respondents will be asked to provide all pertinent information, a 

sample of which is described in Exhibit E.   

VI. COST RECOVERY AND COST ALLOCATION MECHANISM 

A. NYPA Cost Allocation and Cost Recovery Mechanism 

To the extent any costs related to developing and implementing this Plan
34

 are to be 

allocated to NYPA on behalf of its customers, the Commission should recognize that NYPA can 

accept costs only to the extent that NYPA’s contracts with its customers allow recovery of such 

costs.   The recovery of any costs that NYPA is contractually unable to recover from its 

customers (“Shortfall Amount”) should first be recovered from the same end users to the extent 

that those same customers receive delivery service from the other NYTOs, excluding NYPA.  To 

the extent that a Shortfall Amount still exists, that Shortfall Amount would have to be reallocated 

to the other end-users, including from NYPA customers whose contracts allow it.   

In addition to recovering the Shortfall Amount, the Commission should require that once 

Commission-jurisdictional utilities and load serving entities (“LSEs”) recover costs related to the 

development and implementation of this Plan that are incurred by NYPA and that are not 

recoverable through the NYISO tariff, those LSEs and utilities must remit any such costs 

recovered from their retail rate customers to NYPA.  The mechanism developed by the 

Commission to address the particular cost recovery issues that pertain to NYPA described above 

is hereinafter referred to as the NYPA Recovery Mechanism.  

 

 

                                                           
34

 These costs included, but are not limited to, those incurred in preparing this Plan, developing 

the form of RFP, issuing the RFP, assisting (if requested) DPS staff, pursuing the TOTS, and all 

costs incurred in connection with the Selected Projects. 
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B. Cost Recovery and Cost Allocation Associated With Plan and RFP Related 

Expenses Incurred Before the September Order 

 

Following the issuance of the Order, Con Edison and NYPA have incurred, and will 

continue to incur, costs in preparing the Plan, developing the form of RFP and associated 

agreements, issuing the RFP, contracting for consultants and outside legal representation, and 

assisting in the technical evaluation of Proposals (if requested), among other costs (“Plan & RFP 

Costs”).  The April Order must ensure that: (1) Con Edison is able to recover all of its Plan & 

RFP Costs; and (2) NYPA is able to recover all such Plan & RFP Costs consistent with the 

NYPA Recovery Mechanism discussed in point VI.A.  The Commission will determine the cost 

allocation approach for the Plan & RFP Costs.  It is expected that in the April Order the 

Commission will allocate such costs on an appropriate public policy basis. 

C. Cost Recovery and Cost Allocation Associated With TOTS Prior to the 

September Order 

 

Following issuance of the April Order, Con Ed, NYPA and NYSEG will incur significant 

expenses associated with pursuing each TOTS until such time as it either is halted by a 

Commission order or is chosen as a Selected Project (“TOTS Costs”).  The April Order must 

ensure that Con Edison, NYPA and NYSEG are able to recover all such TOTS Costs.  

As stated in their January 25
th

 Filing, the NYTOs, on behalf of the NY Transco, will 

pursue the establishment of a wholesale transmission revenue requirement and FERC-approved  

rate for the NY Transco projects, including the three TOTS projects proposed herein, that would 

be stated in the NYISO’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”).
35

  Once approved by 

FERC, the NY Transco’s revenue requirement will be recovered from all LSEs in the NYISO’s 

control area as specified in the January 25
th

 Filing.  The NYISO will be responsible for billing 

                                                           
35

 See January 25
th

 Filing, pp. 21-24. 
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and collecting from all LSEs based on their energy consumption and location.  The NY Transco 

will receive payments from the NYISO after the NYISO receives payments from the LSEs.  The 

NYTOs, in their role as an LSE, will pass the NY Transco charge onto their full service retail 

customers as a NYISO charge consistent with their PSC-approved retail tariffs or, where 

necessary, under newly approved PSC tariffs.  Accordingly, Con Edison and NYPA propose that 

the cost allocation method proposed in the January 25
th

 Filing in Commission Case 12-T-0502 

also apply to the TOTS for the same reasons set forth in that filing.   

Until the NY Transco is operational, Con Edison and NYPA need certainty of cost 

recovery to proceed with their TOTS.  In addition, since NYSEG is one of the NYTO developers 

of the MSSC Project, NYSEG also needs certainty of cost recovery to proceed with its part of the 

TOTS.  Accordingly, Con Edison and NYPA request that the April Order state that the 

Commission is authorizing the recovery through a Commission jurisdictional method by Con 

Edison and NYSEG of all reasonable and prudent costs incurred in pursuing each TOTS, to the 

extent such TOTS Costs are not otherwise recovered through the NYISO tariff.  In the case of 

NYPA, to the extent that such costs are not recovered through the NYISO tariff, such costs will 

be recovered through the NYPA Recovery Mechanism.
36

  Further, to effectuate the cost 

allocation and cost recovery of the TOTS, the Commission should order each NYTO impacted 

by one of these projects to modify its retail cost recovery mechanisms for transmission and 

transmission related costs, to the extent needed, to provide that all NYISO transmission charges 

allocated to an individual NYTO in response to this Order will be recovered from that NYTO’s 

retail customers.  Finally, to the extent that the TOTS Costs cannot be recovered through the 

                                                           
36

 To the extent that Con Edison or NYPA are able to recover the costs of the TOTS through a 

FERC-approved rate, Con Edison and NYPA will refund to customers any costs already 

collected through Commission approved rates.  
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NYISO tariff, the Commission should establish a mechanism to allocate such costs consistent 

with public policy objectives, to all appropriate entities, including non Commission-jurisdictional 

entities, such as LIPA. 

D. Cost Recovery and Cost Allocation Associated With Selected Projects   

 

The final group of Selected Projects chosen by the Commission in the September Order 

may include a mix of TOTS, Selected Transmission Projects and Selected Generation Projects.  

The recovery of TOTS was discussed above.      

If the competitive solicitation process results in a Selected Generation Project, the 

developer will be paid by NYPA pursuant to its PPA.  These costs cannot be recovered through 

the NYISO tariff.  Thus, the Commission also must ensure that the NYPA Recovery Mechanism 

enables NYPA to recover all costs in connection each Selected Generation Project consistent 

with the discussion in point A, above.  The Commission could accommodate this by requiring 

LSEs and utilities that are allocated costs pursuant to the implementation of this plan to modify 

their retail rate mechanisms, to the extent necessary, to recover such costs from their retail 

customers.  In addition, the Commission should require that those LSEs and utilities to remit any 

such costs recovered from their retail rate customers to NYPA.   

The Commission will determine the cost allocation approach for each Selected 

Generation Project, with consideration of the public policy value across the State, including 

Long Island.
37

   It is expected that in the September Order the Commission will allocate such 

costs on an appropriate public policy basis.  It is possible that different allocations will apply to 

different Selected Projects.  To the extent that the competitive solicitation process results in a 

                                                           
37

 It is Con Edison’s position that even though LIPA is not currently under PSC jurisdiction, 

Long Island customers should participate in the costs of the Plan to the extent that they also 

benefit from the implementation of the State’s public policy determination. 
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third party transmission project being selected, the costs associated with each project will be 

recovered through a NYISO tariff schedule. 

VII. HALTING MECHANISM 

The November 30
th

 Order requires that all Selected Projects move forward subject to a 

halting mechanism.  The halting mechanism applies equally to the TOTS, the IPEC EE/DR 

Program, and to Selected Projects identified in the September Order.  The halting mechanism 

included as part of the Plan enables the Commission to halt any TOTS and any Selected Project 

at any time up to and including December 31, 2014.  It is Con Edison’s and NYPA’s view that to 

attract a satisfactory quantity of Proposals, it is necessary to impose a final date at which a 

project may be halted.  Con Edison and NYPA believe project developers are unlikely to 

participate in this process if they face the risk that they may spend extraordinary time and 

resources to bring on-line quickly a large project only to be told that they are being halted at a 

very late stage of development and will receive only their out of pocket costs.  Neither Con 

Edison nor NYPA can predict those market or other events that would cause the Commission to 

decide to halt a particular project.   

Due to the unique nature of transmission projects, Con Edison and NYPA will need to 

purchase equipment that may not be usable for any other project.  As such, the halting 

mechanisms reflect the fact that once equipment is ordered, Con Edison and NYPA must be able 

to recover 100% of the cost of such equipment, less any reductions available from cancellation 

provision in the procurement contract and realized salvage value.  The halting mechanism also 

recognizes that in order to meet the In-Service Deadline, Con Edison and NYPA will need to 

start engineering the projects in April 2013 and start procurement activities as early as the fourth 

quarter of 2013.  Thus, the halting mechanism must provide for the full recovery of costs 
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incurred, as well as any contractual cancellation costs associated with such activities.  It should 

also be noted that equipment procurement, engineering, and some construction activities will 

start even though not all of the required regulatory permits (environmental or community) will 

have been obtained as of this point in the project development schedule. 

Recognizing the potential cost impacts to customers for the TOTS, Con Edison and 

NYPA can state the estimated costs they will incur for the TOTS at particular key points in time.  

Importantly, these estimates are based on conceptual project scopes and represent an order of 

magnitude reference for future project costs.  As preliminary engineering and project tasks 

proceed, additional detail and certainty will support updated cost estimates.  With respect to the 

RRT Line, the estimated costs of halting the project at the key points in time are shown in Table 

7.1 below: 

TABLE 7.1 

 

Ramapo – Rock Tavern Line Date Halted Estimated Partial At 

Risk Cost* 

 (Project Total: $123,100,000) 9/30/2013  

 3/31/2014  

  12/31/2014  

* The “Estimated Partial At Risk Cost” includes only an estimate of the committed dollars 

and do NOT include any cancellation charges that would be imposed by the contractors and 

equipment suppliers.  The “Estimated Partial At Risk Costs” will be adjusted at the time of 

halting to include these costs.  These costs are based on a 2016 in-service date estimate. 

 

With respect to the SIU Project, the estimated costs of halting the project at the key point 

in time are shown in Table 7.2 below:  
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TABLE 7.2 

 

Staten Island Un-bottling Project Date Halted Estimated Partial At 

Risk Cost* 

 (Project Total: $311,640,000) 9/30/2013  

 3/31/2014  

  12/31/2014  

* The “Estimated Partial At Risk Cost” includes only an estimate of the committed dollars 

and do NOT include any cancellation charges that would be imposed by the contractors and 

equipment suppliers. The “Estimated Partial At Risk Costs” will be adjusted at the time of 

halting to include these costs.  These costs are based on a 2016 in-service date estimate. 

 

With respect to the MSSC Project, the estimated costs of halting the project at the key 

point in time are shown in Table 7.3 below:  

TABLE 7.3 

 

Marcy South Series Compensation 

Fraser to Coopers Corner 

Reconductoring  Project 

Date Halted Estimated Partial At 

Risk Cost* 

 

(Project Total: $76,000,000) 9/30/2013  

 3/31/2014  

  12/31/2014  

* The “Estimated Partial At Risk Cost” includes only an estimate of the committed dollars 

and do NOT include any cancellation charges that would be imposed by the contractors and 

equipment suppliers. The “Estimated Partial At Risk Cost” will be adjusted at the time of 

halting to include these costs.  These costs are based on a 2016 in-service date estimate. 
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NYPA will include a requirement in the RFP process that each Respondent provide the 

costs of halting its proposed project for the same dates shown above. 

If the Commission halts a Selected Project, the project developer must mitigate its costs 

by prompt cancellation and liquidation of contracts, and by salvage sale of equipment already 

delivered or manufactured, and taking all other reasonable and necessary steps to mitigate net 

costs.  The project developer will be compensated for its reasonable and prudent costs incurred in 

connection with the Selected Project but without any mark-up or premium. 

VIII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ESTABLISH A PUBLIC COMMENT 

PROCESS  
 

The joint NYISO/NYTO Order 1000 compliance filing to implement the public policy 

requirements of Order 1000 defines a public policy requirement as: 

A federal or New York State statute or regulation, including a 

NYPSC order adopting a rule or regulation subject to and in 

accordance with the State Administrative Procedure Act, or any 

successor statute, that drives the need for expansion or upgrades to 

the New York State Bulk Power Transmission Facilities.
38

 

 

 By including the reference to the SAPA, the filing clearly intended that market 

participants and other stakeholders would have an opportunity to comment on the proposed 

public policy requirements and to participate in the debate with respect to projects that are 

submitted in response to the enunciated public policy.  Unfortunately, the November 30
th

 Order 

does not provide for an opportunity for market participants to comment on the specified public 

policy requirement of developing the Plan.  Con Edison and NYPA agree that it is important for 

market participants to have the opportunity to weigh in on the important policy goals set forth in 

the November 30
th

 Order, namely the need to develop and implement the Plan.  Moreover, since 

the transmission projects put forth in this docket would be included in the NYISO’s public policy 
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 October 11, 2012 joint NYISO/NYTO compliance filing. 
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planning process, orders issued by the Commission should facilitate that effort, including 

establishing a public comment period pursuant to SAPA.  The need for this process was 

recognized by the Commission in its filing in FERC Docket ER13-102 (the FERC Order 1000 

docket) when it stated that:  

The NYPSC is committed to working with the NYISO, NYTOs, 

and other interested stakeholders to develop a process that fits the 

[FERC's] Order 1000 framework and facilitates the appropriate 

implementation of State public policy goals.
39

 

 

 

To enable the TOTS to move forward, the Commission must take certain steps, in 

addition to the issuance of its April Order, to establish that there is a public policy requirement 

that drives the need for upgrades to the New York State BPS.  These steps include: (1) 

establishing a comment period in this docket consistent with the requirements of SAPA to review 

the public policy requirements associated with developing the Plan; (2) issuing a subsequent 

order establishing the public policy requirements that drive the need for transmission; and (3) 

determining that the TOTS and other Selected Projects meet the identified public policy 

requirements and should therefore proceed to request the necessary local, state, and federal 

authorization for construction and authorization of the Projects.  This is the process that the 

Commission is required to undertake in order to satisfy its role in the NYISO’s filed Order 1000 

public policy planning process. 

IX. STAKEHOLDER INPUT 

During the course of developing this filing, Con Edison and NYPA held several meeting 

and conference calls with representatives of DPS staff and the NYISO in order to receive their 

                                                           
39

 December 11, 2012 Answer of the New York State Public Service Commission in response to 

protests of the joint NYISO/NYTO Order 1000 public policy planning process compliance filing, 

Docket ER13-102, p. 11.  The joint NYISO/NYTO compliance filing is currently pending before 

FERC. 



 

31 
 

feedback on the calculations of the deficiency, reliability contribution of the TOTS and the 

overall Plan.  On January 14, 2013, Con Edison and NYPA hosted an all parties meeting at Con 

Edison for the purpose of presenting the concepts and receiving stakeholder feedback with 

respect to the preliminary deficiency analysis and concepts to implement the requirements of the 

November 30
th

 Order.   At the January 14
th

 meeting, several parties offered feedback on the 

proposed solutions, which Con Edison and NYPA took into consideration in the development of 

this compliance filing. 

X. DESCRIPTION OF CON EDISON AND NYPA 

Con Edison is a regulated public utility that is a subsidiary of Consolidated Edison, Inc., a 

holding company.  In 2011, Consolidated Edison, Inc. had $39.2 billion in assets and $12.9 

billion in revenues.  Con Edison serves a 660 square mile area with a population of more than 

nine million people.  In that area, Con Edison serves approximately 3.3 million electric 

customers, 1.1 million gas customers, and 1,700 steam customers.  Con Edison provides electric 

service in New York City and most of Westchester County, gas service in parts of New York 

City and steam service within the borough of Manhattan.  Con Edison has approximately 1,180 

circuit miles of transmission, including 438 circuit miles of overhead and 742 circuit miles of 

underground transmission.   

 NYPA is a corporate municipal instrumentality and a political subdivision of the State of 

New York. NYPA owns and operates 16 generating facilities and about 1,400 circuit miles of 

high voltage transmission lines.  The electricity it generates and purchases is sold to municipally 

owned utilities and electric cooperatives, as well as to a variety of business, industrial and public 

customers throughout the State.  NYPA uses no tax money or state credit.  It finances its 
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operations through the sale of bonds and revenues earned in large part through sales of 

electricity. 

Con Edison and NYPA have a significant interest in this proceeding and therefore request 

party status in this proceeding.  

XI. CONTACT INFORMATION 

The following people should be added to the official service list in this proceeding:  

 

For Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. 

 

Stuart Nachmias 

Vice President, Energy Policy & Regulatory Affairs 

4 Irving Place, 2315-S 

New York, N.Y. 10003 

(212) 460-2580 

nachmiass@coned.com 

 

Neil H. Butterklee 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. 

Assistant General Counsel 

4 Irving Place, 1875-S 

New York, N.Y. 10003 

(212) 460-1089 

butterkleen@coned.com 

 

For New York Power Authority  

 

John J. Suloway 

Vice President, Project Development, Licensing & Compliance 

123 Main Street  

White Plains, NY 10601 

(914) 287-3971 

john.suloway@nypa.gov 

  

Gerard Vincitore 

Director, Resource Planning and Project Analysis 

New York Power Authority 

123 Main Street  

White Plains, NY 10601 

 (914) 390-8221 

gerard.vincitore@nypa.gov 

 

mailto:nachmiass@coned.com
mailto:butterkleen@coned.com
mailto:john.suloway@nypa.gov
mailto:gerard.vincitore@nypa.gov
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Glenn D. Haake 

Principal Attorney 

New York Power Authority  

30 South Pearl Street – 10
th

 Floor 

Albany, New York 12207-3245 

(518) 433-6720 

glenn.haake@nypa.gov 

 

XII. LIST OF EXHIBITS 

This filing contains the following exhibits: 

 

Exhibit A – Level of Energy Efficiency included in the model 

 

Exhibit B – Detailed Description of the Marcy South Series Compensation and Fraser 

to Coopers Corners Reconductoring Project 

 

Exhibit C – Detailed Description of the Second Ramapo to Rock Tavern 345 kV line 

 

Exhibit D – Detailed Description of the Staten Island Un-bottling project 

 

Exhibit E – RFP Respondent Information  

Exhibit F - RFP Contract Terms 

Exhibit G – Ongoing Demand Reduction Initiatives 

XIII. CONCLUSION 

As shown herein, the Plan is responsive to the requirements set forth in the Order and 

should be approved.  There are, however, actions that the Commission needs to take to ensure 

that solutions are in place by the In-Service Deadline to address the potential closure of IPEC.  

Accordingly, for the reasons set forth herein, Con Edison and NYPA respectfully request that the 

Commission: 

1. Issue an order in March 2013 (i.e., the Interim Order) that: 

mailto:glenn.haake@nypa.gov


 

34 
 

a. Requests that NYPA issue an RFP for new generation and transmission solutions 

and identifies any changes the Commission desires to the general description of 

the RFP terms, conditions, process and timeline described in this Plan; 

2. Issue an order in April 2013 (i.e., the April Order) that: 

 

a. Directs Con Edison  to begin the development of the RRT  Line and the SIU 

Project, both of which will ultimately be transferred to and owned by the NY 

Transco, subject to the halting mechanism and cost recovery proposal set forth in 

the Plan; 

b. Requests that NYPA and directs that NYSEG begin the development of the 

Marcy South Series Compensation and Fraser to Coopers Corners 

Reconductoring Project, which will ultimately be transferred to and owned by the 

NY Transco, subject to the halting mechanism and cost recovery proposal set 

forth in the Plan; 

c. Approves this Plan including the cost recovery, cost allocation and halting 

mechanism proposals of the Plan; 

d. Directs Con Edison to implement its IPEC EE/DR program as set forth in the Plan 

with cost recovery and subject to halting; and 

e. Finds, on a preliminary basis, that the RRT Line; the MSSC Project; and the SIU 

Project are public policy projects that meet the public policy requirements of New 

York State as identified in the Order and the Blueprint; 

3. Establish a public comment period in this docket pursuant to the SAPA to solicit 

comments on the proposed public policy enunciated in the Order; 

4. Issue an order in September 2013 (i.e., the September Order) that: 
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a. Selects a final set of transmission and generation  projects to move forward 

subject to the halting, cost allocation, and cost recovery mechanisms set forth in 

this Plan;  

b. Finds that developing and implementing an Indian Point Contingency Plan is a 

state public policy that drives the need for transmission; 

c. Finds, to the extent that any of the TOTS are selected as final projects, that the 

RRT Line; the MSSC Project; and the SIU Project are public policy projects that 

meet the specified public policy needs of New York State as identified in the  

November 30
th

 Order establishing this proceeding and the September Order; 

d. Directs, to the extent that any of the TOTS are selected by the Commission as a 

final project, that it authorizes the recovery by Con Edison, NYPA and NYSEG 

of all reasonable and prudent costs incurred in pursuing each TOTS that is not 

otherwise recovered through the NYISO tariff pursuant to the cost allocation 

method described in the Plan; 

e. Directs that each NYTO impacted by the Plan modify its retail cost recovery 

mechanisms for transmission and transmission-related costs, to the extent 

necessary, to provide that all NYISO transmission charges allocated to that 

individual NYTO as a result of the September Order will be recovered from that 

NYTO’s retail customers;  

f. Authorizes the recovery by Con Edison of all costs incurred in developing and 

implementing this Plan; and 

g. Establishes a mechanism to enable NYPA to recover all costs incurred in 

developing and implementing this Plan. 
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Dated:  February 1, 2013 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 /s/ Neil H. Butterklee 

Neil H. Butterklee 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. 

Assistant General Counsel 

4 Irving Place, 1875-S 

New York, N.Y. 10003 

(212) 460-1089 

butterkleen@coned.com 

 

 /s/ Glenn D. Haake by NHB 

Glenn D. Haake 

Principal Attorney 

New York Power Authority  

30 South Pearl Street – 10
th

 Floor 

Albany, New York 12207-3245 

 (518) 433-6720 

glenn.haake@nypa.gov 
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