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Q4 Please state your name.

My name is Randolph S. Price.

Have you previously submitted testimony in this

proceeding?

Yes, I have.

What is the purpose of your update testimony?

I update Exhibit     (~SP-3) and Exhibit     (RSP-4) to

my initial testimony to reflect revisions in the

Company’s projected site investigation and remediation

related, expenditures ("SIR costS"] for its. manufactured

gas plant (~MGP"), Superfund,.App.endix B, Astoria and

underground storage tank (.~UST~) programs

(collectively, ’~SIR program"), i also update the

status of Brownfie!d Cleanup Program tax credits

associated with the ~est 42n~ Street Gas Works Site.

Further, I update my testimony wffth regard to the

estimated proceeds from the sale of the Company’s SO2

allowances and the normalization associated with the

Climate Registry program.

SIR BRO~

Please summarize your update testimony regarding the

Company’s SIR program.

-I-
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At The total SIR costs for the Company’s MGP, Superfund,

Appendix B, Astoria, and UST programs are projected to

increase by $5.0 million, from $46.0 million to $51.0

mill±on for the first rate year (~’RYI"). For each of

the remaining two rate years ("RY2"’ and "RY3"), the

Company’s SIR costs are currently projected to remain

the same as initially forecast at $43.1 mill±on for

each year. In addition, the updated total projected

SIR costs during the 15-month period immediately prior

to the first rate year (January I, 2009 through March

31, 2010 - the ’~linking period") are currently

estimated to be $73.6 million, or $21.5 million lower

than the $95.1 million cited On page 41 of my initial

testimony. Unless specified otherwise, all of the

estimated costs for the SIR Program are rounded to the

nearest $0.! million.

Please explain generally the reasons for these changes.

As I explained in my initial testimony, the Company’s

projected SIR costs are based on forecasted activities

and spending levels for its MGP~ Superfund, Appendix B,

Astoria, and UST programs. These projections are re-

evaluated and updated on a quarterly basis, so that

they reflect current information as to the expected

-2-
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timing, scope, and costs of the requ.ired investigation

and remediation activities of these programs. My

update testimony is based on the June 30, 2009 re-

evaluation/update. Consistent with this information, I

have updated Exhibit __ (RSP-3) to show the summary of

the projected SIR costs for RYI, RY2, and RY3.

MARK FOR IDENTIFICATION AS EXHIBIT

Have you also updated Exhibit

most recent cost pro.jections?

(RSP-3 - UPDATED)

(RSP-4) to reflect the

A. Yes, Exhibit (RSP-4) has been updated to show the

actua! and quarterly projected SIR costs for each site

for the linking period and the quarterly projected SIR

costs for each site for the first rate year.

MARK FOR IDENTIFICATION AS EXHIBIT     (RSP~4 - UPDATED)

Q.    Please explain the primary reasons for the $5.0 million

increase in projected SIR costs for RYI.

A. The MGP Program accounts.for $4.6 million of the $5.0

million increase in the Company’s forecasted SIR

expenditures for RYI. Based on the Company’s most

recent update of its SIR cost projections, the

follawing MGP sites have the most significant changes

to the SIR cost projections prov±ded in my initial

testimony: Mount Vernon Gas Works Site (+$15.0

-3-
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million), West 45th Street Gas Works. Site (-$7.2

million), West 18th Street Gas Works Site (-$4.7

million), Purdy Street Holder Station Site (-$2.5

million), East 14th Street Gas Works Site (+$0.8

million), Woodworth Avenue Gas Works Site (+$0.7

.million), and East 99th Street Gas Works Site (+$0.6

million). These seven sites account for a net increase

of $2.7 million of the $4.6 million projected SIR cost

increase for the Company’s MGP Program for RYI. In

addition, relatively small changes in projected SIR

costs for several other MGP sites to account for

changes in the anticipated schedule and/or scope of the

necessary investigation or remediation work for those

sites were made. The net impact of these smaller

changes is an increase of $1.9 million for RYI. The

initial and updated SIR cost projections for each of

the Company’s MGP program sites are provided in Exhibit

(RSP-4 : Updated).

Q. Please discuss the reason for the $15.0 million

increase in projected SIR costs for the Mount Vernon

Gas Works Site.

The commencement of remediation for this site is now

scheduled for February 2010 instead of early third

-4-
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quarter of 2009. As a result of this change, a much

greater share of the site’s projected remediation-costs

wil! be incurred during RYI instead of during the

linking period. In addition, the cost of implementing

the remedy is expected to increase from $18 million to

.approximately $28 million based on the Company’s most

recent estimate. The primary reasons for the $!0

million increase are: (i) a $5.5 million increase (from

$12.5 million to $18 million) due to the updated cost

estimate of remedial construction provided by the

Company’s consultant; and (2) a $2 million increase

(from $4.8 million to $6.8 mill±on) on the cost of

obtaining an agreement from the own@r of an apartment

complex with several buildings immediately adjacent to

areas with significant MGP contamination to grant the

required environmental easement to the New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation ("DEC") and

the cost of temporarily relocating the tenants of those

apartment buildings while the Company implements the

remedial construction activities. The remaining

increase of approximately $2.5 million includes higher

costs of remedial design, remedial construction

oversight by the Company’s consultant, and demolition
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of four private homes prior to remediation. Most of the

$28 million is anticipated to be incurred during the

linking period and RYI, with a relatively small amount

to be incurred during RY2.

Please discuss, the reason for the $7.2 million decrease

in projected SIR costs for the West 45.:h Street Gas

Works S±te.

In 200.5, the Company was informed by the Intrepid

Foundation that New York State, which owns the Intrepid

Museum parking lot property that is part of the grounds

of this former MGP site, was considering allowing the

Intrepid Foundation to reaevelop that property.

Although the Company received some preliminary

information on the Intrepid Foundation’s redevelopment

plan for the parking lot property, no detailed design

or firm schedule has been provided by the Foundation to

date. B÷cause combining the remediation of the MGP

contamination present benea[h the parking lot property

with its redevelopment would likely result in cost

savings to Con Edison and its customers, the Company

does not plan to proceed with the remediation of.the

parking lot property (which has been paved to minimize

exPosure to the property’s subsurface MGP

-6-
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contamination) until the property is ready for

redevelopment. At the time-my initial testimony was

prepared, remediation of the parking lot property had

been projected to commence during RYI and be completed

during RY2. Unless the DEC directs the Company to

proceed with the necessar.y MGP remediation work for the

parking lot property, regardless of the timing of its

redevelopment, this property is not expected to be

remediated during RYI, and the cos.t associated with its

remediation has been removed from RYI. Depending on

the Intrepid Foundation’s plan to redevelop this

property or any DEC directives to move forward with the

necessary remediation work, some or all of the cost of

remediation could be incurred during RY2 and/or RY3.

Please discuss the reason for the projected $4.7

million decrease in SIR costs for the West 18~h Street

Gas Works Site.

In May 2008, the DEC approved the proposed remediation

program submitted by the Company for the 76 Eleventh

Avenue parcel of this site. The property owner was

expected to implement the remedy as part of site

redevelopment, with the eastern portion of this parcel

expected to be the Highiine Plaza planned by the City

-7-
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of New York and the western portion of the parcel

likely to be developed by the owner for commerci~l

and/or residential use. At the time my initial

testimony was prepared, remediation of the eastern

portion of this parcel was projected to begin during

the linking period and remediation of the western

portion was assumed to commence during RYI and be

completed in RY2. However, the owner is not ready to

proceed with its planned redeve!opment project at this

time. Unless directed by the DEC to remediate this

property independent of its redevelopment, the Company

does not plan to proceed with full implementation of

the DEC-approved remediation program for this property

until the owner is ready for redevelopment in order to

achieve cost savings by combining remediation with

construction. For purposes of cost projection, the

Company now assumes that remediation will begin towards

the end of RYI. The change in the .anticipated start of

remediation accounts for the $4.7 million decrease in

projected SIR cost for this site during RYI.

Please discuss the.reasonfor the projected $2.5

million decrease in SIR costs for the Purdy Street

Ho!der Station Site.
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Con Edison has completed the DEC-approved investigation

program for this site, which consists of a portion of

the grounds of Saint Raymond’s High School for Boys, a

high school that is owned by the¯ Roman Catholic¯ Church

of Saint Raymond and operated under the auspices of the

Archdiocese of New York (collectively, the

"Archdiocese"). In October 2007, Con Edison met with

DEC and the¯ Archdiocese to discuss the Archdiocese’s

plan to construct a new schoo! building within the are¯a

of the school grounds where the investigation results

indicate subsurface MGP contamination is present. In

April 2008, the Company submitted a draft report to the

DEC that evaluates several remedial alternatives based

on the Archdiocese’s pre!im±nary design plans for the

new school building. However, to date, the Archdiocese

has not followed up with the Company regarding~its plan

or schedule regarding the construction of the new

school building. At the time ~my initial testimony was

prepared, the Company had projected that remediation of

this site would begin during RYI assuming the

Archdiocese would proceed with the construction of the

new school building. It now appears that the

remediation of this site is unlikely to begin during

-9-
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RYI and accordingly, the Company has decreased its

projectedSIR expenditures for RYI to account for this

change in the schedule for the Purdy Street site’s

remediation. Depending on the timing of the

Archdiocese’s plan and DZC’s approval of the Company’s

proposed remediation program for th±s site, some or all

of the remediation cost could be incurred during RY2

and/or RY3.

Please discuss the reason for the projected $0.8

million increase in SIR costs for the East 14th Street

Gas Works Site.

The. Company has completed an investigation o~ the ball

f±~elds area of this site° Based on the results of the

investigation, theDZC is requiring the implementation

of a Site Management Plan that includes the maintenance

of an acceptable cover for the ball fields as well as

compliance with institutional controls-to address the

minor MGP impacts found during the investigation. When

my initial testimony was prepared, the Company expected

to implement the remedy for this site during the

linking period. The current schedule is to perform

this work during RYI, and the $0.8 million increase for

RYI reflects the postponement of the anticipated cost

-I0-
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Qo

by one year.

Please discuss the reason for the projected $0.7

million increase in SIR costs fo.r the Woodworth Avenue

Gas Works Site.

At the~ time my initial testimony was prepared, the

Company expected to conduct an investigation of this

site during the linking period at an estimated cost of

$0.7 million. The schedule has since been revised

because of site access and consultant selection delays.

The investigation is currently anticipated to be

conducted during RYI with its $0.7 million estimated

cost to be incurred during this period.

Please explain the reason for the projected $0.6

million increase in SIR costs for the East 99th Street

Gas Works Site.

The investigation of this site conducted by the "Company

has found MGP impacts On the grounds, of the former MGP

as well as in areas outside of the boundaries of the

former MGP, including under a section of Second Avenue

between East 98th Street and East 99th Street. The

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (’~MTA") is

planning to construct a new subway line along Second

Avenue. The Company is working with the MTA to develop

-II-
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an agreement covering incremental costs that may be

incurred by the MTA in connection with the Second

Avenue Subway project arising out of the presence of

MGP-contaminated soils encountered between East 98th

Street and East 99t~ Street. The preliminary estimate

of the incremental, costs is approximately $0.8 million.

Based on the schedule provided by the MTA at the time

the .Company prepared its initial testimony, it was

projected that the MTA’s subsurface construction

activities in the MGP-impacted segment of Second Avenue

would begin during the linking period, inearly 2010.

But due to delays in MTA’s award of its construction

contract, construction in the MGP-impacted area is now

expected to begin during RYI. The projected increase

of $0.6 million reflects the Change in MTA’s

construction schedule and minor changes to the

estimated cost of remedial planning for the Site.

Were there any changes in RYI projected SIR

expenditures for Con Edison’s other remediation

programs?

Yes, but these changes were relatively small compared

to the c.hanges for the MGP Program. As shown-in

Exhibit (RSP-3-Updated), the projected expenditures

-12-
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for RYI increased by approximately $0.i million for the

Company’s Superfund program, $0.2 million for its

Appendix B program, and less than $0.I million for its

UST Program, but did not change for its Astoria site

program, for an overall increase of approximately $0.4

million for these four programs.

What were the primary reasons for the adjustments in

projected expenditures for these programs?

Most of the changes are based on updates on the scope,

prior period accounting changes and timing of the

required investigation or remediation activities for

the sites covered by these programs.

Please explain the reasons for the approximate $21.5

million decrease in the Company’s projected SIR costs

durfng the linking period.

Based on the Company’s most recent update, projected

costs for the linking period are expected to decrease

by approximately $21.5 million for the MGP program,

$0.2 million for the Appendix B program, and $0.5

million for the Superfund program. The projected SIR

costs during the linking period, however, have

increased.by approximately $0.7 million for the UST

program. The projected costs for the Astoria Site

-13-
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remain essentially unchanged. In sum, as noted

earl~er, I am projecting a $21.5 million decrease in

SIR related costs during the linking period compared to

the amount that was originally forecast.

Please discuss the projected $21.5 million decr÷ase for

the MGP program.

The following nine sites account for a combined net

decrease of $21.3 million in projected linking period

SIR Costs for the Company’s MGP program: Mount Vernon

Gas Works Site (-$10.5 million}, Hunts Point Gas Works

Site (-$1.6million), Pelham Gas Works Site (-$6.4

million), White Plains Gas Works Site (+$1.5 million),

West 42nd Street Gas Works Site (-$I.! million}, East

173rd Street Gas Works Site (-$0.9 million), East 14th

Street Gas Works Site (-$0.8 million), East 99t~ Street

Gas Works Site (-$0.8 million) and Woodworth Avenue

Gas.Works Site (-$0.7 million). As a result of the

Company’s most recent update of its project÷d SIR

costs, relatively small increases or decreases in

linking period SIR expenditures are projected for

several other MGP sites to reflect changes in the

anticipated schedule and work scope of the

investigation or remediation activities for these

-14-
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io

sites. The net impact of these other relatively small

changes is a decrease of $0.2 million. The projected

decreases for the Mount Vernon, Hunts Point, East 14th

Street, East 99th Street, and Woodworth Avenue sites

are due to delays in the commencement of investigation

or remediation. I have already reviewed the changes in

the projected investigation or remediation schedules

for the Mount Vernon, East !4th Street, East 99th

Street, and Woodworth Avenue sites in my previous

discussion of the estimated RYI SIR expenditures for

them.

Please continue regarding the Hunts Point Gas Works

Site.

This site is currently occupied by the Hunts Point

Cooperative Market, which is owned by the City of New

York. The MGP investigation and remediation activities

at this site are being managed on the Gity’s behalf by

the New York City Economic Development Corporation

(’~EDC~), under its Voluntary Cleanup Agreements with

the DEC. Con Edison is reimbursing the EDC for a

portion of the investigation and remediation costs

pursuant to two separate cooperation agreements between

the Company and EDC. The cost projections for the

-15-
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linking period and RYI provided in my initial testimony

represented estimated payments to the City based on

EDC’s preliminary schedule and cost estimates. It now

appears that EDC’s implementation of investigation and

remediation activities, which are tied to the

redevelopment of the various parcels at the site, has

been and may continue to occur at. a slower pace than

anticipated. Therefore, the Company has revised its

cost. projection for the linking period tO show a $1.6

million reduction.

Please discuss the reason for the projected $6.4

million decrease for the Pelham Gas Works Site.

The Company began implementing the extensive DEC-

approved Remedial Action Work Plan for this site in

January 2008. From January 2009 through the end of

June 2009, the Company incurred a total cost of $25.6

million for this site compared to $43.2 million

projected in my initial testimony for the entire

linking period. The remedia! construction activities

have been substantially completed except for relatively

minor site restoration work and punch list items, all

of which should be completed during the linking period.

At this time, the Company believes that the total

-16-
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expenditure during the linking period will be

appro×imately $6.4 million less than the $43.2 million

initially projected. However, the final total is

subject to resolu~tion of change orders submitted by the

contractor.

Please discuss the reason for the projected $1.5

million increase for the White. Plains Gas Works Site.

The increase in projected cost for the White Plains Gas

¯ Works Site is due to the difficult subsurface

conditions encountered by the remediation contractor

dUring the on-going remedial construction activities,

which are expected to be completed-during the linking

period. The final cost of this project may be higher

or lower than the current estimate depending on the

resolution of change orders submitted by the

contractor.

Please discuss the reason for the projected decreases

of $I.i million and $0.9 million for the West 42nd

Street Gas Works Site and East 173rd Street Gas Works

Site, respectively.

The decreases for these two s£tes are due to accounting

adjustments made by the Company in the first half of

2009 to correct accruals made in 2008. For the West

-17-
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42n~ Street Gas Works Site, a correction of -$1.4

million was made. This resulted in a projected

expenditure of -$I.0 million for the linkingperiod, or

a $I.I million decrease from the projected expenditure

of $0.i million contained in my initial testimony. For

the East 173rd Street Gas Works Site, two accounting

adjustments were made with a net total of -$0.7

million. This resulted in a.projected expenditure for

the linking period of -$0.8 million, or a $0.9 million

decrease from the projected expenditure of $0.I million

contained in my initial testimony. The Company has

completed remediation at both sites with no significant

SIR activities expected during the linking period and

beyond.

Q. Is the above update consistent with the Company’s

response to Staff IR DPS-45 Revised and Staff

Accounting Panel testimony?

A. Yes.

Q. What other information regarding the Company’s SIR

Program are you providing in this update testimony?

A.    I am providing a further update on the West 42n~ Street

Gas Works Site.

Q.    Please continue.

-18-
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no In July 2009, the Company received a check in the

amount of $3,324,405 from the owner of River Place II

pursuant to the Company’s cost sharing agreement with

that owner. This is applied as a reduction to the

regulatory assets instead of to individual sites and

has been addressed by both the Company and Staff

.Accounting Panels.

PROCEEDS FROM. SALE OF SO2 ALLOWAI~CZS

Please summarize the Company’s. strategy for selling

excess S02 allowances, as described in your initial

testimony.

My initial testimony indicated that the Company

expected to sell approximately 22,000 S02 allowances

allocable to the Company’s electric system with regard

to each of the 2008, 2009 and 2010 vintage years. I

explained that Vintage Year 2008 allowances would be

sold during 2010, Vintage Year 2009 allowances would be

sold during 2011 and Vintage Year 2010 allowances would

be sold in 2012. I estimated proceeds of $1.4 million

for each of the 2008 and 2009 vintage year based upon

an estimated market price of $62 per S02 allowance. The

vintage year 2010 allowances, anticipated to be sold in

-19-
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2012, are expected to be approximately half the value

as in the current market due to EPA’s Clean Air

Interstate Rule ("CAIR") SO2 regulations coming into

effect in 2010. I, therefore, estimated proceeds of

$700,000 from Vintage Year 2010 allowances to be sold

in 2012. I further indicated that Con Edison planned to

sell SO2 al!owances each quarter and that the proceeds

would be available after each quarter.

Did the Company complete SO2 allowance sales during the

first, second and third, quarters of 2009?

Yes, Con Edison sold 5,525 allowances in Q1 2009 at an

average price of $187 per allowance, 5,525 al!Qwances

in Q2 at price of $57.50 per allowance and 5,525

allowances in Q3 2009 at a price of $72 per allowance.

These sales resulted in SO2 allowance revenues of

approximately $1.7 million.

Has the Company updated revenue expectations based on

the most recent sales?

Yes. Exhibit     (RSP-12) has been updated to reflect

allowances for vintages years 2008 and 2009 being Sold

at $72 per allowance and allowances for vintage year

2010 being sold at $36 per allowance.

What will be the consequence if .the market price at the

-20-
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Case No. 09-E-0428

RANDOLPHS. PRICE - UPDATE

ELECTRIC

Qo

MARK FOR IDENTIFICATION AS EXHIBIT

time of sale is higher or lower than the allowance

price you have used to forecast expected revenue?

As explained in my initial testimony, the revenue from

the sales of SO2 allowances has been subject to

reconciliation, which the Company recommends to be

continued, so the customers receive the full, actual

benefit of any revenue generated from the Sale of SO2

allowances.

Has an exhibit been prepared under your supervision and

direction forecasting SO2 allowance sales and proceeds

for the linking period and the rate year based on the

updated expected allowance price?

Yes. An Exhibit     (RSP-12) entitled "FORECAST OF SO2

ALLOWANCE SALES PRQCEEDS" has been updated.

(RSP - 12 UPDATED)

CLIMATE REGISTRY NORMALIZATION

Was a normalization adjustment of $55,000 included in

your. initial testimony?

Yes. It had been expected that the costs for

participation in The Climate Registry (’~Registry")

would be $77,000 per year for Consolidated Edison, Inc.

(~CEI") and that the Company’s share of the costs would

-21-
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Case No. 09-E-0428

~tANDOLPH S. PRICE - UPDATE

ELECTRIC

be expected to be $75,000 per year. As. $20,000 had been

identified as having been spent in the historic year, I

proposed a normalization adjustment of $55, in my

initial testimony.

Have the expected costs of the Registry changed?

Yes. The Company has now secured a vendor to conduct ¯

the external verification required as part of Registry

participation and the costs associated with this part

of the program are less than anticipated.

What are the expected costs of participation in the

Registry?

It is now ant±cipated that cEi’s cost of participation

in the Registry will be $49,000 per year, comprised ~f

$i0,000 annual membership fee, $19,000 annual emissions

software license fee andS20,000 for external

verification. The Company’s Share of the costs would be

approximately $48,500 per year.

Was the historic year expenditure $20,000 as stated in

your initial testimony?

No. It has been determined that the historic spending

level was $48,500..

Is the normalization adjustment sti!l required as a

result of this new information?

-22-
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RANDOLPHS. PRICE - UPDATE

ELECTRIC

No.

Does this conclude your update and rebuttal testimony?

Yes, it does.

-23-



Exhibit.__(RSP-3 Updated))

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
Site Investigation and Remediatien Expenditures ($ x 1000)

Rate Yea~s Beginning April I of 2010 (RY1), 2011 (RY2), & 2012 (RY3)

MGP
Supedund
Appendix B
Astoria
UST

808 :.: ’. :::::::i:..~#~:: 2,I00::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: 2,100 $
3,115 :::::;::.i ........... 2,100 iiii!:::.::ii.::::;~:~O:~:.:. 2,t00
5,785 2,000 2,000
4,891 600 600

46,017 43,100 ~,100

7,315
9,785
6,091

132,2~7



2009 Electric RateCase Cost Projections for Linking Pedod (1109-31~0} and Rate Year I Exhibi~ (RSP-4 Updated)(Based on Actual EXpenditures for ~Q09 ~,nd 2Q09 and 6/09 CostProjections --

10

1t
2O

12
"~3 23
~_..3_425
15 28

16 5£, ~

2.__2_o63

25

84
27
28

29

34

36

37

East River Area

St & 41st Ave

Asloda B~vd/’78th Street
Forragut

W. 49th St. Substation Are’~ (t ltl~
Ave.)

Hell~%te Area(Locust Ave)

__ E. 25th SLIFDR Ddve
__ PL T [KentAve. Manholes

W. 54th St./1 lth Ave.
Breadway/131st St - 141st St

__ 4th Ave. & Ga~eld SI./6th St.
Jay St. and Concord St.
1 lth Street Conduit

__ ~__vlhe Ave/Nocth 13thSt.
__ Mort=e Pk Av./E180th St-Bronx

~roadwayllOSth .St- 1251h St

3O

2O(3 100

75

0 30 0
0 5 5
0 3O 0
4 50 5

0

0
0
0
0

3O 0
"~6 t5
75 75
75 75~

5

72 i E. B roadwa.y.~,a_.st of Grand St. 0 30
73 West 87th Sf West of Breedw&y, C 0 30
79 Vernon ~lvd/Queens Combined Site i 74 75 50

includes Sile~ I 4 26 40 & 7e
Dun~odie SIS__ 4 ~ --~’~ --
E~msfe~ SIS lg 5 5

A~ Medium iW Sites 0 0 0
App B Low Priodty Sites 0 0 0

Echo Ave.
Arthur Kill OU2
N.I slStTerm/Fyn Paint L~tigation
(Technical Support)

N. 1st S[ Tem~inaliFyr~’ Paint

Curcio SF Site
Maspelh

Flushing C~ek

BomeChemical
Me~lBank

~Flets
Subtotaf Su

Addilionaf investigation, manhole cleaneuts,
groundwater monitoring

~tio~

remedieS’on,
roundwatar monitoring, reportin,q

150 833 Installatio~ of pump n~ system at’ta~k ~rm., 80C 150 "’ 50 50NAPL ~ve~, g~und~ter
~ing.

65 175 P~ductrecove~systemO&M, prepare ’" 185 2~ 5 5
investigation ~ plan, be~in investigation.

2 9 Groundwater monibdng & rep0d~ng ’10 2 2 5

’ 0 3~ Pro a~ invest~ arian ~ inn ~ 30 80 80 355 i~ ~ns ections ~ o~in __ ~ 5 0 0
0 30 P~ are inve~ti arian ~rk lan~ 30 0 80
0 51 Supplemen~invest~gati~n, " 45 0 0 0remediatien re od~n clos~ut
0 3~ Pro a~/nvesii 8~n ~ la~ ~ 0 80 800 ~ P~ are investi arian w~ len~ ~ 80 8025 1751Peffo~ ~nvest~ a~bn and ~ o~n t~ 10 51 0

25 175 Peffo~ ~ves~ a~onand
~0 21C S#il remed~atioa and re~~ 220 5 ~ .J ~ 05 4C Supplemental inveStigmJon m~nor 55 0 0 " 0remed~afion, repo~i~g4
0 3C Pre are Fnves{i at~on work ~an ~ 30 0 80 800 3C Pro a~nvesti at~n ~rk ~an 0 0 80

50 34~ Supplemental investigation, repo~ing 350= 100 100 50

5 ~ =~duct recovew; g~undwa~er monitoring & 2~ 5 5 5"e ~ffin
60 60 =re are investl ation work
20 20 =~pare inwseg8~on ~rk ptan 20 20 20 25~

~ ~ -- 782     692 3213 34~’~ 667 76z

__~ 3~ Pre am site mane emen~an, ~al ~ o~ 4~ 0 0-330 t10 5 5 -21~ We~an~ res~o~~ O&M 33~ 5 52C 20 20 60 Techni~r Iitiga~on 8uppo~"agalns~ Fy~ Paint 1OC 20 20 20
(’10~ linking pe~d" ~sts oily nc ude

~30 ~Qlo)
40c 100 ~00 300 Coa EdisOn 8ha~ of [nvos~gotion & " 32~ ’ ’10C 100teme~iat~on cost8 ("to~81 ~i~kiag pedod"

onl
12 10 30 20 ,T2 Groundwatermon~oHn & re o~in                 9C 1C t0116 55 20 2~ 211 F~naleng~n~dngtepo~&si~slk 83 2C

Investiga#on, ~(o~a~ter men for ng &
~podleq
Finalize investigation ~ pla~

~remedlstion
~ remedistion expenses

Refundof ~sts~a~d t~ PRP G~u~
~ mme~iati~n expenses
~ ~me~ati~n expenses

978

35
0

65
0

manhole cleanouts

,g

450 O&M for tank farm ~mping system,; NAPL
recoves,, GW monitodng, report"he.

35In’vestigalion report, product recovery
system O&M.

g Groundwater monitoring, r~por~Jng
closeout

230 Perform inve~tl arian and te odin
5 Closeoet

195 Perform inve~ti arian and re odin
0

450

3~

~0
260

0
1~5

0
195
23O
15
15
1(;

35 "~95 Pert’otto lnvesti ationand re crtin
35 I g5 Perform invest~ stion and re ortin

O __~ Corn lete re ort doseout
3 15, ~ r.JOseout
0 10i ~& closeoul
0

0
35 195 Perform Jmvesti alien an~ re OrtJn 195
80 160 Perform in ves~g.aflon 160
50 300 Supplemental investigation, reporting

5 20 !Groundwater monltorfn~ 2C
5 20 ~reduCt recovery, groundwater monitoring,

160 160 Sta~ investigations 16C
250 ~0 We~ p~a6 p~pa~n, investigation,

~ 63C

5 ~e~ rostand ~reas re o~n 20
20 Techn~ca~ J~t~gall~n suppo~ against Fyn

Pain[

share ef in~’~stigation &Con Edison
remedJatio# c~sls

loo

80

400

70
60

Groundwater monitorin & re ortin        --
Groundwater monitoring & reporting

Complete investigation & feasiblii{y study,

3 remediatien e×~enses
~ reme¢iation ex

70

) remediatlon ex.~ense8
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2009 Electdc Rate Case Cost Projections for Linking Pedod (1/09-3110) and Rate Year !
(Baaed on Actual Expenditures. for 1Q09 and 2Q09 and 6/09 Cost Projections ExhibR._~.{RSP-4 Updated)

B

Astoria [Corrective Acflort.~

46
Astoria (IRM)

47
Astoria NSY

48
49

Fardngt0n Ha der

51
White ~lai~s MG~

52
Hunts Po4nt Comp~ssor $~ation

53
Hun~ Point £DC ~te

54
ra~own55
173~ St~t MGP (Star]i#ht

57 ~stat4on
W. 42rid Street Gas Wo~

58
W. 4$th Street Gas We~s"

59
W. lath

81 ~
52
63

65

7t
72

73

E. 99th Street W~rks

E. 32nd_.Slreet Station
Cedar St. Weeks
~ Works
O.~$ining Works * Ossining.

Pematt Ave Works -Peekskiti
Ludlow S~eet Works - Yonkers
Cross/Little Water St Holder Station
E. 137~ 8.~t~et Sletion
E. 138th Street Works
E. 11 Street Works

E. 14th 8treat Wor~s - East River
EA4St.,E.17 St. & E.lglh St. (Stuy
Townl
E 21st Street (PCV} ’

ML Vernon W0r~s
CenUsl Ave - Peekskill
Hester Street Gas Works

=el Street Gas WorKs
E,115th Street Ga~ Works

E. 108th Street Station
E. 11 lth Street Gas Works

s Station

1 UU

15

100

250 350

15 1~

250 20¢

700

45

55O

23 50 50 7 130

7294 2900 2900 40

2 0 0 4

0 100 300 500

0 .0 0 0

~03 0 15 0

-10& 50 50 0

0 50 75 50

413 100 50 5~:

319 25 25 25

150 200 50
ol 25 25

~ 250 350
35 25 2~

100 100 50
o. 250
0 0 0

25 150 50
20 75 75
50 5~ 50

0 50
25 25 25

235

074

7

26
1
0

429

Additional investigation, risk a~s~ssment,
Correct(re measures study, interim remedial
measure (hot s~t re,oval) pla~ning~
repp~ng
Produ~ ~cove~, g~und~ter monffor~ng &
~po~ng
Reme#ia~ p~anning ’

Post-remedlation long term monitoring and
additional fnvestiga!ion due to plannee new
[ecilitv

13134 Remediaiion an~ groundwater monito,’ing

8 Pcot-remediation annua~ J#s~ecff~n and
~flifi~tion

700 thvestigatio~’~ remediation ~’ane~ed #y
NYCEDC

O Posl-remedla~en long term monit~ng by
~er

-78~ Pest-reme~tFo~longte~monitod~g’and
8#~ual

125 Remedial ~anni# ~esi
-985 Off-site Inves~ga~on; pesl-remediat!on Iong-

lerm mon~o~g and annual
~n s pe~t~o n/ceffifice t~on

175 O~ble Unit

613

388

2851

1158

257
37,,~9
26

226
t70 __
5?’9

87
15~

Coa~ tar recovery St HLp paro~l; reread a
p~a~ning for o~er parcels,
Investigation

~slion
InvestJgallon
~ation
Harbor Square settlement and coat tar
recovery
Investigation 8n~= remedial tannin __
~ation
~Neti closure
nvesti ~a.~gn

estigat~an and remedial p~enning

De_.~n of erosion.cont~l
Remedial plennfng

Remedial ptanning, indoor air tesUng, and

Remediat planning and remedla~Jon
Investigation
Investigation reporl end ,Site Management

Records review re~n
Remedial planning and indoor elf testing

Inves~’gation reporl preparation and remedial

1301: 200 500 5(;0 500 17.00

75 15 15 15 "15 60

65C 1000 2000 1000 25 4025

207 7 7 7 7 26

11640 40 40 40 40

8 0 £ 0 4

2300 500 500 50C 500

0 0 200 C 0

12~ 15 0 15 0

100 100 100 2~
12~ 15 0 15 C

Remedial planning, hot spa( reined ation

Product recove~i groundwater m,mFthdng,
repodinRRemediation (remova~ of soil with PCB&
lead & other contamFnants), site realoratio#,

Pcot-remedlalion fang term monitoring

Groundwater moniiodng16(;

4 Post-remediation annual inspection and "
~’rtiffcat,ien

2000 nvestFgation and remediation managed by
’,IYCEDC

200 ~ost-remediati~ long term monitoring by

30 Post~ediatfonlong te~ monito#ng end
annual i~e~ionl~ificatio~

325 Remed~a~ Jannln /des~ n __
30 Pest-~me~]atioa Iong4erm monitoring and

annual ~nspec~n/ce~fi~tion

18~ 50 250 250 50 800

1000 100: 250 100 4000 4450

120~ 750 25 25 25 825

Reme~M,I ptannin£/deaign ’ ’

Sta~’~mediation of RLP pamel end
remedial p~anning for other parcels.
Re[mburs-’ment to MTA for s~ti disposal
assgcFated wilh 8ecor~d Avenue Subway
const~ctlon; remedial planning

0 0 o 0
150 150 50 37~ Investigation
25 25 25 225= ~tion

. 25 25 25 375 Investigation and remedial plan~ing

25 20 95
0 0 g

5 2O
50 20 220

400 0 1200

0
200 400

400
300 25
500 150

1310 300

25
__ 37__~5 0

4__o
10o

0

402~
678~

2~

25
8(

20t
55(

10(

8OO

!No t’~r~ner action required

~ation
Remedistion

thstaJlatlon G’f erosion control
Installation of sub-slab systems

Remedlaf planning and steal: of remediation

Remedlatian
Remedial plannFng
Annual i#spection and cortit~cation

No further ~ct~on ~
Remedia~ planning, indoor air testing, and

Remedial planning

t900

0

100
2850

100

7825
9100

2O0
0

.2~

37~

¢

0

1201
0

arian
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2009 Electric Rate Case Cost Proiecl 0ns for Linking Per~od (1/09-3/10) and Rate Year 1
(~]ased on Actual Expenditures for..1Q09 and 2Q09 and 6/09 Cost Projections Exhibit__(RSP-4 Updated)

g0

B

rks.
Statlen - Yonkers

Hastings on Hudson MGp

Pelham Gas Works - r~,=~T~ ~w~nor

286 Water Street

7(30 5O0 36767

arian

No further action req.uired
Invest 9atlon, ndaor air testing, remedial

Remediatian an¢~ post-remedlst~on O&M;
investigation of off-site areas

4320(; 500 500      500

~Voodwodh Ave, Works - Yon~;ers
Iport Chsster 21 £,1 ~1nl ~21        0

0 0 ’~

Common Expenses " 21353(~ 3~ 3~322~I
~ ~1MGP Sites    -

3rd Ave Yard SC
68 1,~ 10 9._2~2

125 156 70 345

50’0

3rd Ave Yard SC
Former Amoco Fuel Oil Terminal

Atlantic Ave. $C
Bruckner Blvd Operations Center

~SC
Rye SC

Van Nest Codex SC
~ Bird SC
West 25tn Street SC

18 28 t8 64
15 151 15 45

5 5 20 30
15 15 15 45

10 85 20 115
5 0 0 5

20 30 t0 eO107 Subtotal UST 1313 297 368 196 2167 1494

Z Notes

Investigation

~
0

Investi arian . 700 350 350 ~

Program w~’e, non-site specific expenses                                              ~

Limited remediatlo~ " 136 21 1 ~ £ ~Umite~ temediat~on~ 10 IQ 10 1~
,~ateff~ntJ~vestgat°n, ~p0~ng remedial ~ 550 90 1300 2750 250

SUpplemental ~nvestigat~o# repo~#g ~6~ 18 18’ ~ 18
F~nsl eng;~eer4ng repo~, GWmon tedng & 120= 15 15 15 15

Investigatioe repot, GW monitoring & 9Z ~5 40 44~ 40

Remediatio& GW moallofin & ~ odin 175 ~5 ~0 1~ 5 40GW moniI~ close0ut 15 0 0 C 0 0Remediatio# G~o~to~n m o~n " 10~ 1~ 1~ __ 1~_ 40
29671 360 4935

arian

orion
atio~

:No fudhar action re~uired
Remadiation and indoor air testing

2500 Post-rame~iation long term O&M;
investigation of o~-slte areas       ,          20~0

~ 100
700 lnvesti ~(~on - " 0

31418

49
43 GW~ 40

4390 Wate4ro~t ~mediation, GW monito~ng+
~ 4350

72 GW mo~ito~£, capering 72
60; GW mo~ito#ng, repo~g

~ 0
24~ Remed[ai pla#n~ng, GW

3W monPto#~                      4~

1~1 1. All cost projec~ions were based on Information availsble at the time they were developed and on anticipated actions of others such as approval by the DEC, access provided by property owners, and properly owners"development plans.
1 i._,.~2 2. The negative "actual" coats for the 173rd Street end W. 42nd Street MGP sites n the first half of 2009 Were due .to an account ng correction made for incorrect accruals in 2008.

113 3, The r~eg, ative "actual" cost for the Arthur Kill OU2 Superfund Site In the first half of 2009 was due to an over-accrual in ¯December 2008 for unpaid remediation contractor expenses as of December 31, 2008.
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ExhiblL_(RSP-12 Updated]

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.

Forecast of SO2 Allowance. Sales Proceeds

~Q1 2008 2 20.08     Q3 2008Q
Agowance Volume 5,525 5;525 .......
Allowance Price $ 510$ 360 $
Revenue $ 2,817,750 .$ !,989,000 $

Actual Sales
Q4 20~38     Q1.2(~09    IQ2 2009

11,050 5,525 5,5;~5
$ 165 $ 187 $ 57.50
$ 1,820,046 $ 1,033 175 $ 317,688

Projected Sales
2009    Q4 200.9. .Iof 2010 ~RY1 ]RY2     IRY3

5,525 5,525 5,525     22,100    22,10~    22,100
72 $ 72 $ 72 $ 72 $ 63 $ 36

397,800 $ 397;800 $ 397,800 $ 1.591.200 $’;.392.300 S 795~(1~.

Notes:
Actual sales will depend upon market conditions.
Forecast allowance ~orice of $72 is based on the market price re; SO2 allowances as at July 10, 2009, This is the date of the most recent sale,
No sales were axecuted in Q3 2008 due to market conditions.
Vinta~Ee Year 201~ a~low~nces being sold as of January 20"~2 are expected to be approximately 1/2 as valuable as in t~e current market due to CAIR SO2 rules comi.ng into effect in 2010. The C~,IR
rules will adjust the surrender ratio for allowances ,to 2 for 1 in 2010. This witl result in ~ntage Year 2010 SO2 allowances being only half as vaIuable as a 2009 or earlier vintage a!lowance.
RY2 average price cf $63 per allowance is based upon three quarters of 2011 (Q2, Q3 and Q4) at $721per allowance and one quarter of" 2012 (Q 1) at $36 ~er allowance.


