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ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

In the Matter off

of New York, Inc.

)
)
Consolidated Edison Company ) Docket No. 50-247
)
(Indian Point Station, Unit No. 2) )

MOTION OF APPLICANT
FOR AN ORDER ESTABLISHING FURTHER PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
TO IMPLEMENT THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc;,
Applicant in the above-captioned proceeding, pursuant to
section 161 and 189 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and
the National Environmental Policy Aét of 1969 ("NEPA"),
respectfully moves the Atomic Energy Commission for an
order (a) establishing further prdcedural requirements,
including a specific time schedule therefor, that shall
be followed in order to implement the.decision of the
United éiates Court of Abpeals for the District of Col-

)
umbia Circuit in the Calvert Cliffs caseﬁfl(b) directing the

1
—/Calvert Cliffs' Coordinating Committee, Inc. v. U. S.
AEC, No. 24,871 (D.C. Cir., decided July 23, 1971)
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Atomic Safety and Licensing Board to'continue promptly the
hearing on the issues specified in the Notice of Hearing as
published on November 17, 1970 and to issue its Initial Decision
notwithstanding any pendency of proceedings required by NEPA;
and‘(c) requiring that ény operating.license issued for thg
facility shall be subject to continuance, éuspension, modifi-
cation or revocation in accordance with proceedings required
by NEPA. )

A proposed form of order is appended to this motion
together with an affidévit of Charles F. Luce, Chairman of the
Board of Appiicant, dated August 17, 1971, in support hereof.

In furthet support of this motion Applicant states

as follows:

1. Applicant filed its Application for Licenses for

- Indian Point Unit 2 ("Unit 2") with the Commission in December

1965 and received a conétructibn permit in October 1966.
Applicant.is now seeking authority to operate Unit 2. A Notice
of Hearing on this Application was published on November 17, 1970
and since that date a pre-hearing conference, exténsive discovery

and hearings have taken place. Construction of the plant is
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nearly complete and on July‘éo, 1971 the Atomic Safety and

Licensing Board granted Applicant's motion seeking authority
to load fuel and to conduct subcritical teséing, subject to
completion of certain items of wofk.

2. 1In accordance with the Commission's regulations
in éffect at the time, Applicant filed an environmental
report with the Commission on August 6, 1970. This report
was‘circuiated to Federal and State agencies for comment and
a Detailed Statement waé prepared by the Regulatory Staff
dated ﬁovember 20, 1970. Pursuant to paragraph li(a) of the
Commission's regulations (10 CfR 50, Appendix D, December 4,

1970) parties to this proceeding have not been permitted to

raise as an issue whether the issuance of the license would

be likely to result in a significant, adverse effect on the
environment.

3. In its decision in the Calvert Cliffs case the

Court of Appeals determined that 10 CFR 50, Appendix D does not
comply with NEPA in certain respects and remanded the matter to
the Commission for further rule making. Applicant will file, in

addition to this motion, a petition for rule making seeking an

interim amendment to Appendix D consistent with the Court's decision.

In order to provide guidance to the Atomic Safety and Licensing
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Board and the parfies and to avoid unnecessary delay pending

. the completion of rule making actions by the Commission, the

Commission is authorized to, and should, establish for this
proceeding the steps necessary to carry out thé Court's
decision, recognizing the particular status of Unit 2 at the
present time.

4, In accordance with the Couft's decision all
NEPA procedural steps which have not heretofore been taken by
Applicant and the Commission are expected to be taken forthwith.
However, the Court does nof state in its decision hoW the
Commission should proceed to implement these procédures with
regard to plants whiéh, like Unit 2, are nearly ready for

operation and close to the end of the hearing on issues

‘prescribed in the Notice of Hearing. Nor did the Court state

that the Commission must refuse to allow a plant to operate

‘while the procedures required by NEPA are being completed

notwithstanding that the plant is substantially ready for
operation and-significant aspects of its environmental impact
afe already an accémplished fact. 1In fact, the Court noted
with approval a lerr court opinion which read in part "The

o,
NEPA does not require the impossible. Nor would it require,



in effect, a moratorium on all projects which had an environ-

mental impact while awaiting compliance‘with §102 (2) (B)."

(Slip op., p. 23). The Commission is authorized, therefore,
under NEPA and the Court's decision to consider whether any

purpose would be served in delaying the operation of Unit 2

until completion of all NEPA consideratiohs, if the operation

of the plant is otherwise permissible under the provisions of
the Atomic Energy Act.

5. No purpose whatsoever would be served by
delaying the operation of Unit 2 pending completion of all
NEPA requirements. The plant has been built to cOmbly'in
all respects with environmental requirements. However,
should modifications be necessary to comply with NEPA, which

Applicant believes will not be the case, the status of

~completion of Unit 2 is such that it is already too late to

mitigate the costs of any such modifications. Just as the
Court didvnot direct the Commission to suspend the licénses

of operating nuclear power plants while the Commission carries
out any NEPA requirem?nts not previously complied with, so
also the decision perﬁits a plant in the condition of Unit 2

to proceed to operation subject to subsequent NEPA compliance.
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6. As shown in the atéachea affidavit, the effects
of any delay in the operation of Unit 2 threaten to produce
a severe shortage of electric pdwer in Applicant's service
area with disastrous éonsequences to the entire populace of the
larges£ city in the Uﬁited States. Indeed, so crucial is the
role of New York City and Westchester County in the economy
of the nation that the effects will be felt from coast to
coast and in international trade as well.

7. Moreover, if the operation of Unit 2 is delayed,

additional amounts of pollutants will be added to the New York

City atmosphere, as set forth in the supporting affidavit
annexed hereto, because of the resulting'need to continue the
operation of older, less efficient fossil-fueled plants. Thus,

the early operation of Unit 2 will produce a significant

- affirmative environmental benefit.

8. In addition to the adverse effects on the health,

safety and economic well-being of the public which would be

i
I

caused by a delay in the operation of Unit 2, the financial

cost to the Applicant, and to its customers, will be substantial.

" The elements comprising these unnecessary costs are set forth

in the supporting affidavit annexed hereto. The inevitable

reflection of these costs in increased consumer rates for



electric service would be contrary to the national effort
to combat inflation.
9. In view of the foregoing facts and the fact

fhat Applicant had fully complied with the requirements of

. NEPA as construed by the AEC prior to the Court's decision,

Applicant and the public that it serves Fhould not be penalized
by being forced to await completion of the full procedural
requirements of NEPA if operation of the piant is otherwise
permis;ible.

10. Any license issued to Applicant wéuld, of
course, be conditioned'on compliance with Federal and State
standards and requirements for the protection of the environment
in aécordance with the provisions of 10 CFR 50, Appendix D.
This condition, together with an expedited schedule for

completion of NEPA procedures, as provided for in the proposed

- order submitted herewith, and the requirement that any operating

license issued would be subject to continuance, suspension,
modification or revocation based upon the results of these

procedures, provides the necessary assurance that operation
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of the plant will not be permitted to continue in disregard
of NEPA requirements.
Respectfully submitted,

LeBOEUF, LAMB, LEIBY & MacRAE

By WMM

Leonard M. Trosten
Partner

Dated: August 17, 1971



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

Commissioners:

In the Matter of

of New York, Inc.

)
)

Consolidated Edison Company ) Docket No. 50-247
)

(Indian Point Station, Unit No. 2))

ORDER

It is hereby ordered by the Atomic Energy Commission
that the following procedures shali be followed by the
parties to this proceeding and the Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board ("Board") in compliance with the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPA") and the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954:

1. The Applicant shall file a supplement to its
environmental report by September 9, 1971.

2. The Director of Regulation shall prepare and



makeAavailéble,to Federai, Sfate and local officials and
~interested persons a draft Detailed Statement sppplementing
the Detailed Statemént dated November 20, 1970 within
thirﬁy days after receipt of the supplemént to Applicant's
environmental.report.

3. Any comments op the Applicant's supplemental
environmental report and on the supplemeptal draft Detailed
Stétement must be received withih twenty days in thé
case of Federal agencies and within thirty days ip thé
case of State and local officials and interested persons.

4. The Director of Regulation shall prepare’ and
make public a supplemental final Detailed Statement within
twenty days after receipt of the comments.

5. A hearing on environmental issues with respect
to an operating license for Unit No. 2, pursuant to NEPA,
shali commence not later than twenty days after publication
of the Detailed Statement and shall be concluded within
thirty days thereafter, such hearing topbe conducted before
a presiding officer or board to be hereafter appointed by

the AtomiciEnergy Commission. An appropriate Notice of



- Hearing will be issued prior to such hearing.

6. Upon conclusion of the hearing an Initial

‘Decision shall be issued within fifteen days providing

for imposition of such requirements with respect to an

‘operating license for Unit 2 as may be called for under

NEPA., -

7. Pending the completion of the procedures set
forth above, the Board shall proceed promptly with the hearing
now in progress and shall limit its consideration to those
issues set forth in the Notice of Hearing dated No&ember 17,
1970. An Initial Decision ghall be rendered aﬁ the conélusion
of the hearing not later than forty-five days after the Board's
receipt 6f proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law
filed by the parties. If the Board grants a motion pursuant
to'ld CFR §50.57(c)‘or gives.an Initial Decisioh authorizing
the issuance,of an operating license for the facility, such
license may be issued without regard to the pendency of
NEPA proceedings required by this Order énd the Commission's

regulations. Any license so issued shall be subject to



continuance, suspension, modification or revocation based
upon the outcome of such NEPA proceedings.

By the Commission

W. B. McCool
Secretary

Dated:




BEFORE THE UNITED STATES

* ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
. . ) :
Consolidated Edison Company ) Docket No. 50-247
of New York, Inc. ) - -
(Indian Point Station, Unit No. 2) )
: |
¢
AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLES F, LUCE
CHARLES F. LUCE, being duly sworn, deposes and says
that:

1. I am the Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive

- Officer of the Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.

("Cdn.Edison").

2. This information is presented in support of the

-

"Motlon of Applicant for an Order Establlshlng Further Procedural

‘Requirements to Implement the National Environmental Policy

Act of 1969" to which this affidavit is attached and is 1ntended

to demonstrate the urgent need for Con Edlson to ut1117e the

capacity of Indian Point Unit 2 in order to satisfy the crucial
/ .

requirements of its customers and also to bring to the attention

of the Commission other relevant considerations in support of



the relief requested in'the Motion.

3. Con Edison provides electric serVige in the
five borough§ of New Yérk City and in most of Westchester
County. The éopulation of this service area is about 8,650,000,
An adeqﬁate and reliable supply of electric.power is essential
to tﬁe life of?this key metropolitan area.. A lack of such a
supply will‘jéépérdize a’Vast array of criticai services and
fécilitiés(vital'to the preservation of public health and safety

such as water supply, fire protection, sewage and garbage dis-

posal, hospitals, nursing homés, railway and subway trans-

portation, law enforcement, traffic control, drawbridge operation,

and all forms of local and interstate communications.

4. Since 1969 Con Edison has been faced with a crisis.

in supplying electric energy to the communities which it serves.,

'Despite all of its efforts to meet the increasing demands‘upbn

its system as the consumption of electricity in its service

area continues to grow, the Company has had to curtail service

through voltége reductions with unacceptable frequency,‘l-*/andp

/

N

—K tabulation of the frequency of load curtailment measures

used from 1969 to 1971 is attached to this affidavit.

/
!



én one occasidn, to discontinue service ﬁo‘some bf its
customers.

5. The grave difficulties‘encountered from 1969
to 1971 foreshadow the éyen more difficult problems which the
Company will féce duriﬁg the wintéfiof 1971-1972 and the

summer of 1972, -

2

6. inidr to 1969 the Company's planned reserve
. . :
[capacity, including pﬁrchases from others, was 1,532 mégawatts
bor 21% of its aﬁticipafed peak load. 1In 1969, however, déléys
in the édditioﬁ éf new capacity by other utilities limited
ﬁhe amdunf ofvthe purchased power actually available in that
‘yéar to Zéo-megawatts, a minor»porfion of the 710 megawattsr
for which we had coptracted;. In additién, there wererseveral
equipment outages and deratingsg/experienced duriﬁg the summer
period, Whicﬁ is the period 6f peak demand on the Company's
system. As a consequence, the Com?ény had to request large

- customers to reduce load voluntarily, to appeal to the-general-

public to conserve electricity and to institute voltage

2 b ‘

'Deratings" result from equipment problems which, while.
they do not require that a generating unit ‘be completely
removed from service, restrict its operation to less than
its full capacity. '



reductiohs on eight different days on which the loss of
cap#city ranged from 800 to over 2,000 megawatts° On two
occ;sions the voltage reducﬁion :éached the maxiﬁum allowable
level of 8%,§/after which the only load control device avail-

able is to totally discontinue electric service to some of

our customers._ ‘

2

»70 ~'Again in 1970 the Company experienced powef

e :
Qéhortages even though we had incr;ased our planned capacity
resdurces from 8,882 megawatts to 9,839 megax&atts° This
represented a reserve of 27% of our anticipated peak load,
and was to be principally achieved by the addition of almost
1,200 megawatts of gas turbine capacity to our s?stem. ‘Con-
stfuction and start-up delays, as well as a strike which affected
one of our suppliers, caused slippage in the schedﬁle for
. adding the gas turbines. This, togethér with eqﬁipment deratings
and forced outages, made it necessary for us to make'appeals -
again for the conservation of.electricity by the publié and

to institute vbltage reductions on fifteen days. On one
I

y

. ¥ , ~
éébltage reductions in excess of 8% would cause damage to
" customers' equipment. : '



occasion we had to resort to discontinuance of service to
- approximately 1% of our customers. Discontinuance of service
to any customers is a drastic measure, and every effort must

be made-to avoid its recurrence.
. . ,

8. As far as 1971 is concerned, we have added

624 megawatts of additional gas turbine capacity and, after

re-rating some of our older units, we have a reserve installed
|

{on our own system equal to only 9% of the estimated peak load.

*:

| We have also contracted for 920 megawatts of firm capacity
purchasés; thus raising thevreserve to 21%.
9, This reserve is of the same-order of magnituae
as those with which we faced the summers of 1969 and 1970,
~and again wé havé had to resort to the frequent use éf voltagé
reduétioﬁ. So far this year we have.reduced voltages on our
system on thirteen oécasions.

10, Our peak load fogecést for-197i.was 8,150
megawatfs and to date we have experienced a peak of 7;719
megawatts. This ogdurred on July lst-When a 3% voltage

. 1 ,

}
reduction was in effect on a major part of our system.

11. We are making vigorous efforts to promote the

)



conservation of electricity and have both ceased our sales
promotion activities and instituted a "Save-a-Watt" program to

further that goal. We are urging our customers to conserve

"electric eneréy at all times, but particularly during periods

Pz

‘'of peak demands. In this connection we have communicated
individually with our major customers many of whom have already
taken meaeuree'to operatf regularly with partial lightiné which
45130 reduces the demaﬁd for power for air conditioning purposes.
Nevertheless, this power shortage continues despite these
efferts. | |

X2, We hope fo be able to serve our customers‘during.
the.fest of the summer of 1571 with the aid of voltage reductions
on.a few days. If, however, a substantiai portion of our

eapacity becomes unavailable during the rest of the summer and

if we encounter a period of unusually hot weather we will be

- forced to resort to more frequent voltage reductions and to

other load curtéilment measures perhaps including the discon-

tinuance of service to some of our customers.

i

13. 'Looking ahead to .the summer of.l972, we foresee

a substantially worsened situation. Our estimated peak load is

¥



‘8,550 megawatts and our installed capacity, assuming that
Indian Point Unit No. 2'is on-line, is erpeeted to be 9,996
megawatts.ﬁ/ we have, in addition, contrected fer 395 megawetts
of purchased capacity.éz This weuld'provide é reserve of 21.5%,
which is substantiallyAless than ;s desirable, It is at this
levei of anticibated reserve, and greater, that we have experi—
enced severe{aifficulties for the past three years. If tne
€873 megawatts of capacity from Indian Point ﬁnit No. 2 were
not to be a&ailebie, our reserve margin for 1972 would be cut
almostﬁin half i.e., to 11%. This margin would be intolerable.
.It would represent a serious potential threat to the health,
safety and economic well-being of the persons living and WOrk-
ing in the New York Metropoiitan Area,
14, Some of the Company's generating stations; such
as Sherman Creek and Kent Avenue, contain léss reliable, older
units which we had hoped to retire before this. Most of the

equ1pment at those 1ocat10ns is over forty years old and has

become increasingly difficult to maintain. These piants are
. _ | _ _
/

{

i ‘ .
ﬁ%ﬁis includes 400 megawatts from Con Edison's share of Bowline
Point Unit No. 2, scheduled to go on-line in July 1972, and
- 348 megawatts from barge-mounted gas turbines, also scheduled
for July 1972,
5/
—Of thls, 125 megawatts are from Orange & Rockland's share
of the Bowline Point Unit No. 2.



no longer aependable and will deteriorate further each addi-
tional year they reméin in service, despite cpntinuing main-
tenance éffortg° In these circumstances, should Indiéh Point
Unit No. 2 not be in operation in 1972, the-Company's reserve
margin will bé considerably less {han it should be, and service
difficulties,ipéssibly much more severe'than any experienced

to date, wilffcerﬁain}y‘pccur again in the summer of that year.
¢ 15. In my opinion there is no way by which Con Edison's
reserve,mardin-fo; 1972 can be substantially improved. The
Company will, bf course, continue to explore every possible
vmeans Sf }mprdving this situation. gowever, additional firm
purchases are not now available and, while we are hopéful df
acquiring.an;additiohal amount of about.200 megawatts before
next summer, this will not proQide substantial helpvand is the‘
limit of the assistance I can foresee from this source for the
summer of 1972. ‘We have already e#hausted all of.the additional
gas turbiné supply which would be available to us in éime to
meét ;he 1972 peak loa?. Thus, the oﬁly possible source of
additional capacity would be a further postponement of the
retirement of our Helf Gate Station. This would be grossly

~

insufficieﬁt, since the capacity of that station,is only 315
. : . . /

/



megawatts:and is, moreover, no longer dependable.

16. Con Edison was able to make emergency purchases
of energy from outside our system while we were.encountering
the service difficulties heretofoge discussed., Those purchases
prevented a much more serious situation from occurring. While
some emeréencyfﬁurchases will undoubtedly be available to us
again, the po&er supply situation for the coming summer is so

é;érious that %ﬁ hy'juagment whatever emergency,purchases we
afe‘able to maké cannot prevent the‘shortages to which I have
referréd.

| 17; In view of the difficult prospects we face for
the summer of 1952, even with Indian Point Unit No. 2 available,
and particﬁiarly.in iight df the faqt that about 875 megawatts
of the.capacity on which we are rélying will be provided by
units which are nét estimated to be completed before July of
that year and which ﬁight therefore be delayed beyond‘that date,
there is a critical need for Indian Point Unit No. 2 by this
coming winter. Figét, we must prepafe for next summer by putting

;
!

Unit No. 2 through thé‘initial "shakedown" period of operation

h ]

that any new unit must undergo. Second, we need to utilize

oy o
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'the.capacity of Indian Point Unit No; 2 in order td perform
ail.bf.the necessary maintengnce on the remainder of our
genérating facilities,

18. During the winter period, maintenance is normally

.performed on the Company's géneraéing facilities. However,

- during the entire 1970-1971 winter period Ravenswood Unit No. 3,

a 1,000 megadaﬁt unit, was out of.service'for repairs to its

, . o
Jgenerator. This severely curtailed the Company's maintenance
progrém._ As a result forced outages and deratings were signi-
ficantiy increased. 1In fact, during the winter of 1970-1971'
the.Company‘found it necessary to institute'voltage reductions
on eight different days, an unprecedented situation.

19. wWithout Indian Point Unit No. 2 thelonly
significant increaSe in capacity for the winter of 1971-1972
will be 624 megawatts of gas £urbinesAadded during 1971,

This will provide some ﬁargin over the gfowth in winter peak
load between 1970-1971 and 1971-1972. However, during the
coming winter Con Edison muét urgently undertake a more extehsive

. . . . .
maintenance program for its generating facilities in order to

make up for the work yhich we were unable to complete last

~N



- winter. The opportunity to complete this maintenance effort
will be severely handicapped if Indian Point Unit No. 2 is not
available during the winter. Even worse, if Indian Point

Unit No. 2 is not available to 'us it may be necessary to defer

'

a scheduled three-month outage of the Ravenswood No. 3 Unit,

That'outage is hecessary to replace the defective stator (part

!

of the generétor) which has been a major cause of our electric

*

<supply difficulties since 1969, and the unavailability of
Indian Point Unit No. 2 would force us either to postpone the
work on Ravenswood No. 3 or to defer equally needed maintenance
on other large units.

. 20, The New York State Public Service Commission
described the scope of the electricity supply problem in our
service area in a recent opinion (page 6), as follows:

"In the summer of.l97l and, it-appears,
for a number of summers .to come, the
New York metropolitan region may be forced
to adjust to shortages of elec;ric power
serious enough, at least, to cause incon-
venience and, at worst, to weaken the

capacity of both the city and its surround-
ing areas to function."S

~
éﬁ copy of the full text of the Public Service Commission's
. "Opinion and Order Fixing Procedures for Load Adjustment
by Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., in Times
of Emergency" issued August 9, 1971 is attached to this
affidavit. ' '
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That statement was written on the asSumptién that Indian

Point Unit No. 2 would be available during the summer of 1972;

Should the plant not be-availabie then,vor indeed by the
..winter of 1971-1972, it is my judément that the welfare ofv

thé New‘York Metropolitah Area will be directly threatened

by a .shortage of power, |

21.: 'The requirements of our customers represent

- the primary justificatid% for early utilization of Indian Point

L3

Unit No. 2. . There are, however; other compelling reasons.
Construction szthe plént is nearly compieted; We have bpilt
this plant in_cbmpliance with the construction'permit which ‘
we received from the Atomic Energy Commission in 1966 and in
compliance with all applicable laws and environmental réqui;e-
nents. Indian Point Unit No. 2 is now nearly ready for.
operation, and I am informed by our supplie; that.we will
be ready to load fuel in the reactor, in accordance with the
authorization we have already receivéd, by September 13, 1971.
'22. If Indian Poiﬁt Unit No. 2 is not ailowéd to.
commeﬂcé operation after it has been approved by the AEC's
Atomic and Safety and Licensing Board, the financial cost

N
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to Con Edisop, andvto our.customers,’will bévhuge. This
uﬁnecessary cost will cdﬂsist of about three millionidollars
_per month,'thevestihated out-of-pqcket cost of replacing energy
which would otherwise have been: produced by'Unit No. 2, plus
almost one miiiion dollars per moﬁ£h, the amount of intereét
duriﬁg construg;ion which would accfue during the period of
delay. To imb;seAthis heavy financial burden unnecessarily
e
would be completely iﬁconsistent with‘ouf national effort to
combat inflation a;nd.unemployment°
22, .i also call atﬁention to thé positive environ-
hental'efféct'of operating Indian Point Unit Né. 2. va ﬁhe'.
plaht is delayed for one year, for example, Con Edison woula
be forced to make greater use of older fossil-fueled pléntsa
The result would be that the following éstimated additiohal
amounts of péllutants would be added to the New York City

.atmosphere:

Pollutant Additional Emissions
Particulates 1,245 tons
so, . - .29,000 tons

NOx - 16,000 tons
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TS

In view of theAforegoing_facts demoﬁstrating the
ufgent need for the earliest possible operation of Indian.
Point Unit 2 to satisfy the power needs of New York City and
Westche;ter County, the unnecéssary consumer costs and

| environmentgl detriments which will result‘fréh any delay,
: and the-compelling equities supporting the prompt issuance
of a 1icenself6¥ the'operation of a plant.that is neérly

. . :

‘ - completed and ready for productive use, I strongly urge that

the relief reéuested in Applicant's'motion be granted.

Mol e

L

Charles F. Luce
Sworn to before me

1 ‘ this 17th daybof August, 1971

’ 7
WA
Sy | %/%7 L;//' :
f-ﬂ{&(’.(«;!’/ LS el 2 B, /
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" Notary Public

CLOT".DE'
( M.
Notacy Public, Staze

No. 41.8523650
Cere,
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Q of New York

. uece

mmis:;’ed l'.;n New Yor:.&::;z
°0 Expiree March :
. 30, 1972 i



Year
1969

1970

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.

1971 (through.

July 31)

~ LOAD CURTAILMENT MEASURES -

(1969 - 1971)

Numer of Times

Voltage

Reductions

Placed

In Effect
. | J
o
15%

- 13

.

Appeals To
Calls To The General
Large Customers Public.

Requesting Load To Conserve
Reductions Electricity

4 3

"12 1

5 5

*On one day, it was necessary also to discontinue service to

' about 1% of the Company's customers for a period of time.

NOTE: In the yéars from 1964 through 1968 the number of voltage
reductions averaged about three a year.
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" STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a session of the Public Serﬁice
Commission held in the City of
Albany August 3, 1971.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

‘Joseph C.

Swidler, Chairman

Edward P. Larkin
John T. Ryan : .
William K. Jones, concurring in part and dissenting in part.

CASE 25937 - Proceéding on motion of the Commiésioh as to
the plans and procedures of electric corporations for load
shedding in times of emergency.

APPEARANCES:

SECOND INTERIM REPORT.

Opinion and Order Fixing Procedures

for Load Adjustment by Consolidated
'Edison Company of New York, Inc.,
. in Times of Emergency '

~ (Issued August 9, 1971)

Charles R. Gibson, Acting Counsel to
the .Public Service Commission, by ’
Howard J. Read and Arthur B. Cohn,
Staff Counsel. ‘ o

Garrett E. Austin, Attorney for
Consolidated Edison Company of New
York, Inc., 4 Irving Place, New
York, N. Y. :

LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae, by
Leon A. Allen, Jr., James H. Durand,
1 Chase Manhattan Plaza, New York,
N. Y., attorneys for Orange and
Rockland Utilities and New York
Powexr Pool. '




CASE 25937

Ira L. Freilicher, attorney for Long
“Island Lighting Company, 250 Old

Counitry Road, Mineola, New York

11501.

. Gould and Wilkie, by Walter A.
‘Bossert, Jr., 1 Wall Street, New
.York, N. Y. 10005, attorneys for

Central Hudson Gas & Electric
Corporation.: ‘ ‘

' Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle,'by

Richard N. George and Ernest J.
Ierardi, One Exchange Street, :
Rochester, New York 14614, attorneys
for Rochester Gas and Electric

Corporation.

Naylon, Huber, Magill, Lawrence &
Farrell, by Francis I. Fallon, 61
Broadway, New York, N. Y. 10006,
attorneys for New York State

.~ Electric & Gas Corporation.

Lauﬁan'Martin, Vice President and
General Counsel, by Herman B. Noll,
Attorney, Niagara Mohawk Power

Corporation, 300 Erie Boulevard '
West, Syracuse, New York. .

Eugene Margolis, Assistant Corporation
Counsel, 1627 Municipal Building, New

york, N. Y., for the City of New York.

TGeorge T. Berry, Director of Power

Utilization, Power Authority of New
York, 10 Columbus Circle, Room 1800,

New York, N. Y.

Frank C. Morris, Chief of Resources
Managenment, Office of Emergency
Control Board, 305 Broadway, New York,
N. Y. 10007, for the City of New York.

John J. S. Mead, County Attorney, by
Justin Collins, Assistant County

Attorney, County Office Building,
White Plains, New York, for the
County of Westchester.
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-Thomas C. Duncan, Executive Director,

New York Power Pool, 32 Kenworth Road,
Port Washington, New York 11050.

" John R. Vogel, Jr., Operating Manager,

New York Power Pool, 3880 Carman Road
Schenectady, New York 12303.

Martin Seham, General Lounsel} Owners
Committee on Electric Rates, 500 Fifth,
Avenue, New York, New York.

John R. Gummersall, Jr., Vice President
Operations, Long Island Lighting Company,
250 0ld Country Road, MJneola, New York.

Jeffrey C. Miller, Counsel, Jamaica
Water Supply Company, 161-20 89th
Avenue, Jamaica, New York.

Michael Zihal, Assistant General Manager
and Chief Engineer, Long Island Water

 Corporation, 733 Sunrise Highway,

Lynbrook, New York.

E. C. Engborg, Jr., General Staff

Engineer, New York Telephone Company ,

‘160 Broadway, New York, New York.

‘John G. Hock, 415 Huguenot Street, New
Rochelle, New York, Division Englneer,

General Waterworks Corporatlon

George M. Haskew, Vice Pre51dent and

‘Chief Engineer, Spring Valley Water
‘Company, Inc., 410 Park Avenue,

Weehawken, New Jersey.

John C. Adams, Jr., 425 Park Avenue, New
York, N. Y., Vice President, New York
Water Serv1ce Division of Utilities &
Industries Corporation.
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BY THE’COMMIsoiﬁﬁ;

| lThis'is the third order issued‘in'thie proceedihg,i
begun on the Comﬁission‘s own motion, to investigate the
plahs of electric companies for load reduction in times of
emergency; It sﬁpersedes an Interim Order issued June 23,
1971, dealing with the load shedding procedures of
Consolldated Edison Company of New York Inc.v(“Consolldated
Edison" or "the Company).l/ |

In this statewide proceeding}_pﬁblic heariﬁgs

rwere held before Commissioner William K. Jones on Maroh‘16;
17 and 18 (New York Clty) pril-él (AlbaﬁY) and May 6, 11971
(New York Clty) The seven major investor- owned companles
in the State, the New York Power Poo;, the Clty of New York
and the Commission's staff introduced evidence, and the
Power Authority of the State of New York_and_varioust
organizations and individuals submitted statements.

| Recogniéihg the urgency of the problems arising
from the threatened.shortage of electric power'in the New
York City area, Commissioner Jones issued a Second Interim
Report (ﬁthe Report"), oonfined to that one subject;
without awaiting.the conclusion of hearings.on related

topics. The Report was served on all parties to the

1/The order of June 23, 1971 was the second order in these
proceedings. The flrst interim order, issued June 3, 1971
and based upon a First Interim Report of the Presiding
Commissioner, dealt with inter-system procedures of the
New York Power Pool in times of "major emergency."
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, proceeding on #ay 24, 1971 w1th a notice inviting written

comments by June 14, 1971. Comments were filed by the
iCity of New York, the County Attorney of Westchester
'County, Consolidated Edison, Owners,Committee‘on Electric
Rates, Inc. ("Owners Committee"), Rochester Gasjand

' Electric.Corporation and the Commission's staff. Upon
“the application of the City of. New York, the Commission,‘
by notice to all partles served on June 15 1971, |
scheduled oral'argument for June 30, 1971 on’the issues .
raised by the Report and the comments. There:beindﬁlittle
»dispute as to the first 23 load- shedding steps recommended
by the Pres1ding Commissioner in the Report our order of
June 23, 1971 adopted them in slightly modified-form,las
an interim meéSure, "without prejudice to their revision
following-full Commission consideration."” NOW}-affer oral
argument, we affirm the decisions reached prOViSionally in
the order of June 23 ‘and dispose of the remaining

unresolved issues upon which the parties were heard

Scope of the Problem

Consolidated Edison provides electric service to
virtually all of the City of New York and to portions of
Westchester County, including the cities of Yonkers, White

Plains, Mount Vernon, New Rochelle, Peekskill and Rye.

B
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- In the summér of 1971 and, it appears, for a

* number of summers to come, the New York metropolitan -

region may:be»forced té adjust to shortages of electric
power serious endugh, at least, to cause inconvénience

and, at worst, to weaken the capacity of both the.cityrand
its surrounding éreas to function. This ofder/:aﬁd tﬁe |
prbceeding from whiéh it stems, are not addressed to the

cauées for this deficiency in an urban region which, ironically,

~ epitomizes the age of electricity. Nor does it deal with

the femedies f@r that deficiency~;remedieé‘Whiéh mUSt'prévide
the means of accommodating, without fatal.délay;ﬁédr con-
cern for'safeéuérdihg the environment and 6urvinéécapable
heeds_for additiénai sourcés of energy. We deal here dniy
wifh the immédiate'consequences of and respoﬁééthbbthe
pbwer‘deficiehéy. our checices, therefore; are éonfihed
to the least bad among painful alternatives.

The'abie and comprehensive Second Report of
Commissioner Jones--which we adopt in this Opinion except
to the extent that we indicate our disagreement—?carefully

analyzed the expected power demands upon Consolidated

Edison this summer and its ability under several

different major'aSSUmptions, to supply those needs. 1In '

brief, i1t was estimated that the Company's peak demand
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might reach 8,150 MW in the current summer and in some
contingencies go hlgher.i/ If the chpany's largest
generator, Ravenswood No. 3 ("Big Allis") remains in
service, 1t was predicted the system would have an
operating capacity (after giving effect to an expected

high 1nc1dence of forced outages and unlt deratlngs, as well
as other expected capac1ty losses) . of not more than 7 527 MW.
This, it was noted, would not meet the ant1c1pated system
peak of 8, 150 MW nor the system demand for the 75
heurs'ofvhlghest usage (roughly 17 days). (Report,:p, 3')'
If Ravenswood No. 3 waelnot in service, the Cdmpany) it was
'eetimated, would have operating.capacity of only 6 527 MW
insufficient to meet the system peak and 1nadequate to
meet system demands for the 500 hours of largest demand.
(Report, p.:4)_'.' |
Consolidated Edison's.Emergency Plans

and the Revisions Proposed in the

Report and in the Comments of the
Parties :

In the course of the hearings in this proceeding,
‘Consolidated Edison proposed a sequence of 25 emergency

steps, to be put into effect as power deficiencies

1/As at July 31, 1971, the hlghest demand upon Consolldated
Edison 1n the summer of 1971 was 7,729 MW, reached on
July 7. However, there were no severe or prolonged heat
waves during the included period and measures to obtain
voluntary reduction of demand had had some effect.
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developed. The Report-adopted the first 18 sﬁéps; propssed.
that the pfiofities.of several others be éhangéd énd_
recommended deietibn (with minor exceptions) of Consolidéted
Edison's Step 24, which called for slowéd down, "series 4

- operation" of New York City gubways. (Report, pp. 57—59.}

The Report rejected, as lacking in sufficient standérds, |
Consolidated Edison's 25th step, calling_for ?disqonnection

of additional_loéd as necessary." As a 24th S#ep, the - |
Report recommended adoption of a Commission staff proposal
kthat,_in‘extremé'Circuhstances, Consélidated EdiSon disconﬁedt
major buildings and industrial customers. ’(Repért,"pp.>60—63.)
The Report'alSO'ﬁrbposed a ban on electric service to néQ 
construction in the Consolidated Edison serviée area.
fReport, pp.72?74.) In its comments, staff suggested éhat this
last proposal be limited and modified so as td provide that
'onlyAinterruptible service would be available frbm.Conéolidated
Edison to new nonresidential construction ahd-then only if the
new buildings were provided with adequate auxiliary power
equipmeﬁt. Staff also proposed that, as a conseﬁvation:
measure, tenants of buildings hereafter constructed be'separately
metered and billed-by the Company. | |

Procedures Agreed Upon
and Those at Issue

From the comments filed by the»parties, it

appeared that there was no dispute of any kind with respect
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to Steps l 19 and Step 22, listed in the Report.' They'ﬁerel‘
accordlngly approved in our order of June 23, 1971 and are
now again affirmed without further dlscussron.

Objections of various kinds were expressed at
the hearings and in the comments with respect to Steps 20
(reduction of voltage by 8%), 21 (cutting off heat 1n New
York subway cars), 23 (dlsconnectlng areas of low
populationd ensityl'and 24 (dlsconnectlon of_major
bulldlngs and 1ndustr1al customers) . _ At‘the'June 30 oral'
argument, however, dlscu551on was conflned to the Report s
\proposed Step 24 and to the proposals for w1thhold1ng
service to new constructlon and for separate meterlng and
billing of tenants/ nevertheless, the 1ssues ralsed by the
comments are all before us. Moreover, with respect to .
Step 23; the Commission itself, prompted by the findings’
in the Report has reserved certain questions which require
comment. We shall, therefore, touch upon the full range
of objections in turn.

Reduction of Voltage by
8% - Step 20

The Owners Committee--without support from any

other party--urged in its comments that 8% reduction in
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voltage be deierced uﬁtil after disconneétidn‘of Low
density areas (Step 23) has been resorted to. It relied
upon a "survey" it conducted of "20 large.industria; and
cbhmercial users" which, it claimed, showed that “"more
than 50 peréent'would'be-unable ﬁo continue operations
with an 8% voltage reduction becauserf such factors as
dangerous elevator conditions" and that electric mthfs'
would be damaged. A£ the hearings, the OwnéfévCommittée"
refusea to identify the companies surveyed,ﬂclaiming’that
their'repliés‘wére confidential. At'the”sﬁbseéﬁent éfal
argument, aé noted, the iésue was not discusséd;-_A‘ |
Thé'Ownérs Cqﬁmittee's vague éﬁdzuﬁréliéblei'
evidenée,.not éubject to cross—examinatioh; is moré than
oUtweighed by the careful study of the problem‘bf 8%
voltage reduction--based on substantial evidenée in the
record--contained in the Report (pp. 13—23); fhe Report
‘does'not‘minimlze the inconvenience or the occasional
hardship that will be caused by an 8% reductionr Improperly
adjusted elevator motors, X-ray apparatus, compﬁters,'and
time-sensitive industrial processés may be impaired.r.Other
motors may overheat. The Report coﬁcludes, howeVer, ﬁhat
proper maintenance, adequate warning and the installation
of availabie tripping or compensating devices (many machines

already have them) can prevent most of‘the adverse

-10-
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éonsequences of reduction in voltage. on the oﬁhefihana;
there is no.way of minimizing the discomfort.and econémic
loss to the large populatidns of the areas deSiénated fof,
disconnection under Step 23. As we shall péint.out; it iS
important to limit the duration and fregquency 6f.area |
disconnections as far as»possiblé.. On balaﬁce; we - have

no doubt that the conclusions of the Report éhépid be
accepfed over the contention ofithe Owners Committee,

and that 8% voltage reduction should precede-ahy resort

to disconnection of outlying areas.

-11-
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| Mitigating the nffects of
8% Voltage Reduction

We endorse the recommendations of the Repérﬁ
(p. 49) that Consolidated Edison amprove its_proqedures
for‘mitigating;the effécts of 8% voltage reductioh;
l.‘lThe Company, in'consultation with its Iargé
cﬁstomers; and With any others whosé speciél‘pfoblems,are'
known, should fecommend modifications of wiring, equipment
"6r'procedures which might lessenithelimpact of a.drop in
voltage. Partiéular_attention should be given to
elevatorvcontréls'and adjustment; :
| 2. The éompény should make it geneféliy knéwn,
throﬁgh its advertisin§ and broadcast:annoﬁncéménts;'that
emergency appéals fof éower conservation areﬁéignéls that
.8% voltage redudtién may follow. Theré is no need, howevéf,
for such an ahnouncementlto accémpaﬁy'génefal éaﬁéational
appeals for energylconservation. |
‘3.' Although it has not been feasible‘for the 
Company, tﬁis suﬁﬁer) to provide an information telephone
number for the public, with adequate lines and_prerecbrdea
announcemeﬁts,'aé the Report suggested, the Company should
beyin now to arfange such facilities for next sﬁmméf.. Ih
the meantime, the Company should expand, to the fullest
reasonable e#tent, its list of' business customeré.receiving
'direét notification and should make ihformatiqn nuﬁbers

t

avallable to other small businesses.

-12-
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Cutting'Off‘Heat in Subway
Cars.—- Step 21

- In Consolidated Edison's pians, quttihg-off heét
in New York City Subway cars was proposed as Step 19,
preceding 8% voltage reduction, Step 20. This is a'winter
remedy only aﬁd of problematical importance in View of the
fact that winter loads are far lower than summer requirements,
despite the power shortages of .last winter. Becausé of ﬁhé
hardship to the large population dependent on'thé City's
subways and of the danger fo.its health, the Report |
reédmmended (p: 58) that this step be deferred until after
8% voltagevrédudtioh, unless car températurés;QWith:ﬁeét "-
turned dff, were expected to remain above 55°. It recom-

mended also thét the step be eliminated whenever car -

. témperaturesAwere expected to fall below 45°. Consolidated

Edison urges that we retain its ériginal Step ‘19 until it
has obtained éﬁd reported the views of the Metfopolifah
Transportation Authority. For the time being, we are
persuaded by théAarguments in the Report and adépt ité
conclusions. If important reasoﬁé to the conﬁrary are

advanced by MTA, Consolidated Edison may apply for reconsid-

eration of the question.

.Disconnection of Low Density

Areas - Step 23

The necessity for disconnection, at times of
extreme emergency, of areas relatively low in density of-:

population and incidence of high rise buildings is accepted

=13-
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in principle by all partiesni/ Commissioner Jones' Report
painstakingly cahvassed the many difficult and delicate
considerations involved in the decision to deprive entire’
ereas of electric power, however pbriefly. It also welghed
the serlous problems which will attend resort to the
procedures suggested as poussiple alternatlves to-area
dlsconnectlon-—¢,e., dlsconnectlon or sxyscrapers and
largesinduscrial_customers (Report's proposed SLep 24) or
siowed down operetlon of subways (Consolidated Edison's
proposed Step 24)' ‘We reject both of these'alternetiVes'for
the reasons stated beiow ’pp 20-27) . . We.doncur with the |
Report, and w1th all partles who have been heard that if
the twenty—two steps_culmlnat*ngiln 8% voltage reductlon

‘sre insufficientlto.aVert an overload, area disConﬁection

\Qill be necesséry to.avoid system breakdown and demége

to basic equipmeot. Ve affirm Step 23, therefore, as

recOmmended in the Report and adopted in our order of

June 23, and consider only some problems in 1ts imblementa—

tion.

l/The Comment submitted by the County Attorney of Westchester
County stated that "under no circumstances should any order
be made. . .whereby the residents and facilities of
Westchester County wouid be burdened under a dlsproportlonate'
load reduction. No support was offered for. the position,
nor was 1t further defined, either in the written comments
or at the oral argument. If the comment be deemed an
objection it is disposed of by our Opinion.

-14-
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Rotation of Area Disconnections;
Time Limits

Because of the disruption to be énticipated from
prolonged or repeated disconnection of electric power in
ény one area, the‘Repért récommended.(p. 50, see also pp;

60-61) that the burden of disconnection be rotated among

" the designated areas and that the duration should be one

hoﬁr, 1f possible, with an outside limit of two hoursQ
Consolldated Edlson urges that these llmltS be deemed gulde—
llnes It p01nts out that under some condltlons 1t w1ll be
1mp0551ble to rotate the dlsconnectlon areas w1th1n the
geographlc or time limitations suggested. It notes, for o
example, that_"internal.transmission difficulties caused by

outages may dictate a particular geographic pattern for load

'Shedding."

‘Consolidated Edison will not,ﬂof coung,’be
reéuired*to do‘moré than is‘feasible at thevéritical time.
That, indeed, js_the premise on which the entite emergency
program rests. The Commiséion will expect, neQertheless,
that when Step 23 must be resorted to, the burden of the
emergency will ﬁot be unfairly or excesSively»im?osed on
particular groups or localities. The variety Qt circﬁm—
stancesrin which an emergeﬁcy may arise, and the need for
swift response by the systeﬁ, make it inadvisable——indeed,

dangerous--to set down rigid and inflexible rules in advance.

-15-
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- The recommendations of the Report concerning rotation‘ofv
areas for dlsconnection are to be recognized, howeVer)bas"
the standard by which, when circumstancesﬂaliow('the-Company
is to bc guirded 1n implementing Step 23. The Commissron's f
. staff 1is dlrected to remain in close communlcatlon w1th the:
system operators whenever¢orea dlsconnectlons are requlred
and to monltor the Company's adherence to these standards.

| In view of the wide distribution of battery-
powered radaos we approve the Company's prans for relylng

on broadcast announcements for 1ntormlng the publlc of "

the extent and.duration of area disconnections{

.Other Safeguards Required
for Area Disconnection

Disconnection of the electric supplygto:entiretf"
areas cannot be allowed to imperil essential services nor,
byddisabling the pnmps in sewage disposal systems, to add
excess pollutants to the metropolitan environment. The
Commission's hearing and the‘Report disclosed important
problems of this kind for which the Company had not made
adequate prov1slon 1n its emergency plan. The recommendations
in the Report, and the efforts of the Commlsslon s staff in
consultation w1th the Company, have resulted in 51gn1flcant.
planning improvements. Some of them, which should reduce
the hazards of area disconnection if that step becomes
necessary, are.briefly discussed below. We also note some

matters requlring further attention.

-16-
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‘a. Flushing Network

The last area to be disconnected under Consolidated

Edison's plans for implementing Step 23_ié the Flushing

Network (affording 195 MW of relief). The Report noted
(pp. 51-52) tha£ the Flushing Network served‘indispénsable
pumping stations of the Jamaica Water Supply‘Cohpany, aé'
well as New York City's sewage treatment'piantvon Téllman'é

Island in Queens. It recommended that the Flushing Network

be excluded from the.Step 23 procedures unieés adequate

provisioﬁ was first made for these critical instéllations.
These measufes have now been taken. Arrahgeménfs have been
méde with 5amaica Water Supply Company which will permit it

to operate'within normal limits for a perioa Oanpproximately
3 to 4 houfs; Cohsolidated Edison has also de&ised q §ro- |
cedure for reconnecting the Tallman's Island éeWage_plant.'
Thé reconnéction procedure, involving many maﬁual operations
at various points in the network, will require up to two hours

to complete; consequently, it will be employed only When it

is expected that the Flushing Network will be disconnected

for longer ﬁhan that time. The Company is di:écted’to study
means of shdrtening the time for reconnection.A Meanwhile,
the new procedure will‘limit the discharge of raw sewage
from the plant to about two. hours. While evén,this much

is undesirable, it will add no more to the pollution of

-17-
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surrounding watérways than would a prolonged rainstdfm}
_which always results in an overflow of untreated waste.
The Flushing Network may thus be retained in the area

disconnection plans. -’

b. Miscellaneous

Cdnsolidated Edison has responded satisfactorily
tq other iméortant recommendations in thé_Report:

'Apart from Tallman's Island, fbufvothér City
‘sewage stations which cannot withstand prolonged outages
" have been eliminated frdm the Company's‘ldéd shédding
pians. |
| The Cbmpany has arranged tha£ éil Bronx drawbridges
will be closed before their power is cut off. | |

Aﬁ independent feede? line, not subjéct to dis-
connection, has been provided to the Grasslands Hospital
complex in Westchester. The Company ié making acceptable
progress in its review, with Westchestef‘municipal authorities,
of the needs of sewage and water pumping‘faciiities»in that
area; the study should continue. The Company has notified
the three fire departments in Westchester whicﬁ.léck
auxiliary power that they should provide themselves with
alternate sources and means of communication.' .

The Company is recording -the location of all
life-sustaining apparatus such as iron lungs, is advising

the affected customers to arrange for emergéncy power and

-18~-
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is establishiﬁg a priofity list for the réstdfatioq of
current. Sbme eﬂergency geﬁerating equipment Qilitbe'
'providea.  | | |

The Report recommended that the Compény make a
detailed study of high rise-buildings withinvaréés,;,. 
presently subjegt to disponnectibn= The Comﬁanyﬂ we’are
informed, has maps containing much of the required informa-

tion; these data should be submi£ted to the Commission. A

sampling study should also be made of any additional areas -

considered for disconnection and the results should bé_

submitted to us.

19~
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Proposed”Steps In Addition To Stebi23”.

The remaining area of controversy--and the'one
on which oral argument centered--is whether contingency
plans more drastlc than Step 23 should be adopted. The
proposed further measures include (i) dlsconnectlng |
major buildiugs (recommended by the Report), (ii) slewed.
~ down or "seties" operation of subways (urged by Conselidated :
Edison), and (iis) at longer range, denying‘servise to
new construction (suggested by the Report and,~with
variations, by Staff) - |

So devastatlng would be the 1mpact of any‘of
_these measures on the life of the Clty, on the health
and safety of its inhabitants, and the preservatlon of
‘1ts status as an economic capltal of world 1mportance,
that we must closely scrutinize the premises upon which
these proposals are founded. | | |

In the accompanying opinion of Commissioner
Jones (dissenting in part); the question iS'"simply;stated"
as follows: "[Wlhat happens if Con Ed4d exhausts the 23
steps prescrlbed in the Commissior's order and still is
unable to bring demand for electrlcvpower into llne with
available supply?" The question, however--far from
simple--suggests a prior one.. BAre there, in ﬁoint.of fact,

reasonably probable circumstances under which the 23

~20-
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steps——and particularly, the 23rd--may be "exhausted”
without reducing demand to the level of supply? To know the

answer we must consider {i) what ioad relief may be required

at a time when Step 23 is invoked and (ii) under what

circumstances the relief capacity of Step 23 should be
deemed "exhausted." l

The report estimated that if Ravenswood No. 3

" is in service and "typical" conditions prevail, no Step

23 relief will be required at all. (pp. 10-1l.)
If Ravenswood No. 3 is out of service and
conditions remain "typical," then, after resdrt'tbf8%

voltagé reductioh,‘only»66 MW of relief will;nééd_td'céme ;'

from Step 23, (p; 11.)

' If Ravenswood No. 3 is in service and other

~ conditions are wagverse"t’ there should be little or no

capacity'def;ciéncy after 8% voltage reductiohngf'”

(pp; 11-12.)
Only if the worst of all circumstances'coincide;
that is, 1f Ravenswood No. 3 is out of service and

"adverse" conditions also prevail, will the estimated

i/ Adverse" conditions include a rise in demand of 250 MW

~ peyond the estimated peak, and forced outages and unit’
deratings totalling as high as the 3,748 MW reached 1in
the week ended March 27, 1971.

2/An estimated gross deficiency of 1,546 MW would be overcome

~ by the 185 MW relief afforded by voltage reduction and
1,372 MW afforded by prior steps, a total of 1,557 MW.

-21-
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deficiency, after 80 discoﬁnection, be sizeable:  the Report
conSidered that it might reach 989 Mw. v_(pp. l2—l3); -0f this
prediction, however, the Report itself states?‘"[T]he -
combination of adverse circumstances supposed in- [making the
estimate] 1s unlikely to occur, or to persist for a prolonged
periOd-;...". (p. 'l3). 'Tn this evaluation we concur. We go on, .
as well, to'assess other risks and probabilities the overall

balance of which must guide us in carrying out our responSibility.

We note, preliminarily, that in estimating the peak

deficiency, the Report assumes (p. 11) that nowmore'than 400 MW

can be saved by appeals for voluntary curtailment an aﬁoﬁnt:
less than 5/ of the estimated 8, 150 MW peak ' This estimate
seems conseryative. It was reached moreover,'before the inception
of Consolidated Edison‘s "Save~A—Watt" program’which the oompany
claims (though:without independent verificatioﬁ)'reduced demand
by over 300 MW on at least one day. And the_"ad&erse cohditions"
postulated as part of the basis for estimating the 989 MW
shortage includevan increase in demand of 250 MWb(p. 12) over
the already high 8,150 MW peak regarded as "normal" | Wer |
belicve it is likely that, when criSis conditions develop, not
only can demand be maintained by voluntary means at a level no
higher than "normal" but can, in fact, be.significantly reduced.
Viewing the matter more broadly, we find insufticient
reason for subjecting the City to the economically and socially
hazardous measures proposed. .We cannot ignore the fact that, as
against the assumed 989 MW maximum deficiency, of'questionable
probability, the load relief available from a two hour dis-
connectionbof low density areas under Step 23 --

=22~
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1/

if all arees are disconnected at one timeQ—is.li712 Mw}f (Report
pp. 25, 60—6i ) If less than all the areas are dlsconnected at
one time, impressive amounts of relief are avallable for ' |
much longer periods. For example, disconnection of_SOs the
available aree for two hours-at a time, in,retation; weuld ,
yield 856 MW for four hours. Dividing the tetal~a:ea_into
thirds would provide 571 MW of relief for_six.hoursj—an'unlikely
duration for an overload of the size assumed. 4Aﬁd iﬁ all the
A foregoing examples, no area would be-disonnected more than once
e day. . | |
Ifieven'mote extended relief wére fequitea?—éndiWe_
ere eow at the outer margin of plausibility;;the”Repdrtfhas 5y-
no means demohstrated that 511 the low deﬁsity areasrsubject
te Step 23 wbuld as a matter of technical fea51b111ty (ha&ing
'regard to water supply, firefighting capac1ty and sewage
disposal) be unavallable for disconnection more than once a day
Nor is it establlshed that none of them could be disconnected
fot more than two hours at a time. If, for exemple,'after the
first disconnection, areas containing critical'facilities |
(e.g., the Flushing Network) were exciuded,'thejfemaining areas
might well be able to withstand one or more fgrther interruptions.
Assuming a total of 1,417 MW available in sueh less critical

2/

areas,=’ one hour alternations of 50% of the total would

1/1,780 MW less 68 MW exempted for preservatlon of crltlcal
facilities. .

2/Deducting the Flushing Network's 195 MW from the 1712 MW
available under Step 23 leaves 1517 MW. Another 100 MW may
be allowed for additional exclusions of critical facilities,
beyond the 68 MW deemed sufficient for this purpose by the
Report (p. 60.) ‘
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yield 708 MW of relief for periods beyand the six hoﬁrs
mentioned in the preceding paragraph. 1In the absence of a
- showing that such selective diéconnections'are truly hazardous
rather than 1nconvenlent, we must decide——responsibiy,-and‘with-’
out exagqération or melodrama--whether, even to the residents
of the outlying areas, thé City‘s viabliity is notvmore
important than the minimizing of physical diécomfbrf.
In sum;‘the case for going beyond Steé 23 rests, in
?art,‘on the assumption that a combination of'eventé will occur
the coincidence of whiéh, all parties recognizé, is'hidhly'
unlikely. Tt rests, further, on an underestiméﬁé,”in:ouf
jﬁdgment, of the_capécity of Step 23 to affofd ?élief even in
emergencles atithe outer range of plausib{lify:{JAgainsf thisf 
._'position we must nggﬁ ﬁhe obvious and certain héiérdé'of 
'\adopting extraordinary méasures which, in ali'likélihood, will
pfove either unnécessary or unavailing. Our appraisal of the
relataive pfobabilities and risks leads us to~cohclude that'suéh
measures—-to whlch we now turn--must be rejected. ' -

Y .
"Series Operation" of Subways

We concur entirely in the recommendation of the'Réﬁort that,

on the basis of present information,'a slow?down of the Cityv
subways to half-speed during any but the quietest hours 1is
unacceptable as a means of reducing Consolidated Ediéon's>

“power load. The only trzial 6f this procedure, on July 20, 1970;-
resulted in jamming and overflow of stations and iﬂ.conditions
descfibed by a City official as "so elécﬁric, there was some

concern by the Police Department that you may have riots and

...24...
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people may be injured or thrown off platforms." (Report, p. 39.)
The Company urges retention of this step in its contingency

plan, promising to work out safe procedures with the City and

the MTA. Although we deny this request for the present, our

action 1s w1thout prejudlce to reconsideration should the

Company come forward with a plan assuring the public safety

Disconnection of Major Buildings - A proposed Step 24.

The. Report proposed that, in lieu of extending area

dlsconnectlons beyond two hours a day, the Company dlsconnect

ma]or office bulldlngs,'lndustrlal customers and department

stores. Under the orlglnal proposal, advance notice would be

_glven the nlght before or, on the basis of the 4 A.M. weather

forecast, early in the morning. Respondlng to the partles

. written comments and oral argument, Commissioner Jones now

concedes the unreliability of forecasts. Instead'-he proposes

that the. dec181on to dlsconnect await .the actual developments

of the day, and that, if load relief is needed, the occupants

of the selected buildings be given one hour's notice to

evacuate. This sudden alarm would not be confined to just-

a few buildings: the Company estimates, without contradiction,

that to achleve the equivalent of the 195 MW 1oad relief obtain-
able by disconnecting the Flushing Network, the 42 largest bulldlngs
in the City would need to be evacuated and deprived of service.

Even the need for an hour;s notice risks either that the building

disconnection will come too late to avail, or that it will prove
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to have been tofally ﬁnneéessarye

The coﬁsequences of'adopting such a prop&sal,'whether
in 1ts original or’réviséd férm, are well described iﬂ |
CommiSSJoner J\nea'vRepDrt itself (pp. 62-63):

"Closryng commercial bulidLngbm-peLhaps
unnscessarily—-will have widespread
economic etffects. Workers paid by the
hour--often the lowest income worker--
will lose needed wages. Proprietors will.
sustain economlc losses, which will make
New York City an increasingly unattractive
‘place to do business. And persons dealing
with the affected enterprises wiil be
lnconvenienced by missed appointments,

. delayed shipments, wasted trips, and the
like., All of these adverse gonsequences '
are not to be minimized. " -

This disruption of the City, it must be emphasized,
is recommended to LS not because no alternative exists, but

only because the altexnative of . disconnecting some of the

primarily residential areas outside of Manhattan for more

than two hours a day, in extreme emerxgencies, 1is said to be
less tolerabie. We cannot accept this as a respohsible choice.
Much as we regret the individual inconveniences and losses

entailed by area disconnection, we believe it is the lesser of

the evils. The intrinsic economic difficulties of a City already'

heavily burdenéd'should not needlessly be compoﬁnded. We are
mindful of the need for assuring the maintenance of flreflghtlng
capac1ty and other critical services in outlying areas subject
to disconnection. As already indicated, we intend that this be

accomplished by excluding from more than one daily interruption,

-26-
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wherever possible, ony area, oOr severable par£ of one, wﬁich
includes criticél facilities not otherwise supplied with
power.l/l i ”

If, after resort to even the mdfé extended, Qelectiye
disconnéctions we havé just discussed, the first 23 Sféps failea

to meet a power crisis, the drastic_meaSureé proposed as Step 24

" might have to be considered and the useful analysis in the Second

Report brought into play. That situation, we believe - and this
Commission has not'minimized the urgency of the City's power
problem and does not do so now - has not béeh-reéched, ;All
energies, 1in our judgment, should now be directed to the root
pfbblem of_assuring sﬁfficient added generating éapacit§ in-
ways that will safeguard our environment. f'ohfthis ?oint,:there
are no differences among us. s

Denying Electric Service
To New Construction

What we have already said goes far to indicate our
views on the varying proposals made in the Report, and by staff,
to withhold electric service to new or substantially remodelled

buildings.

1/The Report refers to some 1,100 "high rise" buildings in
~ the disconnectable areas. The definition, however, includes
any structure of more than six stories. More information
should be obtained as to how many of these are, e.g., in
the category of 7-10 stories, and how many are truly dependent
on elevator service in the same sense as a Manhattan skyscraper.

...27....
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\

At the oral argument &ll parties other than the
origrnal proponents of these measures were vehement in their
opposition. Represantatives of the City of New York, the County

of Westchester, business interests and the Company all saw in

the proposals a possibly fatal blow to the economy of the-

‘metropolitan regiovn. With consuruction_effectively,blocked,

employment. would plummet, ‘satellite businesses would suffer

and the declinz of the (City would be assured.

There c¢an be no doubt, of course, that'this great
region will) face awesome difficultieé if Consoliaated Edisqn
dbes‘nqt,_ceasonably éoon, acqguire additional geﬁéfafing'and
power 1mpoft gapacity”. It is to that Sblution, howéver, that
all(energies‘shoﬁld be>turned and not to measﬁréé:tﬁat SO

plainly invite economic disaster.

.

Requiring Auxiliary
Power in High Rise Buildings

NotWithstahding our conclusion on_spe?ific propdsals,
we welcome the Report's éareful analysis of the hézards
resulting from loss of power to high rise buildiﬁgsbduring '
emergencles. Power losses may be caused not just.by system-wide
shortages of energy but by local and temporary breakdowns as well.
It may be that municipal building éodes should.be amended to
require that buildings of a certain height be provided-with
sufficient auxiliary power'sourqes to operate elevators and
illumine corridors and stairwells during emergencies. The:

installation of such equipment might possibly be made a condition

-28~
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to receiving electric service oxr to qualifying for certain

rate classifications. Obviously, the situation differs

as between new and old buildings. In all cases problems of

cost, practicality and environmental impact must be considered.
In view of thevimportahce of_the subject and the need for_ 
further information we are directing that the present proceeding
be broadened to include this topic within ité.scope end thét |

the matter be inquired into in subsequent hearings.

 Separate Metering and

Billing of Tenants

Staff proposed a requirement that tenants in all

new buildings be separately metered and bllled by Consolldated

to conserve power. That result would, 1ndeed, be a valuable
one if lt'were'of’sufficient magnitude and could be
accomplishea at reasonable cost. Both Consoliaéted Edisch
and the Owner's Committee guestion staff'svpremises, however,
and urge that there is insufficnet information before the
Commission to support a decision. We agree that‘the record
is insufficient to guide us on the issue. We direct
therefore thattthis subject, as well, be added to the .
current proceedings and be included in forthcoming hearings.

The Commission orde s that:

1. Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
("Consolidated Edison") is directed to give effect to and-
carry out the following sequence of emergency prcceduree, as
needed, whenever 1its available supply of electric powver is

nsufficlent to meet demand:
' -29-
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L. 'Bying all-units to sustained rating?(exceét‘
any unit;limiﬁéd by silica). ‘ | |
| *2. Pﬁrcﬁése additional power, if a&éiiébie;'from.‘
exte?nal sources; | |
*3. Place gdb turb¢nes in service at base load.
 *The system operator 1s permltted the
~discretion of alternating the sequence
of Steps 2 and 3 based on econom¢c‘
considerations.
4. Bfing Group I stations to short time‘ratinésﬁ'
5. Request Group II stations to exceed sustained
ratings by ma X 1mum poséible without making smdké; :
6. Increase loading of gas turbineS:tolﬁeak'
rating. | | -
7. Disregard silica limitations on any‘uhits_
applicable.
) 8. Bring Gfoup I stations to maximum fatings.
9. If nbt already done, arrange féf.leased
boiler plants to start. |
.lO. Impoft extraordinary supplemental pOwer;-.
11. Cﬁrtaid load on Consolidated Edison's own
facilities.
12; Insure that New Yoik Power Pool Dispatchér
has requested Pool>members to prepare for voltage”reductidn.
13. Pla;e in service any gas turbines undergoing

active construction work but capable of operating, 'at

permissible rating, up to peak réting.

....30...
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14..'Reduce voltage by 3%.
**15; Request large customers to reduce'loads
(telephonic requests).
**16. Reguest all cusﬁomers to reduce loéds (public
appeals via mass media). | |
| **These steps are to be initiated et
any point in the procedure where
it becomes apparent that steps
beyond No. 17 -will be necessary.
l7.i Reduce voltage by 5%.
18.‘-05tain emergency generation, if eyaileble,'
from the Power Authority of the State of New York, invclvihg
emergency release of Lake Ontario water. - |
19. Increase Group II stations to max1mum ratlngs.
*20.g'Reduce voltage by 8%.
*21; Request traction customers.(subway system) to
cut off heat on operatlng cars.

*Step 21 is available only durlng the
heating seasons. ' It may be employed
~ only where the temperature in subway
'~ cars will not be reduced below 45°F.
- If heat is subway cars will not be
reduced below 55°F, Step 21 may be
employed in advance of Step 20.

22. Request assistance from upstate aluminum
plants 1if transmission capability permits.
*%%*23 Disconnect load, as necessary and/or as
requested by'the New York Power Pool Dispatcher, in the less
densely populated areas identified in these proceedings as

suitable for emergency disconnection, to the extent and in a

manner not inconsistent with the foregoing opinion.

-31-
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**#Subways may be transferredito‘
"series operation” as an
alternative or supplement to
this step but only on weekends
or during the hours of 8:00 p.m.
to 6:00 a.m. on weekdays.
2. This order does not preclude Consolidated Edison
from taklng further load curtailment measures 1f they should
be necessary to meet its obligations under the New York
Power Pool agreements, or, in rapidly developing_emergencies,
from taking manual or automatic load reduction measures
- -varying from the foregoing prescribed sequence, provided
that, as soon as'possible thereafter,:Consolidated Edison
shall give effect'to the prescribed sequence';'
3. Consolidated Edison is directed to continue
'to pursue efforts, in consultation with the staff of the
.Commission and municipal officials of the areas affected
_by the foregoing procedures, to assure protectionvto
eritical'facilities in those areas.
4. This proceeding shall ektend to, and there are

ihereby added to the matters to be investigated herein,

a; The desirability and feasibility of requiring
the owners of eievator buildings and other larée consumers of
electricity in the State of New York to install auxiliary power
sources for the purpose of operating elevators and illuminating
corridors and stairwells in case of emergencies'uhich interrupt

thelir normal power supply;

~32-



- CASE 25937

‘A b.Q'THe desirability‘and feasibility of
'_requlrlng that tenanto in newly constructed or remodelled

_multlple occupancy buildings in the State of New York be

'4jseparately metered and billed by electrlc utlllty companles.

t_S; This- proceedlng is contlnued.
‘:f;*.:l T By the Comm1551on,

(SEAL) = (SIGNED) ' SAMUEL R. MADISON
e . L S - Secretary

-33-
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) STATE OF NEW YORK.
. pPUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION AU
‘ 6 11

CASE 25937 - Proceedlng on motion of the Commission as to the
plans and procedures of electric corporatlons for 1oad sheddlng )
in times of emergency.- . .

WILLIAM K. JONES, Commlss1oner, concurrlng in part and
dissenting in part:

» I agree with the priorities, procedures and conditions
establlshed in the Comm1881on s opinion and order in this
proceeding.' However, the Commission has not gone far enough
in my judgment in deallng with the problem presented x ‘

Slmply stated the questlon is what happens if Con

Ed exhausts the 23 steps prescribed in the CommlsSLOn s order and
stlll 1s ‘unable to brlng demand for electrlc power 1nto line w1th
avallable supply’ There are a number of poss1ble answers, but I
do not consider any of them to be satisfactory.

| E Flrst the Comm1351on apparently cons1ders that Con

d s p031tlon has 1mproved to the point where 1t is unllkely that
it w1ll prove 1nadequate. Whlle recent events have prov1ded some

encouraglng 51gns, I do not thlnk that anyone can predict w1th

' certalnty that Con Ed s future power position 1s secure. Too_‘

much depends on the vagarles of weather, the performance
of Ravenswood No. 3, the forced outage rate on the remaln-'

der of Con Ed's system, and the availability of

¥ will reserve comment on pOSSlble llmltatlons on electrlc
service to new structures in Con Ed's service territory in view
of the Commission's remand of related aspects of the proceedlngs
for further hearing. , :
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imported_powerﬁh (Some of-these'matters.arehdischssed’snhsegnentiy
jin greater-detail.) - Moreover, even‘if thefpossibility of a severe
' power‘shortage were considered to be remote, the conseguences of
;such a shortage are suffrcrently severe that every precautlon |
should be taken to mlnlmlze adverse effects.;;p,;;f

SecOnd 1t is possrble that, 1f a severe poner shortage
should materlallze, the Commission could take actlons at that
time to-minimize adverse effects. But surely 1t is poor planning
to wait until a severe emergency 1mpends before taklng necessary
precautlonary measures. Selection of the least harmful remedles
is not llkely to proceed with careful dellberatlon 1n an atmosphere
‘of CrlSlS. ' | ' R ‘

: Thlrd, in the event of an unexpected severe 'poﬁer
shortage, Con Ed may be expected to do somethlng even in the
absence of Comm1551on action. Unquestlonably this is true. Con
Ed is not going to sit by and see ;ts totalrsystem destroyed by
a prolonged iﬁbalance between supply and denand. tBut what will
Con Ed do? 1If COn'Ed.has no detailedvcontingency plans, it is in
no better position than the Commission. if*Con“Ed'does have.:
detailed contlngency plans, they should be submltted to the
" Commission for review. That was the whole purpose of this
proceeding. | |

As a practical matter, if a severe power shortage
develops, Con Ed can resort to two steps'Singly or in

' combination) in addition to those prescribed:
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<

I. COn'Ed'can disconnect customers in°areas'othef“f‘”““

than those \ncluded in territories presently subject to

disconnection.. However, to permit such a course’ of actlon makes

a mockery of the Commission's efforts to secure vltal_servlces

in areas SUbjeCt to dlsconnectlon. On oral-argument Con Ed's.r

.»spokesman 1ndlcated chat it was almost 1mp0551ble to extend

the areas sub)ect to dlsconnectlon WLthout 1nterfer;ng w1th sub-‘

,way operatlons.' And w1th1n these presently protected areas :

there are some l7 to 19 hOSpltalS lacking aux111ary equlpment, o

kv1tal water pumplng statlons and sewage plants,:congested
trafflc arterles (lncludlng electrlcally operated brldges);
_and concentratlons of hlgh rise bulldlngs. To permlt Con
.'Ed to dlsconnect addltlonal areas, without careful rev1ew o
onf the consequences;dls to fllrt with dlsaster.’”;" -

| | iI; The alternate course of actlon 1s for Con Ed
to confine disconnections to the areas presently covered .f.
by step 23, but to disconnect these areas fof'as long —4‘tv
and to repeat disconnections for as often ——'aS€mi§ht be
necessary to achieve the needed curtallment in demand
‘If time lamits on dlSconnectlon are loosened and
frequent repetition'is permitted, substantiallyfmoie'load

relief can be obtained from the portion of Con Ed'st
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sYstem subjectvto dlsconnectlon. However,'this'eo;rse-of aotron

" not only: is 1nequ1table to the mlnorlty of Con Ed 's customers

"who would be affected; it also is extremely dangerous to publlc'

safety and health. For the basis upon which many of the vital

:waterdand*sewage faoilitieS‘in these areas were found to be

.protected agalnst adverse 1mpact was the premise that

electrlc outages would not exceed two hours in duratlon.” lfr

Adlsconnectlons last longer than that 1nterval or are repeated

at. short 1ntervals, the ability of water systems to malntaln

'pressure "and of sewage systems to "hold" sewage is open to serlous

-,questlon.t Moreover, there are in excess of l 100 hlgh—rlse ?

':bulldlngs (51x or more stories) w1th1n the areas subject to?'

7dlsconnectlon,'and these ‘present special problems of thelr own.
I flnd 1t dlfflcult to belleve that by thls order,‘

) the Comm1551on intends to prov1de Con Ed w1th a llcense (I)

.to extend area disconnections to terrltorles where prov151on

has not been made for protection of vital fa01llt1es, or

(II) to permlt prolonged or repeated dlsconnectlons of power

in areas subject to step 23 with all the health and safety

hazards assoc1ated with fallure of water supply -and sewage

disposal. ‘And for reasons prev1ously 1nd1cated I do

not believe that it is reasonable or proper s1mply to

assume that the problem will not arise.
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How 1s the problem to be met’ AI have ndhguarrel.mith‘
the view that the flrst 23 steps should be exhausted before
recourse is had to any measure that would serlously 1nterfere
w1th the economic life of the New York Clty area. The protection
of the economlc v1ab111ty of the city, and the many llvellhoods
dependent upon it, 1s more important than the llmlted 1nd1v1dual
hardships or dlscomforts that may be occa51oned by 1mplementatlon
of. the first 23 steps. However, protectlon of publlc health and
V'safety is a matter of greater consequence. LVV | |

In the Second Interim Report 1t was recommended that;
éﬁEEE the first 23 steps had been exhausted fand in order ‘to
av01d repeated or prolonged 1nterrupt10ns of power 1n the "less
Adensely populated"areas subject to dlsconnectlon, Con Ed should
lprepare a plan for the disconnection of large nonre51dentlal .
bulldlngs in other parts of its serv1ce area. Whlle I am
"persuaded, on‘the basis of briefs and oral argument that some
modifications of thebrecommendation are‘in order, I belleve that
the concept remains sound. An examination of Con Ed's service
load curves reveals that summer peak loads oCCur during the
business hours of business days and are primarily the result of
the office buildings, stores and other commercial premises
served by Con Ed. 1f significant load reductions/are‘to be
achieved after all other steps are exhausted,,commercial

e

enterprises will have to be-rdisconnected.

e e e
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.But 1f»commerc1al enterprises are to'be dlsconnected;
two COndlt'OnS must be met. Bulldlngs must be dlsconneCted one‘ﬁ
at a.tlme in order 0 av01d the dlsconnectlon of Vltcl fa0111t1es
1n the same area. And, 1n order to avoid trapping occupants in -

elevators or on upper stories, buildings should be evacuated prior

“to disconnection.,

“TIn order to meet these condltlons, it was recommendedi
that, when confronted w1th the prOSpect of a severe.or prolonged
power shortage, Con Ed should drsconnect bulldlngs in the early
hours of the morning before thelr occupants arrlved ' A number
of objectJons were raised to this proposal, some more welghty o
than others But one partlcularly 51gn1f1cant p01nt concerned
-the dlffrculty of predlctlng in advance the extent to whlch load
rellef would be requrred on a given: day Thus, bulldlngs mlght
\be drsconnecfed and closed on the basis of a pe551mlstlc progn051s,
when, as a result of a change 1n’one or more hlgnly variable
condltlons, it subsequently developed that adequate power was
awailable to supply the buildings. Another point v1gorously
pressed was the seriousness of the circumstancesithat wouldrd_
warrant dlsconneCtion of buildings--how badimust things become
in areas subject to disconnection under step 23'before large
buildings in other areas would be disconnected?

| Both problems can be met by revising the method of‘
1mblementatlonrof the proposal as follows: | |

Whenever Con Ed is forced to disconnect such a large
proportion of load_that.rotation of disconnected areas within two

hours 1s not reasonably 1ikely; or whenever Con Ed is forced to .

-6~
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dlsconnect an area for a‘second'SLcce551ve day wlthout assurancei
from local off1c1als that the repeated 1nterruptlon w1ll not 1mparr
water supply or sewage disposal, Con Ed will 1mmed1ately begln to
disconnect nonresidential buildings in other areas as rapidiy as
p0551ble SO that 1t w1ll be 1n a position to restore power to areas
subject to prolonged or repeated 1nterruptlonsp<-Dlsconnectlons
will take place affer building owners have been glven one hour s
notlce to evacuate their bulldlngs, and will proceed whether or
not the owners choose to cooperate with Con Ed |
o : These condltlons should minimize 51tuatlons where bulldlngs
are disconnected'unnecessarlly, since such‘dlsconnectlon is premlsed
onra need to restore serv1ce to disconnected areas.: And the standard‘
1s framed in such.a way as to link the dlsconnectlons of bulldlngs
to the criterion of publlc health and safety ih the areas already
'd;sconnected.-.Dlsconnectlon of 1nd1v1dual;bulld1ngs may be awkward
foeron Ed}dand painfdldfor businesses, employeesyand other affected
parties."ﬁBut where public health or safety'is'atlStake} some o
sacrifice.of economic interests is required{ |

Two further points requ1re elaboratlon

Questions were raised as to how bulldlngs would be
selected for disconnection. Since the recommendat;on was that
Con Ed submit a pian to implement the proposal, matters of detail
are perhaps premature. However, the'critical ingredients can be

anticipated. To facilitate the operatlons of Con Ed s switchmen,

B et
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"bulldlngs probably will have to be grouned and small bulldlngs w1ll
have to be excluded ' V1ta1 facilities also should be excluded |
" (including hOSpltalS, transportatlon and communlcatlons fac111ties,v
) and water supply and sewage facilities).» Subject to these'constraints,
- the most equitable-guidelines would appearlﬁo-be:vkalftoudisconnect
. newer buildings in advance of older ones (on the ground rhaﬁvtne
' more'recent the building, the more knowledge canvbe assumed,on the
part of oWners‘and ‘tenants as to the inadequacy of power‘supplydin
New York Cify); and (b) to dlsconnect all large’ bulldlngs once,
for a given perlod of tlme, before proceedlng to dlsconnect any
l.bulldlng a second time. » N |
- | Questlons also were ralsed as to certaln bus1ness flrms
JWhich operate around the clock, seven days ‘a week 'as commun1cat10ns7‘
centers.of world;wideﬂaCtiviries. Unfortunately,‘lt is not p0551ble
for the Commission or Con Ed to protect these:act1v1t1es whlle
z'disconnecting the remainder'of the building inVolved."However, this
problem}could'be'resolVed if either the City of New York or the
affected bulldlng owners cooperated in a program to substantlally
urtall power consumptlon in large nonres1dentlal bulldlngs in tlmes
of severe or chronlc power shortage. It would be possible, 1n_11eu
of drsconnectlng,a building, to arrange for Con Ed to accept the
commitment of the City or the ouilding owner to”close tne building
to all but "Sunday operations," with approbriate limits on the use

of air conditioners and elevators.
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However, neither the City nor the bulldlng owners are
w1lllng to cooperate in this approach to- amelloratlng ‘the consequences
of a power shortage. Thelr position is understandabrec The economic
viability of New York City is threatened from many quarters, and
the recurrence oi eiectrlc power crises has not enhanced the Clty s
image. In the twelve months ended March 3l,Al971 the New York Clty
area lost 88 000 jObS, /2 000 of them w1th1n the Clty 1tself,
Moreover, as p01nted out in the Second Interim Report-

"Closrng commercral bulldlngst..w1ll have w1despread

economic effects. Workers paid by the hour -- often
the lowest income worker --= will lose needed wages.
Proprietors will sustain economic losses, which will
make New York City an increasingly unattractive o
place to do business. And persons dealing with the
affected enterprises will be inconvenienced by

missed app01ntments, delayed shlpments, wasted

'trlps,_and the llke

Yet this srtuatlon ig but-a spe01flc 1llustratlon of a

.
~

more general phenomenon ' Economlc progress is v1tally dependent
upon adequate supplles of energy, 1nclud1ng electrlc power, no one
has yet suggested a means by which commerc1al and 1ndustr1al enter—
prises can be made‘viable in the absence of adequate supplles of
electric energy’ supplled on a reliable ba81s, ‘Moreover, the'point

of supporting economlc progress is not srmplyAto advance the fortunes
of business enterprlses. The llvellhoods of mllllons of persons

are dependent upon the continued viability of the economy of the

New York Caty area, and the least advantaged resrdents of the area
would be the most severely affected by an economlc setback. Conversely,“

the only realistic hope that the disadvantaged have for improvement
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of thelr lot rests‘thh a v1gorous and grow1ng-economy;' Desoite
a good deal of fanc*ful rhetorlc, it should be plaln to even:the)
most obtuse observer that, during a period4of eCOnomro:stagnation;
persons with positions and jobs will hang on to theﬁ'uith-a
tenacity which.will more than overcome the'efforts of persons‘
further down the economlc ‘ladder to 1mprove thelr economlc p051tlon.
In sbort, tne relatlonshlps are both slmple and obv1ous
' wlthout eLectrrc pOWEl and other sources of energy, etonomlc progress
is 1mp0551ble. Economrc stagnation 1s the best that can be hoped
for, and marked deterloratlon is the more llkely consequence.:i
Furthermore, w1thout economic progress, there 1s ‘ho real hope of
rmprov1ng the conomic p051tlon of the least advantaged members’ of
soc1ety.\'In a stagnant or deterloratlng economy,-the pllght of
thebboverty—stricken_is_rendered hopeless andﬁthe:livingIStandards

of everyone else are placed in jeopardy.

~

~

It must behemphasized, however, that thesevare the[f
general conseguenoes'of an electric power shortage,g'They‘are”
not unigue to the 1mplementationdof reasonable precautlons to
guard against the.inmediate adverse effects of such a shortage.
And these immediate adverse effects can be very_serlousilndeed.

To COnsider but a single example, theretislthe.problem
of fire. | | | |
| If, through prolonged or repeated.interruptions'of
power to "less densely populated areas" (including.southern
westchester and eastern Queens) ,' pressure 1s lost;in_the water.
-systems.of local communities, the vulnerability to fire of homes

and other bulldings within these areas 1s an obvious hazard.

-10-
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.Lesspobvious is the vulnerability of-hdghfrlse.bulldings
to fire. 1In the ecvent of failure of power}:lndividuals“maf‘be
trapped in:elevators. Occupants of upper floors'may_find-evacuation

 time-consuming and difficult if all elevators:are disabled even

. where the fire itself precludes the use of some elevators) : Water

" pressure to the upper floors, maintained by electrlc pumps, w1ll be
lost. And illumination, important for evacuatlon (espec1ally in
:corridors and stairwells) and for coordlnatlonrof‘flre flghtlng
operations, also wlll be lost. o . |

The problem is troublesome in the "lessbdensely populated"
arcas, where there are l 100 bulldlngs of six or more storles (most
of which are presumably of moderate helght) ‘ But if area dlscon-

S nectlons are to be permltted in more densely populated areas, the
problem becomes even more acute. Two recent developments 1llustrate
the dlfflcultles and hazards involved. » . .

On July'6 1971, the New York Clty Fire Department :
promulgated tentative rules governlng flre emergenc1es in hlgh-rlse
bulldings. The rules were the result of a study 1n1t1ated after a
fire 1n One New York Plaza (50 stories) caused tmo:deathsland 35
.injurles on August 5, 1970 and a fire at 919 Third Avenue (49

stories) caused-3 deaths and 39 injuries on December 4, 1970. The
rules require-procedures which; expressly or by 1mpl1catlon,
assume the existence of.electric power. Thus, the flre command

stations required in each building shall be adequately 1llumlnated

-11l-
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Elevators, not Jmpedec by the flre, shall be‘employed.for
»evacuatlon. A "*11e brigade" of bulldlng employees shall move'.
‘to the floor below thc fire and assist in evacuatlon and’ flre
control in a varlety of ways; presumably, the fire brlgade_
'is not expected to run up 30 or so fllghts of stalrs., Evacuation
_v1a corrldors and stairwells assumes the ex15tence of adequate
1llum1natlon. No provr51on re made for persons trapped_ln
elevators or for loss‘of water presshre on thelapper_floors,ofx
_hlgh rise bulldlngs | ..“, | A _

7 on July 15, 1971, in the first'sth dﬁdertakin§:lh
' recent memory, a hlgh rise building (Seagram Bulldlng, 32 floors)
was substantlally evacuated in a voluntary flre drlll Several
factors are worthy of ‘note. Flrst, it took thlrteen minutes to
evacute thelbuildlng without use of elevators.; Second, some 15%
of the building's occupants did not participate, either because
ofdthe'pressure'of "business as usual"” or because of ‘a reluctance
to walk down a large number of flights. Third, although elevators
geﬁerally were pot employed, a special elevatdr:mas_required to
evacuate l4ldlsabled persons who work in the,bulldingf» One can only
conjecture on such questlons asr How many;deaths'or injuries
would occur 'in a fire in the l3 minutes reqaired‘to‘malk down and
out of the buildind? How much more time would be requlred for
similar evacuatioa of buildings larger than 32 stories? What would
have been the.fate of the 14 disabled peréons in a fire in the

absence of power for elevators?

-12-
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The fire problems within high;rise’buildings would
be aggravated, of course, by any traffic problems engehdered as
a result of loss of power to traffic signals, Mdving emergency
equipment through>congested areas is difficult enpugh under
‘the best of circumstances. .Traffic jams created by loss of
traffic signals (or diSablement of electrically‘powered draybridges)
can only make matters{appreciably worse., |

_ Thus tar, electric power crises have not requlred
exten51ve load sheddlng For the most part, ther load reduction
measures. have sufficed to brlng power consumptlon into llne with
available supply.*ilBut it is'questionable whethet'@uch reliance
can he_placed'onifhis £act in light of the detexioraﬁing pewef'
situapioh in Con Ed's service territory. -
~ 'QIh ;he eummer of 1969, according te Commiséioher Ryan;s
report ih Case.?q293 (the Consolldated Edison serv1ce proceedlng),A
Con Ed zesorted to voltage reductlons on four occa31ons, appeals to
Vlarge cuséoﬁers on four occa51ons, and appea;slto the general
public on three occasions. ' |
| [In.the'sammer of 1970, Con Ed resorted:te volﬁage

reductions>ohv15 oceasions, appeals to lafge customers en 12>eceaeiohs,
and appeals to the general publlc on ll occasions. :In addiﬁion; Con
Ed had the subways transfer to series operations on one day, creating

a near-riot, and was forced to disconnect customers (aggregating 157

MW of demand) on_another day..

*Unintended outages of power, affecting limited areas, generaily have
occurred at times other than peak business hours. Even the November
1965 Northeast Blackout occurred after 5:00 p.m.

-13-
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Z'In the w1nter of 1970~ l97l, w1th loads apprecrably below
summer peaks, Con Ed for the flrst tlme encountered capac1ty
' def1c1enc1es in winter months. Voltage reductlons were employed
-_on 8 occasions, appeals tc large customers on 5 occasions, and
appeals to the general publlc on 5 occasions. In addltlon, heativ,
in the New York City subwaysvmas'cut-off~on:one»cold-wlnter day.
| Thus far, the summer of l97lbhas been relatiVely placid,
wrth only a few voltage reductions and several days when power g
;conservatlon was urged However, the summer 1s not yet over (most
of the problems last summer occurred subsequent to July 27), and
based on past experlence, much will depend on the performance-
of the erratlc Ravenswood No. 3 1nstallatlon and ‘on” the forced
utage rate on the remalnder of Con Ed's system (whlch, desprtei
recent 1mprOVements,lls almost as erratic and unpredlctable as_"
Ravenswood No. 3). | | B |
Also of significance is the fact that Con Ed has not .
added any base load generating capacity to 1ts system 51nce
Arthur Kill No. 3 in May of 1969. 1In recent years,'the gap between
supply and demand has been sought to be met by the addition
of increasing numbers of gas turbines. How long this process.
_can continue 1is duestionable. o |
New base load generating capacity is being challenged
at almost every point. Indian Point No. 2 1s the-subject of a
controvertedeEC-pr0ceeding. Bowline Point (a jointbventure with
. Orange and Rockland) is being held up by environmental conditions
in operating permits. And the projected Astoria plant is the

-

subject of continuing controversy.

-l4-
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Con Ed also has been encountering difficulties in
constructing‘the additional transmission facilities necessary to

import purchased power. The merits of the controversies concerning

new generating and transmission facilities need not be considered at

this point. It is sufficient to note that'delays»incident.to»such
controversies have,become a fact of life; -

- Perhaps others can find in this'record some basis for
optimism, Maybe we w1ll be lucky and Ravenswood No. 3 will
function rellably; Con Ed's forced outage rate w1ll be malntalned at

reasonable levels, and necessary new generatlng and transm1s51on

_fac111t1es w1ll be constructed in timely fashmon.l It could

happen -= almost anythlng is p0581ble -- but I am reluctant to
base Comm1551on pollcy upon a foundation of momentary.lmprovement
and wishful thlnklng. | 7

| In my oplnlon, the record to date Warrants the adoption
of precautlonary steps beyond the measures adopted by the Comm1581on
Yet it seems’ to be 1mp0551ble to obtaln support for such actlon.
The reason, I believe, is endemic in our 5001ety s general approach
to health and safety hazards. Before definitive‘actlon.can be
countenanced, there must be a catastroPhe.‘ Atpower crisis must
hit with such intensity that scores of lives arellost and hundreds
of bodies mutilated in a fire or other major'disaster before a

disruption of business activities will be considered. For reasons

previously indicated, I believe that it is of the utmost importance

_15_
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_that the economic life of New York City‘nét’be subjecﬁed”tbvi
ﬁnneéesSary"interference; But I also.belie;e.éhéfvﬁhe‘prétéctibn
of ‘public health and Safety 1s an overriding'cdhsiderétion.:AFbr
my part, I prefer {oAacﬁ to avoid possible calémities and nbﬁ'

wai£>for»justificétionVin the form of dead and mutilated bodies.

Ded

~16~
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
In the Matter of

of New York, Inc.

)
)
Consolidated Edison Company ) . - Docket No. 50-247
o ) :
(Indian Point Station, Unit No. 2) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L)

I hereby certify that I have served‘the aftacﬁed
document entitled "Motion of Applicant for.an Oxder
Establishing.Further Procédural Requirements to Implement the
National Environmenﬁal Policy Act of 1969", fogether with
~the attachments thereto, by mailing copies thereof first
class and postage prepaid, toveach of the following persons
this 17th day of August, 1971:

The Honorable James R. Schlesinger The Honorable James T. Ramey

Chairman Commissioner
- U. S. Atomic Energy Commission U.S. Atomic Energy. Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545 Washington, D. C. 20545

The Honorable Wilfrid E. Johnson The Honorable Clarence E. Larson
Commissioner ’ ‘ Commissioner

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission ‘ U.S. Atomic Energy Commission”™

Washington, D. C. 20545 Washington, D. C. 20545
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The Honorable William O. Doub
Commissioner _
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

Mr. R. B. Briggs

Molten Salt Reactor Program
Oak Ridge National Laboratory
P.O. Box Y '

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 -

Anthony Z. Roisman, Esq.
Berlin, Roisman & Kessler
1910 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Myron Karman, Esg.

Counsel, Regulatory Staff
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

Angus Macbeth, Esq.
Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. '

36 West 44th Street
New York, New York 110036

Secretary

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. C. 20545

Samuel W. Jensch, Esqg.
Chairman
Atomic Safety and Licensing

. Board ,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington, D. C. 20545

Dr. John C. Geyer

Chairman, Department of
Geography and Environmental
Engineering

The Johns Hopkins University

513 Ames Hall '

Baltimore, Maryland 21218

J. Bruce MacDonald, Esqg.

New York State Atomic
Energy Council

112 State Street

Albany, New York 12207

The Honorable Louis J.
Lefkowitz :

Attorney General of the
State of New York

80 Centre Street

New York, New York - 10013

Algie A. Wells, Esqg.

Chairman

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel ,

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission

Washington, D. C. 20545
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Lex K. Larson
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LeBoeuf, Lamb, Léiby & MacRae
Attorneys for Applicant



