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FEDERAL POLICIES RELATING TO THE
OPERATIONS OF PASNY

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1976

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER,

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room
2322, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John D. Dingell, chair-
man, presiding.
Mr. DINGELL. The subcommittee will come to order.
Today's oversight hearing addresses the subject of Federal policies

with respect to the operations of the Power Authority of the State
of New York, usually known by its acronym PASNY. PASNY is
an instrumentality of the State of New York which operates a number
of generating facilities in that State, including its Niagara project
which was constructed under a Federal Power Act license issued
by the Federal Power Commission pursuant to the statutory mandate
of the Niagara Redevelopment Act. That act contained a preference
clause, giving priority in the disposition of 50 percent of the project's
power to public bodies and nonprofit corporations.
The principal question which will be examined by the subcommittee

today is whether PASNY's policies in disposing of power from the
Niagara project are in conformity with its license, and whether the
Federal Power Commission has maintained adequate surveillance over
these policies.
The Chair wishes to welcome our witnesses to the hearing and

to recognize my friend and colleague, the Honorable Richard Ottinger,
for a brief statement.
Mr. OTTINGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. As you have

indicated, the subcommittee is desirous of determining what amounts
of power the Power Authority of the State of New York is producing
and where that power is going. It also seeks to determine the extent
to which the Authority and the Federal Power Commission have car-
ried out their responsibilities under Federal law.

Although no formal request has yet been made, the County of
Westchester announced on July 20 that it would seek to obtain power
from PASNY at cheaper rates by a considerable amount that is now
available from the Consolidated Edison Co., of New York. However,
on July 21, the Power Authority stated that it did not have enough
power to supply Westchester. What this hearing is all about today
is to find out whether PASNY could serve Westchester County or
any other newly-formed municipal electric company or cooperative
if it were asked to do so.

(1)
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Under Federal law, the Niapra Power Project Act, 16 U.S.C. 836,
the Power Authority is required to meet the following terms and
conditions that are central to this hearing. It reads:

(1) In order to assure that at least 50 per centum of the project power shall
be available for sale and distribution primarily for the benefit of the people as con-
sumers, particularly domestic and rural consumers, to whom such power shall be made
available at the lowest rates reasonably possible and in such manner as to encourage
the widest possible use, the licensee in disposing of 50 per centum of the project
power shall give preference and priority to public bodies and nonprofit cooperatives
within economic transmission distance. In any case in which project power subject
to the preference provisions of this paragraph is sold to utility companies organized
and administered for profit, the licensee shall make flexible arrangements and contracts
providing for the withdrawal upon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough power
to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of the preference customers.

In testimony prepared for today's hearing, the Power Authority
states that it is in compliance with the terms of the act.
The Federal Power Commission has stated, however, that only

"approximately 19 percent of the total available"—and that is a quote
from the FPC testimony—only "approximately 19 percent of the total
available" electricity from the Niagara plant is contracted to public
bodies and cooperatives.

Instead of the 50 percent required by the Niagara Power Act,
there is a shortfall of 31 percent.
The evidence is clear in my opinion that, from this remaining 31

percent, which the Power Authority is required to supply to preference
customers, there is ample power which could be made available under
the requirements of the Federal statute to new municipal or coopera-
tives customers such as Westchester County.

I would like to thank the chairman for conducting this hearing.
It is a matter that is more vital to Westchester County and its future
than perhaps any other matter. Businesses say that the chief cause
of their having to consider leaving the county is the high cost of
electricity. Many residents in Westchester County are now paying
more for their electricity than they pay on their mortgages. It is
a matter of tremendous distress, and we believe that the Power
Authority of the State of New York offers promise for giving the
people of Westchester County meaningful relief.

I would like to acknowledge the presence with us today of a
representative of Westchester County, representing the county execu-
tive Alfred DelBello, and the Honorable Ronald Tocci, the
Westchester County legislator who has done more work than perhaps
anybody else in the county in developing these issues and promoting
the use of public power for the benefit and relief of the people
of Westchester County.
Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
Mr. DINGELL. The Chair announces that our first witnesses will

be the Hon. James A. FitzPatrick, Mr. Ronald A. Corso, and Mr.
Daniel C. Lamke. Gentlemen, will you come forward please.
Gentlemen, if you would each identify yourself to our reporter

for purposes of the record. The Chair advises that we will insert
your complete statements in the record. We will then recognize you
for such summary as you wish to give, in view of the time constraints
under which the subcommittee labors. We will then recognize counsel
and members of the committee for questions.



3

The Chair understands that Mr. FitzPatrick and Mr. Corso will
testify, and that Mr. Lamke accompanies Mr. Corso.

STATEMENTS OF JAMES A. FITZPATRICK, CHAIRMAN, POWER
AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, ACCOMPANIED BY
THOMAS MOORE, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND RONALD A. CORSO,
DEPUTY CHIEF, DIVISION OF LICENSED PROJECTS, BUREAU OF
POWER, FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY
DANIEL C. LAMKE, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, FPC
Mr. LAMKE. My name is Daniel C. Lamke. I am with the Electric

Division of Corporate Regulation of the General Counsel's Office
of the Federal Power Commission.
Mr. CORSO. I am Ronald A. Corso. My title is Deputy Chief, Divi-

sion of License Projects. I am with the Bureau of Power, Federal
Power Commission.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I am James A. FitzPatrick, chairman of the New

York State Power Authority.
Mr. DINGELL. Gentlemen, the Chair welcomes you. I guess we

should recognize you first, Mr. FitzPatrick.

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. FITZPATRICK
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I un-

derstand the time pressures under which you are operating at the
present time. I have submitted for the record a very lengthy and
detailed statement which I would ask be fully incorporated in the
record.
Mr. DINGELL. Without objection, so ordered [see p. 16[.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We have also submitted to your staff a voluminous

amount of detailed statistical data, and I have with me, should the
committee wish, information with respect to that data, the general
manager of the Power Authority, Mr. Berry, who is the former director
of power utilization; and Mr. John W. Boston, who is the present
director of power utilization; should their testimony be necessary.

I would like to state at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that I am happy
to have this opportunity to appear before your committee and to
supply the information that you have requested. I hope that we have

• done that to your satisfaction. I note that in your letter to me of
September 7, it is stated that the basis of the hearing was to ascertain
the extent to which we have complied with the conditions of the
license.

I have previously submitted my statement, as indicated. I have not
had an opportunity to review the statement just made by Mr. Ottinger
nor have I, until a few moments ago, had an opportunity to review
any statement made by the Federal Power Commission, and I have
had no opportunity to read more than the first several pages of that.
Mr. DINGELL. We will see to it that you have full opportunity

to make any necessary responses, and that we have a complete record
in which you are fairly heard.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Thank you. I notice, Mr. Congressman, that Mr.

Ottinger in his opening statement stated that this hearing is really
about whether or not we have enough power to supply Westchester,
which has been discussing a countywide system. I should like to
respectfully submit that, if we are talking about supplying power to
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Westchester, we have more of an intra, rather than an inter, state
problem, and I would like to respectfully take this opportunity to
request that the committee in pursuit of its responsibilities with respect
to interstate and foreign commerce give, if possible, every support
that can be found for the project which the Power Authonty is
presently undertaking and has before regulatory bodies, both State
and Federal, in which it would supply a total of some 3,700 kilowatts
of electricity to southeastern New York, more than the total capacity
of both the Niagara and the St. Lawrence plants.

I will proceed, sir, if I may, to read a brief summary of my lengthy
statement. After that, of course, I will answer whatever questions
you may have.
Before doing so, I should like to show you and, for the purposes

of the record, submit a map which I think is significant in showing
the area of service of the St. Lawrence and Niagara projects, since
it indicates the very large extent of the entire State of New York
which is served by those two projects alone.
Mr. DINGELL. Without objection, that will be inserted in the record

at the appropriate place (see p. 54).
Mt. FITZPATRICK. Thank you, sir.
The Power Authority is, as I believe you know, Mr. Chairman,

a nonprofit public benefit corporation, consisting of five trustees ap-
pointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the State
Senate, for overlapping terms.
The Authority is not dependent upon state appropriations or state

credit. Construction of its projects is financed by the sale of revenue
bonds, and interest on and amortization of the bonds are paid out
of revenue derived from operations.
The Authority was established by New York State law back in

1931. And, Mr. Chairman, much of what I have to do concerns
the history of the Authority, because the purposes for which the
plants were initially constructed and the manner in which the power
was originally marketed is dependent to a very, very large extent
on the history of congressional actions and state action and Power
Authority action in this regard.

Originally, the Authority was established for the purpose of con-
structing the generating facilities on the St. Lawrence River in con-
junction with the Canadian entity, which was Ontario Hydro. The
Power Authority Act has been amended several times since to direct
the Authority to carry out further responsibilities. And I believe it
is important to note, Mr. Chairman, that in each instance we have
been given specific duties to handle specific problems and construct
specific projects, which we have done, we believe, in full accordance
with the intent and letter of the law.
In 1951, the Authority's charter was amended to include construc-

tion of the Niagara project, to take advantage of the United States'
share of the additional Niagara waters available for power production
under the 1950 treaty between the United States and Canada.

In 1968 and 1972, the Authority's legislative charter was again
expanded to permit construction of additional power projects for
specified purposes.
Now, in 1968, we were authorized to construct nuclear powerplants

for specific limited purposes which are, of course, pertinent to the

41,

•
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inquiry before you. And in 1972, recognizing the need of southeasternNew York State for additional power, we were given responsibilitiesfor specific entities in the city of New York, including theMetropolitan Transit Authority as a principal for instance.
In 1974, legislation was enacted authorizing the Authority to acquiretwo partially completed generating plants, one in New York Cityand one in Westchester County from the Consolidated Edison Co.,of New York, in order to alleviate Con Edison's financial distress,to insure completion of the plants and to help assure an adequatesupply of electricity in the New York metropolitan area. This powerwill be sold principally in New York City and Westchester, the bulkof it to public agencies and to municipals for public purposes.
The Authority's net generating capability, including that of the twopurchased plants, will reach 6,670 megawatts late this year. Thisrepresents approximately 22 percent of all the generating capacityin the State.
In 1975, the Authority produced more than 26 billion kilowatthours of energy, about 25 percent of all of the energy producedin the State last year. When both purchased plants are in commercialoperation, the energy percentage will be approximately 32 percent,if current Niagara and St. Lawrence flows are maintained, andsomewhat lower if they are reduced.
In addition to the St. Lawrence and Niagara projects which I willdiscuss in more detail, the Authority built the Blenheim-GilboaPumped Storage Project pursuant to a Federal Power Commission

license. It was constructed between 1968 and 1973, with a nameplatecapacity of 1,000 megawatts.
The Authority built an 821 megawatt plant near Oswego, licensedby the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and has substantiallycompleted the 965 megawatt nuclear plant in Westchester County

and the 826 megawatt oil-fired plant in Queens County acquired fromCon Edison. The nuclear plant is producing electricity and the NewYork City oil-fired plant is expected to produce power later thisyear.
I would like to invite the committee's attention to the fact that,when I begin discussing these new plants, beginning with the 821

megawatt nuclear plant near Oswego, which at the moment is tem-porarily providing nuclear power to all seven private utilities in theState of New York and thus Statewide—beginning with that plantand then proceeding to our acquisition of the nuclear powerplantof Consolidated Edison in Westchester County and the oil-fired plantin Queens County which we are about to complete and then proceed-ing through the recitation of our projected projects, including a 765kv line from Canada, which will import some 800,000 kilowatts and
which I believe, sir, by reason of the committee's interest in foreigncommerce, is of particular importance--
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. FitzPatrick, so that you are not under any misap-prehension, I am going to insert in the record, at this point the

Niagara Redevelopment Act.
[The document referred to follows:]
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NIAGARA REDEVELOPMENT ACT—PUB
LIC LAW 85-159

[H.R. 8643, 85th Cong

AN ACT TO AUTHORIZE THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
CERTAIN WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT 

IN THE

NIAGARA RIVER FOR POWER, AND FOR O
THER PURPOSES

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represe
ntatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)' the Federal 
Power Commission is hereby

expressly authorized and directed to issue a license
 to the Power Authority of the

State of New York for the construction and operation
 of a power project with capacity

to utilize all of the United States share of the water 
of the Niagara River permitted

to be used by international agreement.

(b) The Federal Power Commission shall include 
among the licensing conditions,

in addition to those deemed necessary and required 
under the terms of the Federal

Power Act, the following:
(1) In order to assure that at least 50 per

 centum of the project power shall

be available for sale and distribution primarily f
or the benefit of the people as con-

sumers, particularly domestic and rural consumers, to 
whom such power shall be made

available at the lowest rates reasonably possible 
and in such manner as to encourage

the widest possible use, the licensee in disposi
ng of 50 per centum of the project

power shall give preference and priority to public b
odies and nonprofit cooperatives

within economic transmission distance. In any case 
in which project power subject

to the preference provisions of this paragraph i
s sold to utility companies organized

and administered for profit, the licensee shall make 
flexible arrangements and contracts

providing for the withdrawal upon reasonable notice an
d fair terms of enough power

to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of the pref
erence customers.

(2) The licensee shall make a reasonable portion 
of the project power subject to

the preference provisions of paragraph (1)2 available for use within reasonable

economic transmission distance in neighboring States, but this paragraph shall
 not

be construed to require more than 20 per centum 
of the project power subject to

such preference provisions to be made available fo
r use in such States. The licensee

shall cooperate with the appropriate agencies in such States to
 insure compliance

with this requirement. In the event of disagreement b
etween the licensee and the

power-marketing agencies of any such States, the F
ederal Power Commission may,

after public hearings, determine and fix the applic
able portion of power to be made

available and the terms applicable thereto: Provided
, That if any such State shall have

designated a bargaining agency for the procuremen
t of such power on behalf of such

State, the licensee shall deal only with such age
ncy in that State. The arrangements

made by the licensee for the sale of power to or i
n such States shall include observance

of the preferences in paragraph (1) of this subsection.

(3) The licensee shall contract, with the appro
val of the Governor of the State

of New York, pursuant to the procedure establis
hed by New York law, to sell to

the licensee of Federal Power Commisson project
 16 for a period ending not later

than the final maturity date of the bonds initially i
ssued to finance the project works

herein specifically authorized, four hundred and 
forty-five thousand kilowatts of the

remaining project power, which is equivalent to 
the amount produced by project 16

prior to June 7, 1956, for resale generally to the 
industries which purchased power

produced by project 16 prior to such date, or 
their successors, in order as nearly

as possible to restore low power costs to such 
industries and for the same general

purposes for which power from project 16 was 
utilized: Provided, That the licensee

of project 16 consents to the surrender of its li
cense at the completion of the construc-

tion of such project works upon terms agreed to by both l
icensees and approved

by the Federal Power Commission which shall
 include the following: (a) the licensee

of project 16 shall waive and release any claim 
for compensation or damages from

the Power Authority of the State of New Yor
k or from the State of New York,

except just compensation for tangible property 
and rights-of-way actually taken, and

(b) without limiting the generality of the for
egoing, the licensee of project 16 shall

waive all claims to compensation or damages ba
sed upon loss of or damage to riparian

rights, diversionary rights, or other rights relati
ng to the diversion or use of water,

whether founded on legislative grant or otherwise.

(4) The licensee shall, if available on reasonable terms and c
onditions, acquire

by purchase or other agreement, the ownersh
ip or use of, or if unable to do so,

construct such transmission lines as may be ne
cessary to make the power and energy

' Title 16, section 836 of the United States Code, to whic
h this section was classified, begins: "The

Federal Power Commission is expressly authorized. . .".

16 U.S.C. section 836 includes at this point the 
words "of this subsection".
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generated at the project available in wholesale quantities for sale on fair and reasonable
terms and conditions to privately owned companies, to the preference customers enu-
merated in paragraph (1) of this subsection, and to the neighboring States in accordance
with paragraph (2) of this subsection.
(5) In the event project power is sold to any purchaser for resale, contracts for

such sale shall include adequate provisions for establishing resale rates, to be approved
by the licensee, consistent with paragraphs (1) and (3) of this subsection.
(6) The licensee, in cooperation with the appropriate agency of the State of New

York which is concerned with the development of parks in such State, may construct
a scenic drive and park on the American side of the Niagara River, near the Niagara
Falls, pursuant to a plan the general outlines of which shall be approved by the• Federal Power Commission; and the cost of such drive and park shall be considered
a part of the licensee's net investment in said project: Provided, That the maximum
part of the cost of such drive and park to be borne by the power project and to
be considered a part of the licensee's net investment shall not exceed $15,000,000.
(7) The licensee shall pay to the United States and include in its net investment• in the project herein authorized the United States share of the cost of the construction

of the remedial works, including engineering and economic investigations, undertaken
in accordance with article II of the treaty between the United States of Americaand Canada concerning uses of the waters of the Niagara River signed February 27,1950, whenever such remedial works are constructed.

Sec. 2. The license issued under the terms of this Act3 shall be granted in con-
formance with Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal Power Commission,
but in the event of any conflict, the provisions of this Act3 shall govern in respect
of the project herein authorized.

Approved August 21, 1957.

Mr. DINGELL. I call your specific attention to section (b)( 1) which
deals with the question of preference customers.

I do not intend to allow you to sit here and, by your comments,
constrict the authority or the jurisdiction of this committee. I am
fully aware of the jurisdiction of the committee and I am fully aware
of our jurisdiction over interstate commerce. I am also equally aware
of the jurisdiction of this committee over intrastate commerce where
it happens to affect interstate commerce. I am equally aware of the
clear language of section (b)( 1), which requires in the licensing of
the Federal Power Commission to do as follows:

Elmn order to assure that at least 50 per centum of the project power shall beavailable for sale and distribution primarily for the benefit of the people as consumers,particularly domestic and rural consumers, to whom such power shall be made availableat the lowest rates reasonably possible and in such manner as to encourage the widestpossible use, the licensee in disposing of 50 per centum of the project power shallgive preference and priority to public bodies and nonprofit cooperatives withineconomic transmission distance.

I am very pleased that you are here, but I will not tolerate you
telling me what the jurisdiction of this committee is. I am fully capable
of ascertaining that without any outside help.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Congressman, I am sorry if my remarks have

been so interpreted. I had no intention of attempting to in any way
challenge the jurisdiction of the committee. I was simply trying--
Mr. DINGELL. As long as we proceed in that fashion, I think we

can do so amicably. To step outside the bounds of those discussions
would obviously lead to certain stresses that neither one of us would
enjoy.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. No question about that, sir. I have no such inten-

tion. My interest was in trying to present to this body of Congress
some concepts about a solution which is bothering the city of New
York and which is bothering Westchester County, and urging perhaps,

16 U.S.C. section 836a reads "this chapter" rather than "this Act".
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if I may—I may be exceeding the limits of the hearing, b
ut urging

that consideration be given to assistance to us in bei
ng able to do

that, by reason of the committee's authority and its prestige and

its capacity. I believe that would be helpful, and that is all that

I was Intending, sir, to indicate that some of these proble
ms do trans-

cend the bounds of the State and also are involved w
ith interstate

and international matters.
Referring specifically, sir, if I may, digress for just a 

moment, to

the comment with respect to the Niagara Redevelopment
 Act, because

I think it is particularly pertinent, obviously pertinent 
to this whole

discussion, in Mr. Ottinger's statement he discussed t
he fact that the

Federal Power Commission had stated that we had 
not contracted

for the amount of power which is referred to in this subsection.

I respectfully invite the committee's attention to the
 fact that what

this statute says is that the licensee in disposin* of 50
 percent of

the project power shall give preference and priority t
o public bodies

and nonprofit cooperatives within economic transmission
 distance.

It says, sir, that we must give preference to them, 
and, as we

have previously stated on many occasions and as I 
would like to

develop in full in my lengthy statement, we did give 
preference to

all bodies at the time that power was marketed. In 
other words,

here we had a very large powerplant. It was on line.
 It had to be

financed. It had to be financed without State credit b
y the sale of

bonds. The Power Authority in effect said that all those who

wished—all those in the category described who wish
ed power—It

said: "You have a preference. Do you wish it?" And 
there were

an insufficient number of people who came forward 
at that time

to take that power. No request was made at that tim
e from the

city of New York as a for instance. No request at 
that time was

made from Westchester County as a for instance.

Therefore, in order to finance the project, to complet
e the project,

so it could provide power to those preference customers
 who in effect

were ready, willing, and able to take it, we sold the 
power contrac-

tually to other entities, and, in so doing, again, as I
 will attempt

to develop in my statement, the power that was sold i
n large measure

to private utilities for distribution to the very wide 
upstate area was

done so, (a) to a large 'extent on a withdrawable 
basis, and (b)

on a basis which required them to pass through the
 benefits of the

Power Authority power to the rural and domestic custo
mers.

Now, this is, of course, a complicated matter, and I 
have developed

it in full, but I wanted particularly to make that poi
nt, sir, because

it is very basic to our contention, and our contentio
n is that we

have complied with the act and we have complied with
 the act because

we gave preference to anyone who came forward 
and said: "I want

power."
The condition has changed very, very substantially

, as I am sure

you realize, in recent years. When we initially--

Mr. OTTINGER. Do you claim, Mr. FitzPatrick, tha
t the act only

requires you to give preference to those people w
ho were able to

take it at the time of the initial construction of the 
plant?

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, what I am saying, Mr. Ot
tinger, is that

the act—I am reading from the act. The act sa
ys we shall give

preference to these bodies, and our contention is that we gave
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preference when we made the power available to any who could
take it.
Mr. OrrINGER. And that you no longer have to give preference

to new municipal entities?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I didn't say that we no longer have to give a

preference, but any preference that is given certainly has to take
into consideration the contractual arrangements which were made by
the Authol ity at the time when the preference customers did not
come forward to take the power. You cannot build and operate a
powerplant without customers.
Mr. °WINGER. Right, but the act contemplated that and said that,

with respect to any arrangements made, that those had to be on
a withdrawable basis so that you could take into account the future
needs of citizens as consumers.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Not only did the act contemplate that, but this

Congress held hearings, presided over by Senator Kerr, at the time
in which an effort was made to ascertain what the future needs of
the Power Authority's preference customers would be, and it was
on the basis of those hearings and the allocations of what could
be reasonably foreseen as the needs of the preference customers of
the Power Authority that the withdrawable power was established
at that time, and I think that is very significant to note. And that
withdrawable power is still, of course, and has been available.
But certainly the act and the Congress did not intend that, if the

Power Authority was constructing a plant which was a multimillion
dollar operation and had only a modest percentage of its output
that could be absorbed by the then existing public bodies, that the
Authority not go forward with some kind of contractual arrangements
which would be sufficient for it to finance its bonds. And that is
my point.
The first Authority project was the St. Lawrence project, which

is, in effect, totally sold, Mr. Chairman. We are really talking here
about the output of the Niagara project. I believe Mr. Ottinger would
concur as far as that is concerned.
But there was, of course, a history of the sales from the St.

Lawrence project which involved sales, incidentally, to Vermont,
because there was a requirement in that license that a reasonable
amount of the power be sold to neighboring States. And that power
has been substantially sold, and, in the interest of time, I may move
over that.
However, I think that it is important to point out that at that

time there were sales to industry, large sales to industry, and, if
they are not a matter of contention, perhaps we could again not
dwell too long on those. Those are not, I take it, a matter of conten-
tion.
At that time, there were certain municipals and rural cooperatives

in the State which were outside the economic market area of the
St. Lawrence, and they were offered the power, provided the distances
involved were not so great as to make it impractical or impossible
to deliver it.

I think, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Ottinger, it is important to note
particularly this fact, because it bears on the change of circumstances
in the history of what has transpired here with respect to the Power
Authority.
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I was saying, sir, that even some of the municipals outside the
immediate project area were offered an opportunity to buy power
originally from the Massena or the St. Lawrence projects. Some of
those municipals at that time, including Ogdensburg, which is almost
within the shadow of the plant, determined not to buy at that time,
and one reason that they determined not to buy at that time—this
becomes pertinent when we look at what has happened to rates
now—is the fact that there was not that much spread at that time
between what they could buy from the Power Authority and what
they could buy from the private utilities. And when they took into
consideration the difficulties and the cost of acquiring a distribution
system, they decided not to go. Now some of those same municipals
are now saying—and Massena is again a prime example—have now
said: "The situation has changed, and we would like now to have
power from the Power Authority." And we are in a situation where,
having sold the power from the St. Lawrence project which they
initially did not want, that we are 'preparing to serve that particular
municipal near the St. Lawrence project from the Niagara project.
And that is one of the municipals for whom the share of withdrawable
power which is allocated to the utilities is destined.

Again, repeating, the amount that was to be withdrawn for those
municipals was determined after consultation with this Congress and
a list prepared of the anticipated needs of the then existing municipals.
The Authority built the Niagara project between 1958 and 1962.

In addition to a Federal Power Commission license, the Authority
was bound in its power sales by the provision of the Niagara
Redevelopment Act, which you have, sir, correctly referred to.
The Authority paid for the project through the sale of almost $750

million in bonds, which it borrowed in seven installments.
The Federal statute and the license made 50 percent of the Niagara

power subject to preference for the people as consumers, particularly
rural and domestic consumers. They required that a special preference
be given to public bodies--
Mr. OTTINGER. Did you say "up to 50 percent"?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I said "make 50 percent subject to preference."
Mr. OTTINGER. At least 50 percent. I am sorry.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I will take the reading of the statute. It says:

"In order to assure that at least 50 percent shall be available, the
licensee in disposing of 50 percent shall give preference and priority."

It also required that a reasonable amount of the Niagara power
be sold to preference customers in neighboring States. The act ex-
plicitly States that this requirement shall not be construed to require
more than 10 percent of the project power be made available to
other States, and this, of course, has now been done.

In marketing 50 percent of Niagara power sold for the benefit
of preference customers, the Authority again sold the New York mu-
nicipal systems and rural cooperatives all the power they could use.

In addition, the Authority sold to utility companies on a withdrawa-
ble basis, as is specifically required by the statute, enough power
to meet the reasonably foreseeable future needs of public bodies and
cooperatives. Substantial withdrawals have been made, and about
140,000 kilowatts or 140 megawatts remain to be withdrawn. All
of this is scheduled to be withdrawn by 1979, and all of this, Mr.

4"k
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Chairman, is intended to meet the mounting requirements of our
existing municipal and cooperative customers.
The fact remains that we do not have enough hydroelectric power

from this Niagara project to meet the continuing needE of the existing
rural and cooperative customers that we have. Once this 140,000
kilowatts has been withdrawn from the utilities under the basis of
the statute, the existing municipals and cooperatives will then turn
to our first nuclear power plant for the additional segments of power
which they will require over the coming years.
The statute which authorized us to build nuclear power plants was

enacted after—in effect after a report of the Governor's power com-
mission, of which I was a member, which specifically limited sales
from our nuclear facilities constructed at that time to existing mu-

• nicipal electric facilities systems.
The firm capacity of the Niagara project was 1,800,000 kilowatts,

in accordance with the Federal act. The Authority has sold 180
megawatts to preference customers outside New York State—a 50-
megawatt allocation to Vermont, as soon as the power became availa-
ble, when Vermont was the only outside State to accept the power.
Since then, 130 megawatts has been sold to the Allegheny Electric
Cooperative, with members in Pennsylvania and New Jersey.
Those contracts, sir, will be actually the first to expire from the

Niagara project, within the next few years. Again, we or anyone
seeking to terminate the power would be faced with—if any of that
power is sought to be taken from the Allegheny system or the Ver-
mont system for a purpose not heretofore claimed—then, of course,
we would have a contention.
The statute and the license required that the Authority sell 445

megawatts to the Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., which was operating
generating facilities at Niagara when the statute was passed in 1957.
This again, Mr. Chairman, grew out of an unusual situation that was
before the Congress at that time, a contention as to who should
develop the resources of the Niagara River. And, while the matter
was in contention, and there were various entities vying for the right
to do this, a large plant of Niagara Mohawk slid into the river,
depriving the community of that segment of the power which had
heretofore been provided by what was known as the Schoellkopf
plant. So, when the act came along, it provided for two kinds of
power to be sold in addition to that which you originally referred,
Chairman Dingell. One type was that which was to replace the power
which had been lost, and that was 445 megawatts, again based upon
the conditions that existed at the time.
Now, that sale was made, and this becomes important, in considera-

tion of the company's surrendering of the license for its facilities,
and waiving any claims for rights on the Niagara River.
The statute directed that the Authority contract with Niagara

Mohawk for the power to be sold by the company generally to the
industry in the Niagara area which had been buying power from
the facility in the past, for the stated purpose of restoring low-cost
power to these industries. The statute also required that Niagara
Mohawk sell the power to the industries without profit. The company
was, of course, entitled to charge reasonable rates for transmission.
The balance of the firm Niagara power was sold by the Authority
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to the utility companies which served what the Authority determined
would be the combined economic market of the St. Lawrence and
Niagara projects.

I refer to this, sir, in the map which I was showing you, so that
you have a conception--
Mr. DINGELL. The map which has been inserted into the record.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. This market area takes in most of upstate

New York, so that, for the most part, it is within 150 miles of
the two projects.
The determination as to market area was based upon the amount

of power available for sale in relation to the power needs of the
entire State, and the fact that transmission facilities capable of carrying
power much further economically were not in existence at the time
the project was built.

This, too, Mr. Chairman and Congressman Ottinger, became a very
important factor. At the time, we were talking largely in the State
of New York of 115 and 220 kilovolts transmission. The Power
Authority built the first 345,000-kilovolts line across the State, and
subsequent to that time we, of course, have proceeded toward moving
power now of 735 kilovolts or 765 kilovolts, and that is intended
to bring a large segment of power down into the metropolitan area
that is in contention here.
As in the case of the St. Lawrence project, the utility companies

pass on to rural and domestic consumers the savings resulting from
the purchase of Authority power. This is done in two ways. It is
done initially by providing—by insisting that a rate be provided based
upon what the—what savings there would be by reason of the utility
not putting on comparable generation, ant!, secondly, by the fuel
adjustment clause, which has become important in recent months
and years.
The amount of the savings with respect to cost of capacity are

shown as a separate reduction on each customer's bill. Fuel adjustment
charges to rural and domestic consumers are substantially reduced
by the fact that the Authority furnishes most of the energy require-
ments to such consumers in the economic market area and thus avoids
the cost that would otherwise be incurred by burning excessive fossil
fuel.
There have only been—and perhaps I could digress from this state-

ment for just a moment, because again your interest in how we have
complied with the statute in St. Lawrence and Niagara—and I would
like, sir, to provide this summary of what is happening.
Summarizing the sales of Niagara firm power for the benefit of

preference customers, we have provided 242,900 kilowatts of Niagara
power to municipals and cooperative electric systems in New York
State, 177,200 kilowatts from Niagara contracts and 65,700 under
St. Lawrence contracts. In other words, we were using Niagara power
to supply St. Lawrence customers; 430,000 Niagara kilowatts were
sold--
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. FitzPatrick, I think our counsel, Mr. Nordhaus,

has a question.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Could you repeat the figure you had for sales

to preference customers of the Niagara power?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. I am going to give you the total now. And

this is on page 28 of my full statement, if you wish to follow it.
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Mr. NORDHAUS. Go ahead.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. 242,900 kilowatts of Niagara power were sold

to municipalities and cooperative electric systems in New York State;
430,000 Niagara kilowatts were sold to the three utility companies
serving the combined St. Lawrence-Niagara market area, subject to
withdrawal for the future—and we should insert there "reasonably
foreseeable" as determined by the Kerr committee and the Power
Authority at the time—needs of priority customers of which 250,000
was intended for customers within the State and 180,000 was held
in anticipation of demands from without the State. Now, all but
140,000 that I have referred to before of that power has already
been withdrawn. 130,000 Niagara kilowatts was sold to cooperatives
in Pennsylvania and 50,000 kilowatts to the State of Vermont.

• Thus, a total of more than 500,000 kilowatts was sold to or reserved
for preference customers in compliance with the Niagara Redevelop-
ment Act, that being all they could use at the time and enough
to meet their reasonably foreseeable needs.
However, the statute requires that 50 percent of the power shall

be available for sale and distribution primarily for the benefit of
people as consumers, particularly domestic and rural customers.
The Authority sold a further 600,000 kilowatts of Niagara non-

withdrawable firm power to the three companies serving the economic
area which I have pointed out for 25 years on a nonwithdrawable
basis for the benefit of domestic and rural consumers. And that,
we contend, more than meets the requirement of the statute.
There have only been two disputes between the Authority and

power entities in outside States in which the Federal Power Commis-
sion action was requested. The first occurred with respect to the
St. Lawrence project.
Mr. OTTINGER. Can we skip that? That is not in contention. We

have been at this an hour, and I would like to get to the other
witnesses.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. The Authority negotiated—well, this was in-

volved—in other words, you have no problems or questions with our
allocations of out-of-State power, is that right?
Mr. OTTINGER. Right.

• Mr. FITZPATRICK. And you knew that some Ohio municipals had
evidenced interest in the Niagara power?
Mr. OTTINGER. I am familiar with both the Ohio and Vermont

disputes.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. And the fact that Ohio has been in the past

seeking a share of the Niagara power? It becomes important because
there is only so much to go around.

I have discussed the sales of firm power. Sales of nonfirm power
and energy are discussed in the full statement which was provided
to your committee and the materials sent to you in my two letters.

I think, Mr. Chairman, it should be pointed out that at the time
the Niagara project began operations, the differential between the
cost of Authority power and the cost of power from other sources
was not great. The St. Lawrence and Niagara power was sold at
4.63 mills at 70 percent load factor. The Niagara Mohawk was produc-
ing power at that time for 6 mills; Ohio for 4; and Pennsylvania
was produced at 5 mills. This, I have pointed out, was a consideration

83-385 0 - 77 - 2
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initially as with respect to those municipals who sought service from
the Power Authority.

It should also be noted that no request for Niagara or St. Lawrence
power was received from the city of New York, other priority
customers in the New York metropolitan area, or the utility companies
serving the metropolitan area until many years after the St. Lawrence
and Niagara power was sold.
A dramatic increase in electric power rates brought about largely

by the Arab boycott has changed the situation. Thus; there has been
an awakening of interest in Niagara, but even Niagara is not inex-
haustible. Most of its power was contracted under conditions which
circumstances and the Congress dictated. The withdrawable power
which remains will be required, as I have said, by existing customers
and for several small new systems being established. Several municipal
systems which have become Authority customers in recent years, prin-
cipally Jamestown and three Long Island municipals are awaiting
power allocations which they will receive as soon as withdrawals which
have already been put in motion are accomplished.

I think it should be noted also--
Mr. OTTINGER. Can you give us the amounts that you anticipate

that those entities will be receiving?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I will have them for you in just a moment, Mr.

Ottinger. It is approximately 85,000 killowatt.
I think it should be noted too, that, while we are dealing

with—understandably with Westchester, the Authority has had
requests for the establishment of other very large municipal systems.
For instance, the County of Erie has at least considered the advisabili-
ty of seeking power from the Power Authority, enough to serve the
entire County of Erie at Niagara Falls, and I am sure you are familiar
with this.
And in each instance, we have said basically what we are now

saying, that the power is committed. It was committed under what
we believe to be totally proper contracts. The withdrawable power
that remains is destined for the customers whose needs we have con-
tracted to provide for over a foreseeable period of time. And the
only way that any large systems could get power would be from

the construction of new facilities, which would in some instances
have to be specifically authorized if they didn't fall within the umbrella
of existing legislation.
And that is why again, sir, with all due respect, I was attempting

initially to recite the importance of what we are trying to build and

asking for your help. Within a few years, the Authority's municipal

and rural electric cooperative systems will turn to the Authority's

nuclear plant. The contracts for nonwithdrawable power to utilities

for the sole benefit of the rural and domestic customers run until

the end of 1985 for St. Lawrence and 1990 for Niagara power. Any

attempt to abrogate those contracts would, of course, be, I am sure,

a matter of very real concern to the entities that are involved, and

there are a great number of them.
We feel that we have complied fully with the St. Lawrence license

and the Niagara license. I want to make clear that the Authority

has been doing everything which it has been authorized to do for

the benefit of the metropolitan area of the city of New York and

•

•sit
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particularly for the city's public agencies, such as the MetropolitanTransportation Authority, Port of New York Authority, and otherpublic entities.
Contracts for the sale of power from the two plants purchasedfrom Consolidated Edison in an incomplete state in an effort to beof assistance to the area in question, the nuclear plant in Westchester,and the Queens County plant, have either been entered into or inthe process of being entered into.
The two large authorities which I mentioned, numerous housingauthorities, villages and towns, some in New York City and manyin Westchester County. There are, in fact, as far as WestchesterCounty is concerned—we have already sent to the Governor—andhe has approved 17 contracts for entities in Westchester County.Hearings have been held on 29 more, for a total of 46, and thereare at least 18 that are still pending, awaiting hearing by the PowerAuthority. A total up to the time of my last tabulation of 64 entities,New York City and Westchester combined.
Under great difficulty, we are pushing applications before thenuclear regulatory commission for a license for our nuclear plantin Greene County and before the State public service commissionfor our plant on Staten Island. The State public service commissionand the State laws share jurisdiction with the nuclear regulatory com-mission of the proposed nuclear plant, and proceedings are pending.Mr. DINGELL. This is in regard to the initial licensing, am I correct?Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes; the Authority is also pushing, as it has beenfor more than 3 years, its application before the Federal Power Com-mission for a license for another 1,000 megawatts pumped storageplant, chiefly for the benefit of the Southeastern part of the Stateof New York.
The difficulties are great. Overlapping jurisdiction is a seriousproblem, both Federal and State laws. I believe we should do allin our power to expedite the construction, and it is for that reason,sir, that I have the temerity to ask your--
Mr. DINGELL. It was not temerity on your part and I take nooffense. I am just a stickler about the jurisdiction of the committeeand the Congress.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. No question about that, sir. None at all. Butwe are asking for help so we can do the things that people wantus to do, which we feel we are not now being equipped to do withthe facilities that we have under the laws under which we are operat-ing.
We have attempted to comply.
[Testimony resumes on p. 55.1
[Mr. FitzPatrick's prepared statement and attachments follow:]
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STATEMENT OF JAMES A. FITZPATRICK, CHAIRMAN, POWER AUTHORITY OF
THE STATE OF NEW YORK

I am happy to have an opportunity to appear before the Committ
ee and

to supply information requested concerning the Power Author
ity's compliance

with the provisions of the Niagara Redevelopment Act (16
 U. S. C. §836) and

with its Federal Power Commission licenses in its sal
es of power from

projects licensed by the Commission.

First I would like to briefly describe what the Power Auth
ority is.

It is a public benefit corporation. It was established by New York

State Law in 1931 for the sole purpose of constructing genera
ting facilities on

the Si. Lawrence River in conjunction with Ontario Hydro fo
r the purpose

of harnessing the international rapids section of the river fo
r the production of

electric power. The Power Authority Act has been amended severa
l times

since to direct the Authority to carry out further responsibiliti
es.

The governing body of the Authority consists of five Trustees ap
pointed

by the Governor of the State of New York, one of whom is appointe
d each year

for a five-year term. New York State Senate confirmation is required
.

The Chairman is the chief executive officer of the Author ity but

the day-to-day operations of the Author ity are performed under the
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supervision of the General Manager with a staff recruited from all over the

United States.

The Authority is not dependent upon State appropriations in any way.

It did borrow money from the State to get construction of its first two

projects started but the money has long since been repaid.

The Authority's projects are financed by the proceeds of the sale

of revenue bonds which are sold without State or Federal credit, neither of

which the Authority enjoys. Interest on and amortization of the bonds are

paid out of revenue from the sale of power and from interest earned on its

reserve funds.

Power is sold without profit.

In 1951 the Authority's charter was amended to include construction

of a generating project on the Niagara River to take advantage of the United

States' share of the additional Niagara water made available for power

purposes under the 1950 Treaty Between the United States and Canada

Concerning the Use of the Waters of the Niagara River (1 U.S.T. 694).

In 1968 and 1972 the Authority's legislative charter was again

expanded to allow it to construct additional power projects for limited purposes,

specified in the statutes.

In 1974 legislation was enacted authorizing the Authority to acquire

two partially completed generating plants, one in New York City and one i
n

Westchester County, from the Consolidated Edison Company of New York

in order to alleviate Con Edison's financial distress, to insure completion of
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the plants and to assure an adequate supply of electricity in the New York

Metropolitan area.

The Authority's net generating capability including that of the two

purchased plants is now 6,670 mw. This respresents approximately 22% of all

the generating capacity in the State. In 1975 the Authority produced more

than 26 billion kwh of energy although the most recently completed plant

built by the Authority was in full operation only part of the year. This

represented 25% of all energy produced in the State that year. When both

purchased plants are in commercial operation the energy percentage will be

approximately 32% if current Niagara and St. Lawrence flows are maintained

and somewhat lower if they are reduced.

The Authority has built three projects pursuant to Federal Power

Commission licenses. They are the St. Lawrence Project (Project No. 2000)

constructed between 1954 and 1958 with a nameplate capacity of 912 mw, the

Niagara Project (Project No. 2216) constructed between 1957 and 1962 with

a nameplate capacity of 1,950 mw, plus 240 mw of pumped storage capacity

and the Blenheim-Gilboa Pumped Storage Project (Project No. 2685) constructed

between 1968 and 1973 with a nameplate capacity of 1,000 mw.

In addition to the three projects licensed by the Federal Power

Commission the Authority has constructed and is operating an 821 mw

nuclear plant near Oswego, New York licensed by the Atomic Energy Com-

mission (now the Nuclear Regulatory Commission) and has substantially
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completed the 965 mw nuclear plant in Westchester County licensed by the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the 826 mw oil-fired plant in Queens

County purchased from Consolidated Edison. The Westchester nuclear plant

is producing electricity and has begun commercial operation. The New

York City oil-fired plant is nearing completion and is expected to produce

power later this year.

The Authority currently has pending before the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission an application for a license for a 1,200 mw nuclear plant in

Greene County, New York and has an application before the Federal Power Com-

mission for a second 1,000 mw pumped storage plant in Schoharie County. It also

has an application pending before the State Public Service Commission for a

license for a coal and refuse-fired 700 mw plant on Staten Island in New

York City. All three of those plants were authprized by the 1972 legislation

principally to supply power to the New York metropolitan area.

There is no Federal statute regulating sale of power from the Blenheim-

Gilboa Pumped Storage Project. The Federal Power Commission license for

the project does not do so either.

There are no Federal statutes or Federal Power Commission license

provisions regulating sale of power from the St. Lawrence Project except

Article 28 of the Project license which reads as follows:

"The Licensee shall make a reasonable portion of the
power capacity and a reasonable portion of the power output
avaiIabL for use within the economic market area in neigh-
boring States and shall cooperate with agencies in such States
to insure compliance with this requirement. In the event of
disagreement between the Licensee and the power marketing
agencies (public and private) in any of the other States within
the economic market area, the Licensee further agrees that
the Commission may determine and fix the applicable portion
of power capacity and power output to be made available here-
under and the terms applicable thereto;
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Provided, that if any State shall have designated a bargaining

agency for the procurement of such power capacity and power

output on behalf of such State, the Licensee shall cooperate

and deal only with such agency in that State."

It is clear that the Authority has the responsibility to deal with power

applicants from neighboring states and to determine what, if any, allocations

should be made to such states. It is only when there is a disagreement

between the Authority and the power marketing agency of another state that

the Federal Power Commission comes into the picture.

The Niagara Redevelopment Act of 1957 adopted the language of the

St. Lawrence license with respect to availability of power in neighboring

states almost completely.

The Act directed (i) that 50% of the power be considered primarily

for the benefit of the people as consumers (ii) that as to such 50% preference

be given to public bodies and non-profit cooperatives within economic trans-

mission distance of the project (iii) that contracts for the part of the 50%

which is sold to private utilities provide for the withdrawal upon reasonable

notice and fair terms of enough power to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs

of the preference customers (iv) that a reasonable portion of the 50% be made

available for use within reasonable economic transmission distance in neigh-

boring States, but that not more than 20% of the 50% shall be required to be

made available in such states.

In order to put the preference provisions of the Niagara Redevelopment

Act in perspective it is necessary to consider the situation which prevailed

during the period between the adoption of the 1950 Niagara Treaty and the

passage of the Act in 1957. A reservation to the Senate's consent to the
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ratification of the treaty required that no development to take advantage

of the additional Niagara water available to the United States for power

pursuant to the Treaty could be constructed without specific authorization of

Congress.

All Niagara water available for United States use under prior inter-

national agreements was being utilized by the Niagara Mohawk Power

Corporation in two plants. The larger and more modern of the plants, known

as the Schoellkopf plant, was largely destroyed by a rock slide in 1956.

Between the ratification of the treaty and the rock slide, there was

controversy in Congress over what type of entity should build a power project

to take advantage of the additional Niagara water. Contending forces advocated

development by the Federal Government, by the Power Authority and by a

group of private power companies in New York which had formed a corporation

for the purpose. There was little support for Federal development after 1954

and after the rock slide the private entities abandoned their efforts to obtain

authorization for the development.

A new controversy flourished however. It had to do with the circumstances

undea which the Authority would be authorized to construct the project and

largely involved the question of whether typical Federal preference provisions

would be included in any authorization for Power Authority development. Bills

authorizing Power Authority development but with absolute preference in the

purchase of power to governmental entities and non-profit cooperatives were
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introduced. Bills to authorize the development without any preference pro-

visions were also introduced. The Authority sponsored legislatio
n patterned

after the New York statute under which it was established a
nd which provided

for a qualified preference to rural and domestic consumers an
d especially

to municipal electric systems. The Authority sponsored bill's
 preference

provisions differed from Federal type preference provisions 
which give

absolute preference to public bodies and rural electric cooperatives.*

In 1956 the Honorable Jacob K. Javits, then Attorney General of New

York, advised Congress that it was extremely doubtful that the Power Authority,

which was a creature of the State, could accept a license with absolute prefer-

ence provisions particularly because there were so few preference customer
s

within the State that adherence to such provisions would require the bulk of the

power to be sold outside the State.

*Subdivision 5 of Section 1005 of the Power Authority Act which relates to the

St. Lawrence and Niagara projects provides that in order "***to secure a

wider distribution of such power and use of the greatest value to the general

public of the state, the authority shall in addition to other methods which it

may find advantageous make provision so that municipalities and other

political subdivisions of the state now or hereafter authorized by law to

engage in the distribution of electric power may secure a reasonable share

of the power generated by such projects, and shall sell the same or cause

the same to be sold to such municipalities and political subdivisions at

prices representing cost of generation, plus capital and operating charges,

plus a fair cost of transmission, all as determined by the trustees, and

subject to conditions which shall assure the resale of such power to

domestic and rural consumers at the lowest possible price***"
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In 1957, Mr. Javits' successor, Attorney General Louis J. Lefkowitz

also advised Congress that there was extreme doubt that the Authority could

accept a license with absolute preference provisions. One of his reasons was

that under New York law rural and domestic customers served by private

companies as well as those served by municipal systems and rural electric

cooperatives are entitled to benefits from Authority power.

Extensive hearings were held by the Senate Public Works Committee under

the chairmanship of Senator Robert Kerr in 1957.

The then Chairman and then General Counsel of the Authority told the

Committee that the Authority could not accept a license containing Federal

preference provisions under its legislative charter.

The Senate Public Works Committee drafted compromise legislation

based largely on the Authority bill. It became the Niagara Redevelopment Act.*

As you are aware, it established novel preference provisions.

The Act "expressly authorized and directed" the Federal Power

Commission to issue a Niagara license to the Authority and mandated that among

the license conditions the Commission should include the preference provisions

prescribed in the Act including provisions for sales to preference customers in

neighboring states.

In addition to incorporating the language of the St. Lawrence license with

respect to sales in neighboring states, the Act provides that arrangements for

sale of power in neighboring states must insure that the preference provisions

of the Act are followed in the States to which power is sold.

*The House Committee on Public Works which had held hearings on various
Niagara redevelopment bills in 1956 adopted the language of the Senate bill.
It was the House bill which was passed in both houses.
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The preference language of the Act relating to sales within New York

State in many respects largely follows the language of the New York Power

Authority Act.

The Niagara license issued to the Authority repeats the language of

the Niagara Redevelopment Act.

In discussing the Authority's conformance with the St. Lawrence and

Niagara licenses and the Niagara Redevelopment Act in the sale of power, I

believe it desirable to discuss the sale of St. Lawrence and Niagara power

together. A principal reason for this is that the two projects while financed

by separate bond issues were financed under one general bond resolution and

the revenues from the two projects, while kept separately, are jointly used

in meeting interest and amortization costs and operation and maintenance

expenses of the two projects. Power from the two projects is intermingled

for sales purposes.

Rates for power from both projects are identical and have been since

Niagara power was first produced.

St. Lawrence and Niagara Power Sales 

We have already furnished the Committee as requested information

with respect to sales of St. Lawrence and Niagara power both within and

outside the state. However, I am attaching to this statement tables listing

all sales of firm and interruptible power from both projects. The tables

include information with respect to the termination dates of each 
contract.

Ito

a
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St. Lawrence Sales 

Table I lists sales of 833,800 kw of firm power from the St. Lawrence

Project.*

The 1931 statute under which the sales were made, in giving preference

to rural and domestic consumers, particularly those served by municipal

electric systems, provided that sales to industry shall be a secondary purpose.

However, it authorized sales to high load factor industry located near the

site of the project and stated that it did so to bring down the cost of power to

rural and domestic consumers. It is significant that the only transmission

lines it originally authorized the Authority to build were lines from the

project to such industries.**

The Authority in selling St. Lawrence power conformed to its Federal

Power Commission license and to the State statute with respect to selling

power out-of-state and conformed to all other provisions of the State statute.

Despite the fact that the 1931 statute required that the St. Lawrence

and later the Niagara Project be considered as for the benefit of the entire

state, limitations on the quantity of power available and lack of adequate trans-

mission facilities restricted the size of the economic market area of the

projects.

The 1931 statute assumed that all electric needs in a very substantial

area would be supplied by the Authority. If the St. Lawrence Project had

been built in the 1931 era the output would have been sufficient to supply

about half of the electric energy needs of New York State.

*This is slightly more than the firm capacity of the project. It is practical to
sell more than the firm capacity of a power plant because of the diversity of the
customers' loads. Part of the excess above firm capacity is supplied from Niagara.
**The provisions of the Act were very largely copied in the Federal Legislation
under which the Tennessee Valley Authority sold a great deal of power, both
to preference customers and to industry and brought about great developments
in the Tennessee Valley area.
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This was no longer the case in the middle and late 1950s. As a result 
the

St. Lawrence economic market area was determined to be an area mos
t of

which is within approximately 150 miles of the project. If the power had been

sold over a larger area the economic impact would have been de minim
us.

Moreover the limited transmission facilities available at that tim
e made it

impossible to carry power a great deal further at reasonable rat
es.

The drafters of the 1931 statute contemplated that a prol
iferation of

electric municipal systems would come about as a result of th
e St. Lawrence

Project. This had not come about by 1958 when the St. Law
rence Project began

operation and still has not come about.

In 1931 there were 47 electric municipal systems in the 
state most

of which were formed around the turn of the century. Between
 1931 and the

present only one additional municipality, Plattsburgh, has eng
aged in the

distribution of electricity. It began operation in 1941. During the intervening

period three municipalities, Herkimer, Dunkirk and Delevan, we
nt out of

the electric business. By referendum the establishment of a muni
cipal system

in the City nearest to the project, Ogdensburg, was turned down whi
le the

project was under construction in 1955. Recently two municipalities have voted

to establish municipal systems, Massena in 1974 and Sherrill 
in 1976. Neither

has succeeded in establishing a system yet.

Among the first St. Lawrence contracts entered into by the Au
thority

one was with Vermont. It had established an official bargaining agent for

Authority power and demanded power immediately upon the ini
tiation of the
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project. The contract with Vermont was for 100,000 kw.

Massachusetts and New Hampshire also asked for St. Lawrence power

and filed complaints with the Federal Power Commission when the Authority

refused it. Massachusetts hired an engineering consultant to report on the

economic viability of the importation of St. Lawrence pover into Massachusetts.

The consultant issued a negative report after which both Massachusetts and

New Hampshire withdrew their complaints to the Federal Power Commission.

All municipalities and rural cooperatives in the State including some

outside the determined economic market area were offered St. Lawrence

power provided the distances involved were not so great as to make it

impractical or impossible to deliver it. Power was sold to all which

indicated a desire for it.

Originally 12 municipalities and 3 cooperatives purchased St.

Lawrence power with a total demand of 80,500 kw. There are now 14

municipalities and 3 cooperatives purchasing St. Lawrence power with a total

demand of 202,800 kw. When more power has been requested by any of those

entities to meet load growth of their customers their allotments have been

increased to provide it. (Their increasing requirements have recently been

supplied from Niagara).

The economic survival of the North Country mandated that sufficient

St. Lawrence Project power be sold to the Aluminum Company of America

(ALCOA), by far the largest employer in the area, to keep the company in

Massena and to promote expansion. Hence, nearly a quarter of the project's

firm power and some interruptible power was sold to ALCOA for a term

ending in 1996 with up to half of both firm and interruptible power and energy

being withdrawable at the option of the Authority in 1986.• As Table 1 shows
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the amount sold was 174, WO kw of firm 
power and 65, 000 kw of interruptinl:,

power.*

The only way to improve the economi
c health of the area at the time

was to sell power to the aluminum industry
.

The Authority therefore negotiated a co
ntract with Reynolds Metals

Company under which the company built ve
ry expensive aluminum producing

facilities at Massena and in turn entered into
 a contract with General Motors

by which General Motors built facilities to us
e Reynolds' products to fabricate

automobile parts.

There was considerable controversy over the 
sale of power to Reynolds

but Governor Avere11 Harriman approved it 
contingent upon General Motors'

moving to Massena. Before doing so his own counsel held a hearin
g on the

contract supplementing one previously held
 by the Authority. As Table I shows

the Reynolds sale was for 200, 000 kw of firm
 power and 39, 000 kw of interruptd_

power. General Motors was sold 12,0A kw 
of firm power. The term of each

of the two contracts ends in 1992.

Reynolds, General Motors and ALCOA all insiste
d upon long term

contracts in order to justify their investments.

*ALCOA had been pro-Ricing- aluminum at Mass
ena since 1903 by utilizing

pa it of the St. Lawrence water through a plant it
 owned and which was to

be eliminated by the Authority project, and partl
y through the use of power

imported from Canada the amount of which w
as about to be substantially

reduced in the 1950s. ALCOA's physical plant
 was greatly expanded during

World War Ii by the Government which built tra
nsmission lines and moved

power from the south for use in the plant. As a result of obtaining the

Power Authority contract, ALCOA built new facil
ities to take advanta ,;e of

the Authority power. It insisted on a long-term contract in order t
o justify

the expenditures to be made.
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Long-terms were desirable and virtually essential to the Power

Authority also in view of its financial problems. When it started at the

St. Lawrence it was simply a paper organization which in 23 years of existence

had built nothing. It borrowed the $335,000,000 needed to pay for the project

in a single issue of bonds in order to insure that it would have enough money

to complete the project and thus avoid concern about its ability to borrow money

at intervals. Having borrowed the money it needed assurance that it would be

able to pay it back. The bonds couldn't be paid off except over a long period

of time. The last of the bonds are not payable according to their terms until

1995. At Niagara $753,000,000 was borrowed in seven installments, the

Authority's credit having improved as a result of its successfully building the

St. Lawrence Project within the amount borrowed. The last of those bonds

are required to be paid by 2006.*

The sales to high-load factor industry did in fact bring down the cost of

power to rural and domestic consumers as contemplated in the 1931 statute.

The remainder of the power available at St. Lawrence was sold to

Niagara Mohawk (115,000 kw) and to New York State Electric & Gas (20,000 kw)

for terms ending in 1985. The combined service areas of those companies

includes all of the project's economic market area. This power was sold for the

benefit of the rural and domestic customers served by the companies. The

contracts require the companies to pass on the savings resulting from their

purchase of Authority power to their rural and domestic customers in the

economic market area of the St. Lawrence project.

*As it turned out the bonds of both projects will be paid off earlier.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 3
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The amounts of savings are not a matter of simple or precise

assessment. The practical solution adopted was to compute the difference

between the cost of Authority St. Lawrence power to the companies and the

cost of power from other sources including the companies' own generation

and to distribute the total among their rural and domestic customers entitled

to it. The companies were required to indicate on their monthly bills the

amounts of savings thus achieved and to subtract those amounts from the

amounts billed pursuant to tariffs approved by the Public Service Commission.

This method had to be used because contrary to the assumption which the

Legislature made in 1931 there was not enough St. Lawrence power

available to provide all the power needed by rural and domestic customers

in the economic market area of the project.

The Authority made arrangements with the two companies under

which they agreed to wheel St. Lawrence power to the Authority's municipal

and rural cooperative customers in the companies' territories.

The Authority purchased from the Government and rehabilitated

transmission facilities from Massena to Taylorville which is half way to Utica

and 86 miles to the south of Massena. The Government had built the facilities

during World War II. The Authority also arranged for the use of connecting

lines belonging to Niagara Mohawk from Taylorville to Utica (55 miles). The

Authority built transmission facilities from the power plant to Reynolds and

General Motors and also from the power plant to Vermont (about 78 miles 1 Alcoa

built its own line from the-Project to its plant.
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There was no great general demand for St. Lawrence power when it

became available so it was some time before all of it was sold and buyers were

able to use it.

In the meantime power which was not sold right away was labelled

residual power and 50,000 kw was sold to Niagara Mohawk on a withdrawable

basis.

Niagara Mohawk also agreed to buy all the firm and interruptible

power which nobody else bought.

The Niagara Mohawk contract also covered a fourth category of

St. Lawrence power known as secondary power. This is power which is

intermittently available for short and largely unpredictable periods. It is

different from interruptible power which is available around the clock for

several months at a time when water flows are high and then ceases to be

available for protracted periods. There was very little secondary power

sold from the St. Lawrence Project. No interruptible power was ever

available for Niagara Mohawk.

Sale of Niagara Power

A. Sales to Preference Customers in New York State

The first Niagara power contracts were signed on February 10, 1961,

the day upon which commercial power became available at Niagara. This

followed a long period of investigations, study, negotiations and hearings

going back to 1958. Every effort was made to conform both to the Niagara

Redevelopment Act, the Federal Power Commission license and the State

statute.
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For reasons similar to those obtaining at St. Lawrence it was
 found

that the economic market area of the project was the area within
 approximately

150 miles from the plant.

The St. Lawrence and Niagara market areas overlapped
. Hence a

joint St. Lawrence - Niagara market area was established. The
 St. Lawrence

economic market area includes two contiguous sections of the
 Niagara Mohawk

service territory in the central and northern part of the State
 and the Niagara

economic market area includes the balance of its service terr
itory which

is in the western part of the State. All of Rochester Gas and Electric's

service territory and a large part of the New York State El
ectric and Gas

service territory in addition to the two portions in the St. L
awrence market

area are in the Niagara Project's economic market area.

All the municipal electric systems in the State except three
 on Long

Island which were beyond economic transmission distance of 
either project

in 1961 and all five rural electric cooperatives were either
 within the combined

market area or were close enough to be served from the pr
ojects.

The Authority offered Niagara power to all the municipals 
and cooperatives

which had not bought St. Lawrence power except the thre
e on Long Island

which at that time were beyond economic transmission d
istance. Twenty-two

municipals and two cooperatives entered into Niagara contr
acts when or shortly

after Niagara power became available. Seven municipals 
have done so since.

Six municipals initially refused to purchase either St. La
wrence or Niagara

power but four of those have done so since. All five cooperatives in the State
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bought Authority power either under St. Lawrence or Niagara contracts.

Table II which covers sales of Niagara firm and peaking power shows the

contract demands of the 29 municipals and four cooperatives presently

served.*

The Niagara contracts with municipals and cooperatives like those

entered into at St. Lawrence all have terms ending in 1985. Most municipals

and cooperatives which entered into Niagara contracts like those which entered

into St. Lawrence contracts have had their contract demands increased from time

to time.

As in the case of the St. Lawrence Project, the Authority arranged

with the utility companies to deliver power to preference customers. In addition

the Authority built two 345 kv lines from Niagara to Utica (2C0 miles). They were

the first lines of that voltage built in New York State.

As Table II shows, the present total Niagara contract demand of

municipals and cooperatives in New York State is 177,200 kw. An additional

65,700 kw of Niagara power has been allocated to meet the loads of St. Lawrence

preference customers.

In presentations to Congress prior to enactment of the Niagara Re-

development Act the Authority estimated that the reasonably foreseeable load

growth of the municipals and cooperatives in upstate New York over a twenty-

five year period would be 200,000 kw. It revised that estimate to 250,000 kw

while marketing Niagara power. In sales of power to the three utility companies

*In 1975 the two cooperatives purchasing Niagara power were merged into
a single entity.
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In the combined market area 430,000 kw was sold to the utilities on a with-

drawable basis in compliance with the Niagara Redevelopment Act. Of such

amount 250,000 kw was estimated to be needed for the future needs of

municipals and cooperatives in New York State.

The three municipals on Long Island were not included in the estimate.

Jamestown which later became an Authority customer was included but it was

assumed that its own generating facilities would continue to be used. However

Jamestown now intends to rely on the Authority for all its power when trans-

mission facilities become available to permit it to do so.

One hundred and eighty thousand kw was the estimated maximum

amount needed to be kept available for preference customers in neighboring

states. Such amount made up the balance of the 430,000 kw.

At a public hearing held by the Authority on contracts with the utility

companies which involved the sale of power withdrawable for municipals and

cooperatives, representatives of municipals and cooperatives appeared at the

hearings and endorsed the contracts. No objection was made to the amount

of power made withdrawable in thosecontracts.

One hundred and sixty thousand kw has been withdrawn from the utility

companies for allocation to preference customers inside the State and 130,000

kw has been withdrawn for preference customers outside the State leaving

140,000 kw which will be used by preference customers when withdrawn. With-

drawal notices already have been served on the utilities for the balance of the

withdrawable part to the extent permitted in their contracts. Further notice

will be sent as early as the contracts permit.* Upwards of 85,000 kw will be

needed for the Long Island municipals and about 54,000 kw for Jamestown

to replace its own generation.

*Under the contracts with the utilities withdrawals are required to be on

notice and to be accomplished on a graduated basis.

41.
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The Authority recently entered into contracts for the sale of Niagara

firm power with the three Long Island municipal systems which were considered

outside of economic transmission distance when the Niagara Project was built.

The initial contract demands which are to be fixed when power becomes avail-

able are expected to be 86,000 kw. These contracts do not become effective

until withdrawals from utility companies which already have been set in motion

are accomplished. The municipal contracts are also contingent upon arrange-

ment for the wheeling of the power. The making of such arrangements is in progress.

From time to time various types of requests by municipals for addi-

tional power strictly for industrial purposes or for proposed extensions of

territories to take in industry not previously served had to be temporarily denied

pending the Authority's construction of additional generating facilities pursuant

to a 1968 amendment to the Power Authority Act in order to keep withdrawable

power available to meet the future needs of existing customers.

Among the purposes for which the 1968 Act authorized the Authority

to build nuclear facilities was the provision of electricity for the future needs

of its existing municipal and cooperative customers.

The Authority's 821 mw nuclear power plant at Oswego was builtpursuant

to the 1968 statute. About half the power available for sale as firm power was

sold to utility companies on a withdrawable basis for the benefit of the Authority's

municipal and cooperative customers. * The nuclear plant has been in commercial

*Part of the power from thermal plants is not sold as firm power. The energy
associated with the firm power not sold is called reserve energy and is sold on
an immediately withdrawable basis to utility companies which have contracted
to provide support energy when the plant is inoperative or its output is
substantially reduced.
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operation since 1975 and power has become available from it to meet future

requests of Authority municipal and cooperative customers.

B. Sales to Out-of-State Preference Customers

The legislative history of the Niagara Redevelopment Act shows

that all material submitted to Congress with respect to out-of-state sales

of Niagara power assumed that the only neighboring states within reasonable

economic transmission distance were Pennsylvania and Ohio.

Shortly after the Niagara Project was completed a group of coopera-

tives in Northern Pennsylvania indicated a desire to purchase Authority

power. They also indicated that they had transmission problems within

Pennsylvania with respect to the delivery of power to various individual

members of their group.

It also appeared that adequate transmission facilities were not

available to carry power from the Niagara Project to Pennsylvania and that

the cost of building transmission facilities strictly for that purpose was

likely to be prohibitive in view of the amount available.

For several years the cooperatives attempted to get legislation

enacted in Pennsylvania establishing an official bargaining agent for Niagara

power but were unable to do so.
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A group of municipals in Ohio also stated an interest in purchasing

Niagara power but no firm request was made at the time for it.

In the meantime Vermont which already was receiving 100, 000 kw

of St. Lawrence power demanded that it be sold the entire 180, 000 kw of

Niagara power which it assumed was available for out-of-state preference

customers. That amount represents 10% of the firm power capacity of the

project as it was calculated by the Authority's engineers and described to

Congress by the Authority.

In 1961 inasmuch as there was little prospect of Pennsylvania or

Ohio being in a position to buy Niagara power in the foreseeable future the

Authority determined to allocate 50, 000 kw to Vermont on a relatively

short-term basis on the premise that the contract would not be renewed

if other neighboring states with a better claim for Niagara power should ask

for and become in a position to purchase Niagara power. Vermont was

offered a ten-year contract for 50, 000 kw but persuaded the Authority

that it needed a longer term in order to be sure that it could amortize the

transmission facilities it intended to build in connection with the purchase.

As a result a 17 year contract terminating on December 31, 1979 was entered

into with Vermont.

By 1966 utilities in New York State had built transmission facilities

with enough capacity to carry 100, 000 kw of power to the Pennsylvania
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border. By that time also, the Pennsylvania cooperatives 
acting through

a parent cooperative called Allegheny Cooperative had succ
eeded in making

arrangements for the transmission of power throughout t
he Allegheny

members' territory by Pennsylvania companies. Accordingly, the

Authority entered into a contract with Allegheny for 100,00
0 kw for a term

ending in 1976.

In 1974 the Authority negotiated an amendment to the 197
3 agree-

ment with Allegheny subject to the results of the required h
earing process

and approval by the Governor. The amendment provided for t
he allocation

of a further 30, 000 kw of Niagara power to Allegheny. This made the

total allocation of Niagara power to Allegheny 130, 000 kw whic
h with the

50, 000 kw allocated to Vermont represents 10% of the firm po
wer of the

Niagara Project.

A public hearing was held by the Authority at which Vermont

objected to the allocation to Allegheny and demanded that the 30, 0
00 kw

be allocated to Vermont. Shortly thereafter it renewed its demand for

the whole 180,000 kw of the Niagara power which had been assum
ed to

be available outside the State.
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All of the contracts I have mentioned were subject to public

hearings conducted by the Power Authority and were approved by the

Governor. Competing states had opportunity to be heard both at the

hearings on out-of-state sales and by the Governor.

Vermont filed a complaint with the Federal Power Commission

demanding the cancellation of the allocation to Allegheny and asked the

Commission to direct the Authority to allocate the 30,000 kw to it. It

supplemented this demand by claiming that more than 180,000 kw should be

allocated for sale outside the State and in the course of the hearing made a

further claim that the Authority should be required to furnish Vermont

with Niagara power at 100% load factor despite the fact that its contract

with the Authority did not provide for it. Vermont also contended that it

was entitled to classes of Niagara power and energy other than firm power

and energy.*

Allegheny and Ohio municipals became parties to the proceeding and

it was made known in the course of the proceeding that Allegheny had agreed

with Ohio municipals that if they got into a position where they were able to

accept delivery of Niagara power Allegheny would cede to the Ohio municipals

*Prior to the hearings Vermont had requested delivery of energy
at a load factor higher than that which the Authority considered
it was contractually bound to deliver. At both St. Lawrence and
Niagara the Authority often made excess amounts of energy avail-
able to Vermont. As stated in the body of the statement the Com-
mission agreed with the Authority's interpretation of the Niagara
contract.
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most of the 30,000 kw which the Authority had allocated to it.

After a trial in which the Authority, Pennsylvania (Allegheny) as

well as Vermont and some Ohio municipals participated, the presiding

Administrative Law Judge and later the Commission held that:

(1) Vermont was not entitled to the 30,000 additional kw it

demanded;

(2) The Authority had a right to sell 30,000 kw to Allegheny as it

proposed to do;

(3) The Authority was not necessarily required to sell outside the

State a full 10% of the output of the Niagara Project because the statute

merely says it is required to sell a reasonable amount not to exceed 10%;

(4) Vermont was not entitled to receive energy at 100% load factor

either pursuant to the license, the law or its Niagara contract with the

Authority;

(5) The fact that Pennsylvania had agreed with Ohio to relinquish all

or part of the 30,000 kw allocation to Ohio if and when it becomes able to

accept the power should be accorded no w6ight; and

(6) The Authority is obligated to make a portion of each class of

power it sells including various classes of non-firm power available in

neighboring states.

Review of the Commission's order was not sought by any of the

parties to the proceeding and the time to seek review has long since expired.

After the Federal Power Commission denied a Vermont application

for a stay of execution of the contract with Allegheny the Authority entered
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into such a contract, it having already been approied by the Governor of

New York. The superceding contract providing the additional 30,000 kw

was effective on August 24, 1974. It terminates on February 19, 1978.

Prior to the hearings on the Vermont complaint it never seemed

practical or economical for the Authority to sell power other than firm

power in neighboring states and no state other than Vermont had ever

requested any such power.

The record shows that the Authority has conformed with the Niagara

Redevelopment Act and its Niagara license as well as with its St. Lawrence

license in the sale of power to neighboring states.

C. Sale of Replacement Power Pursuant to Statute

The Niagara Redevelopment Act directed the Authority to enter into

a contract with Niagara Mohawk for 445, 000 kw of Niagara power for a

period extending to the final maturity date of the bonds initially issued to

finance the project. This was conditioned upon approval by the New York

Governor and Niagara Mohawk's surrendering the Federal Power Commission

license it held for the use of a large quantity of Niagara water and its also

waiving and releasing claims it might have against the Authority for loss

of riparian and other water rights. The term of the Niagara Mohawk license

ran until 1971.

The 445,000 kw was equivalent to the amount produced by Niagara

Mohawk's licensed facilities prior to the 1956 rock slide. The statute required

that Niagara Mohawk resell that power generally to the industries which had

purchased power produced by Niagara Mohawk's plants in the past. The stated
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purpose of the statute was to restore low power costs to such industries as

nearly as possible.

The great advantage of the provision was that it made all the United

States' share of Niagara water available to the Authority and justified the

Authority's building a plant with sufficient capacity to utilize it. The Authority's

plants utilize a greater head than the Niagara Mohawk plants. The contract

provision for the 445,000 kw runs until 2006 and requires that Niagara Mohawk

sell the power to industrial customers approved by the Authority without profit

at the same price which the Authority charges Niagara Mohawk for the power

in accordance with the Niagara Redevelopment Act and the Niagara license.

Niagara Mohawk of course is allowed to charge for delivery of the power.

The power is sold at very high load factor.

D. Sale of Expansion Power

During the period when the Niagara Project was being built and after-

ward the Niagara Frontier was in a very depressed state. The unemployment

situation was among the worst in the State.

It was quite apparent that of the 50% of the project power not

subject to statutory preference a considerable amount in addition to the

replacement power should be made available to encourage expansion of

industry so as to restore employment and a healthy economy. The

Authority allocated 250,450 kw for this purpose for sale to industrial

establishments willing to expand or locate in the area. The Authority sold

a sufficient amount of the 250,450 kw to satisfy the needs of such industries

z
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to either Niagara Mohawk or the New York State Electric & Gas Corpora-

tion, depending in which franchise territory the industry was located, for

resale to the industry at the same rates charged the utility company by the

Authority. In addition, of course, the utility collects delivery charges.

As Table II indicates Niagara Mohawk now receives from the Authority

and sells to industry 233,900 kw of expansion power and New York State

Electric & Gas receives and sells 16,550 kw.

Expansion power is distinguishable from replacement power in that

expansion power is sold to the utilities at the actual load factor of the

industries to which it is resold instead of at the uniformly high load factor at

which replacement power is sold.*

E. Sales to Utility Companies For the Benefit of Rural and Domestic Consumers

- Summarizing what I have said about sales of Niagara firm power for the

benefit of preference customers:

--242,900 Niagara kw was sold to municipalities and cooperative

electric systems in New York State (177,200 kw under Niagara

contracts and 65,700 kw under St. Lawrence contracts).

--430,000 Niagara kw was sold to the three utility companies serving the

combined St. Lawrence-Niagara market area subject to withdrawal

for the future needs of priority customers of which 250,000 was

intended for customers within the Statc and 180,000 was held in

anticipation of demands from without the State. All but 140,000

kw of the 430,000 kw has already been withdrawn.

*Replacement power had to be sold at such a load factor because it
replaces the 445,000 kw generation Niagara Mohawk produced in the
past and that was at 100% or nearly 100% load factor.

•
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--130,000 Niagara kw was sold to cooperatives in Pennsylvania and

50,000 Niagara kw to the State of Vermont.

A total of more than 500,000 kw was thus sold to or reserved for preference

customers in compliance with the Niagara Redevelopment Act that being all they

could use at the time and enough to meet their reasonably foreseeable needs.

However the statute requires that 50% of the power shall be available

for sale and distribution primarily for the benefit of people as consumers

particularly domestic and rural consumers.

The Authority sold a further 600,000 kw of Niagara nonwithdrawable

firm power to the three companies serving the economic market area of the project

for 25 years on a nonwithdrawable basis for the benefit of domestic and rural

consumers. The contracts contain specific provisions for the passing on of

savings to the companies' rural and domestic customers in the area. (The

withdrawable power sold to them was also sold for the benefit of those

customers while it lasts.)

A savings formula generally similar to that used at St. Lawrence was

adopted. The formula applies to the 600,000 kw of nonwithdrawable firm power

sold to the companies and to other classes of power and energy sold to

utilities except replacement and expansion power.

Summarizing the Niagara sales it thus may be stated unequivocally:

The Niagara Redevelopment Act requirement that 50% of project power

be available for sale and distribution primarily for the benefit of the people

as consumers particularly domestic and rural consumers has been met by
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direct sales to preference customers and withdrawable and nonwithdrawable

sales to the utilities all the benefits of which flow to domestic and rural

consumers. The total of such sales is substantially more than 50% of the

Niagara firm output.

It should be pointed out in passing that when the Niagara project began

commercial operation, this extremely large block of generation resulted in

a substantial surplus in the economic marketing area. In order to use the

power, the utilities in the area had to shut down some of their plants and curtailed

the production from others for a period of years. Therefore, in selling Niagara

power the Authority was not able to get the full demand charges contemplated

by the contracts for several years after service began. These reduced rates

were gradually increased to the full contract demand as power use in the

economic market area increased.

At the time Niagara Project began operation the differential between

the cost of Authority power and the cost of power from other sources was not

great. St. Lawrence and Niagara power was sold at 4.63 mills at 70% load

factor. Niagara Mohawk was producing power at that time for 6 mills, the

Ohio Valley Electric Company for 4 mills and in Pennsylvania it was

produced at 5 mills. It was expected at that time the Pennsylvania cost

would go even lower. In addition larger transmission costs had to be

added to the costs of Authority power than to the companies own power

83-385 0 - '77 -- 4
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because the utilities' own plants were typically closer to their load centers

than the Authority plants.

It should be noted that no request for St. Lawrence and Niagara power

were received from the City of New York, other priority customers in the

New York metropolitan area or the utility companies serving the metropolitan

area until many years after the Niagara power was sold.

An examination of the Report entitled "Hearings on S.512 and S.1037

before a Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Public Works on the

Development of Power at Niagara Falls, New York" issued in 1957 shows that

the Power Authority, in its sale of Niagara Project power, conformed with

what it told Congress it would do in materials submitted to the committee

(p. 69 et seq.) which was holding the hearings that led to the passage of the

Niagara Redevelopment Act. It is quite obvious from an examination of the

Senate Report that the material submitted was utilized in the formulation of

many of the provisions of the Act and that Congress realized that there were

not enough preference customers operating power systems in New York so that the

amount of their needs together with the amount of power sold to preference

customers outside the state would equal 50% of Niagara power for a long

time in the future.

The dramatic increase in electric power rates brought about largely

by the Arab boycott has changed the situation particularly with respect to

the sale of non-firm power.
a



47

-32-

Sale of Non-Firm Power and Energy

In addition to firm Niagara power the three utility companies

in the combined St. Lawrence - Niagara market area purchase a

total of 200,000 kw from Niagara of what is known as "A" peaking power.

The sale of this power is made possible by pumping water into the

pumped storage plant which is a part of the Niagara Project. It is firm

power but has a monthly load factor of only 12 1/2 percent. None of this

power or the energy associated with it has ever been requested by municipal

or cooperative customers within or without the State. It would be useful

only to those entities which have other sources of generation.

The three utilities also purchase a total of 200,000 kw of what is

called "B" peaking power when available. It is similar to "A" peaking

but its availability depends on status of equipment, the flows of the

Niagara River and availability of energy from other sources of pumping.

Therefore there are long periods when it is not available.

The Niagara utility company contracts like the St. Lawrence

contracts call for the sale of secondary power when available. The rate

at both plants was initially set at 2 mills per kwh. Similar to the situation

at St. Lawrence there were virtually no sales of such power at Niagara.

Because of the unusual operating characteristics of the Niagara

Project including its 240 mw pumped storage plant a custom arose several

years ago, when the flows were so low that the Authority could not supply

minimum contract amounts of energy, by which energy called peaking inter-

change or residual energy is furnished to utility companies which have contracts

for Niagara power and energy under arrangements by which for every 10 kwh pro-

vided by the Authority 13 kwh was to be returned by the company. The difference
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was based upon the fact that in the use of the pump storage plant there is

about a 30 percent loss in the process of pumping water into the upper

reservoir and back through the turbines to produce electricity. In recent

years instead of a payback arrangement the Authority has been selling such

energy to the utility companies which have contracts with the Authority at

3.471 mills per kwh. That rate is based upon the normal price of 2.67

mills per kwh for firm energy plus the 30 percent.

These sales are made pursuant to provisions in the utility company

contracts which provide for the sale of other classes of power than those

specifically described in the contracts. The utilities are required to pass on

the savings they experience through purchase of the energy to their rural

domestic customers in the combined St. Lawrence - Niagara market area.

In the light of the Federal Power Commission decision that

out-of-state customers are entitled to all classes of Niagara power and

energy the Authority will entertain applications from such customers as

well as from all priority customers in New York State for each class

of power which may be available at St. Lawrence or Niagara. It is

doubtful however that it will turn out to be practical for many priority

customers to utilize non-firm power or energy.

During the past four years unusually high water flows have

occurred on the Niagara and St. Lawrence. These very high flows have

resulted in the availability of energy beyond that required to meet the

minimum contract demands of the Authority's Niagara and St. Lawrence

customers. The bulk of the energy was produced at Niagara rather than
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at St. Lawrence. The combined residual or peaking interchange energy

sold to utilities amounted to a total of approximately three and one-half

billion kwh in each of the years 1974 and 1975.

The residual energy sold to the utilities is also for the benefit of

rural and domestic consumers in the combined economic market area.

With the onset of increasing fuel prices several years ago the

practice of using fuel adjustment clauses to allow for the resulting

Increase in cost of electricity has been generally adopted. The typical

fuel adjustment clause consists of a formula under which the

customer's total electricity rates go up or down, depending upon

the cost of fuel or of purchased electricity used during a billing period.

Since the residual energy delivered to the utilities reduces the quantity of

fuel used particularly for the service of rural and domestic consumers

their fuel adjustment charges have been very substantially less than they

would otherwise have been. Since the inception of the oil boycott the

resultant fuel adjustment savings by the rural and domestic consumers

from the available residual energy has been very large amounting to about

$30,000,000 in 1974 and a similar amount in 1975.

Residual energy (peaking energy) from Niagara has never been

considered as valuable to preference customers and they have never

indicated that they thought they could get any advantage out of the use of

Niagara residual energy until very recently.
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Recently requests were made by some priority customers for

some residual power from Niagara. The requests came from the three

municipals located on Long Island and the City of Jamestown. Arrange
-

ments have been made for the sale of some such power to them. (As I hav
e

stated Vermont also expressed an interest in non-firm energy.)

Rates of Authority Power

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the inquiries you addressed to me in

your August 25, 1976 and September 7, 1976 letters including qu
estions

about rates at which Authority power is sold were answered in m
y September 9

and September 20 letters to you or in what I have said today. Ho
wever I

should like to make some additional observations on the subject 
of rates.

The bond resolution under which the St. Lawrence-Niagara bond
s

were sold requires that all revenues from the two projects be used 
solely

for the purposes of those projects until the bonds are all retired.

Section 1010 of the Power Authority Act authorizes the Authority

to pledge any revenues of the Authority not otherwise committed to 
the

payment of bonds of the Authority issued for projects other than
 those

from which the revenues are obtained.

Such pledges were made with respect to St. Lawrence and Niaga
ra

revenues effective after their bonds are paid off so that such 
revenues will

help pay off the bonds of the later projects and help keep thei
r rates down.

Revenue from the projects other than hydro projects may als
o be

required to help pay obligations arising from all other projec
ts.
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Power from the various Authority projects is already being used

to provide some of the requirements of other projects.

Monitoring

Mr. Chairman, in your September 7th letter you stated that you

are interested in the degree to which the Federal Power Commission has

monitored the Authority's compliance with its licenses and the extent to

which the Commission has scrutinized the power pooling agreements to

which the Authority is a party.

I think I have made clear the extent to which the Commission has

jurisdiction over the Authority's sale of power and the fact that the Authority

has complied with its licenses and with the Niagara Redevelopment Act in

selling such power.

To the extent that complaints were made to the Commission with

respect to allocation of power outside the State the Commission has been

diligent in taking up the subject of the complaints. The only one which

came to a hearing is the Vermont complaint which I described.

With respect to Power Pool arrangements, while the Power Authority

is a member of the New York Power Pool for operational and planning purposes

it is not a member of the Power Pool as far as the pooling of power is

concerned. The Authority does not participate in commercial transactions

through the Power Pool.
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TABLE I

Inter-
ruptible Date of

, ST. LAWRENCE PROJECT CONTRACT'S

Firm

Contract Power Power Term-

Number KW KW ination
--,_

S - 1 Aluminum Company of America 174,000 65,000 Dec. 1, 19961

S - 2 Public Service Board of the State of Vt. 100,000 June 30, 1983

S - 3 City of Plattsburgh, New York 76,000 June 30, 1985

S - 4A United States Air Force 10,000 August 9, 1977

S - 5 Reynolds Metals Company 200,000 39,000 Dec. 31, 1992

S - 6 Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 115,000 June 30, 1985 11,

S - 7 New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 20,000 June 30, 1985

S - 8 Village of Boonville, New York 8,500 June 30, 1985

S - 9 Village of Solvay, New York 42,000 June 30, 1985

S - 10 Village of Rouses Point, New York 7,000 June 30, 1985

S - 11 General Motors Corporation 12,000 Dec. 31, 1992

S - 12 Village of Theresa, New York 1,000 June 30, 1985

S - 13 Village of Philadelphia, New York 1, 200 June 30, 1985

S - 14 Village of Ilion, New York 11,000 June 30, 1985

S - 15 Village of Mohawk, New York 3,500 June 30, 1985

S - 16 Village of Hamilton, New York 7,200 June 30, 1985

S - 17 Village of Skaneateles, New York _ 3,400 June 30, 1985

S - 18 Village of Frankfort, New York 2,700 June 30, 1985

S - 19 Delaware County Electric Cooperative, Inc. 7,700 June 30, 1985

S - 20 Oneida-Madison Electric Cooperative, Inc. 2,800 June 30, 1985

S - 21 Otsego Electric Cooperative, Inc. 7, 200 June 30, 1985

S - 22 Village of Sherburne, New York 5,900 June 30, 1985

S - 23 Lake Placid Village, Inc. 7,500 June 30, 1985

S - 24 Village of Tupper Lake 8, 200 June 30, 1985

10n December 1, 1986, the Authority can withdraw up to 119,000K W
 of firm and

interruptible power.

IP
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TABLE II 

NIAGARA PROJECT CONTRACTS 

Contract Date Of
Number KW Termination 

NS -1 Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (1) (2)
NS - 2 City of Salamanca, New York 8,500 June 30, 1985
NS - 3 Village of Andover, New York 1,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 4 Village of Akron, New York 4,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 5 Village of Wellsville, New York 10,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 6 Village of Fairport, New York 33,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 7 Village of Little Valley, New York 3,500 June 30, 1985
NS - 8 Village of Arcade, New York 15,500 June 30, 1985
NS - 9 Village of Springville, New York 7,200 June 30, 1985
NS - 10 Village of Bergen, New York 1,700 June 30, 1985
NS - 11 New York State Electric & Gas Corporation (3) January 1, 1990
NS - 12 Steuben Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. 12,400 June 30, 1985
NS - 13 Rochester Gas & Electric Corporation (4) January 1, 1990
NS - 14 Village of Westfield, New York 10,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 15 Village of Mayville, New York 3,800 June 30, 1985
NS - 16 Village of Churchville, New York 1,600 June 30, 1985
NS - 17 Village of Spencerport, New York 8,500 June 30, 1985
NS - 19 Village of Watkins Glen, New York 3,200 June 30, 1985
NS - 20 Public Service Board of the State of Vermont 50,000 December 31, 1979
NS - 21 Village of Bath, New York 8,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 22 Village of Endicott, New York 7,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 23 Village of Angelica, New York 1,100 June 30, 1985
NS - 24 Village of Silver Springs, New York 600 June 30, 1985
NS - 25 Village of Marathon, New York 2,100 June 30, 1985
NS - 26 Village of Groton, New York 4,000 June 30, 1985
NS - 27 Village of Castile, New York 1,300 June 30, 1985
NS - 28 Village of Penn Yan, New York 8,200 June 30, 1985
NS - 29A Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc. 130,000 February 19, 1978
NS - 31 City of Jamestown, New York 21,000 June 30, 1985

(5) Village of Freeport, New York (6) June 30, 1985
(5) Village of Greenpoint, New York (6) June 30, 1985
(5) Village of Rockville Centre, New York (6) June 30, 1985
(5) Village of Brocton, New York 2,500 June 30, 1985
(5) Village of Holley, New York 2,500 June 30, 1985
(5) Village of Richmondville, New York 2,000 June 30, 1985

(1) Firm 322,000 (2) January 1, 1990, except that if Niagara Mohawk
Replacement 445,000 so elects, the 445,000 kw of replacement power
Expansion 233,900 shall continue in effect until January 1,2006.
"A" Peaking 108,000
"B" Peaking 86,000

(3) Firm 276,000 (4) Firm 142,000
Expansion 16,550 "B" Peaking 40,000
"A" Peaking 92,000
"B" Peaking 74,000

(5) Contract does not identify project supplying power. Power allocated to these customers
was or will be made available from 'Niagara withdrawals.

(6) Amounts to be established when firm power becomes available.
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A.

.

Mr. DINGELL. I think at this point it would be appropriate for
me to put correspondence between the Chair and the Power Authority
of the State of New York, into the record in order that we may
have a full and complete record.
[Testimony resumes on p. 76.]
[The correspondence referred to follow:]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER,

Washington, D.C., August 25, 1976.
Hon. JAMES A. FITZPATRICK,
Chairman, Power Authority of the State of New York,
New York, N.Y.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Subcommittee on Energy and Power is currently investigat-

ing the effectiveness of the Federal Power Commission's activities with respect to
the licensing of poWer projects, transmission facilities and rates, and the extent of
its ongoing review of the terms and conditions of licenses it has issued. The Subcommit-
tee's interest follows from its concerns with the Federal Power Act and the Flood
Control Act of 1944.

In line with our oversight responsibilities over the FPC, and our interest currently
in legislation relating to utility reform, we are particularly desirous of knowing the
ways in which the Federal Power Commission has carried out its responsibilities respect-
ing the Power Authority of the State of New York. In line with this, we are interested
in the Power Commission's actions under 16 U.S.C. section 836, the Niagara Power
Project Act.

I expect that the Subcommittee will desire to hear from you and appropriate Power
Authority staff people during a hearing in September. I will contact you again as
soon as a firm schedule has been worked out.
At this time, I would appreciate your furnishing the Subcommittee, not later than

September 10th, with the following documents: (1) All annual reports published by
the Power Authority since its inception; (2) All official statements on bond issues
put out by the Authority; (3) A summary of the production of power from the Authori-
ty's various facilities and to what purchasers it is contracted, and how; (4) An explana-
tion of the Authority's arrangements with the private investor-owned utilities for trans-
mission of electricity over their lines; (5) The rates which the Authority charges dif-
ferent customers; (6) The method by which the Authority determines those rates.

I expect that the Authority will cooperate fully with these requests. In addition,
I hope that my staff will be provided full access to the Authority's library and files
and that you will comply with any subsequent requests from the Subcommittee.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN D. DINGELL,

Chairman.

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
New York, N.Y., September 9, 1976.

.. Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy

and Power, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to your August 25, 1976 letter to me we are

forwarding under separate cover all annual reports published by the Authority since
its inception and all official statements with respect to bond issues of the Authority.
For your ready reference the following are the official statements:
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General Revenue Bonds (1954 Project)

Date of official statement: 
Series

December 21, 1954 
 A

June 21, 1956 
 B

May 2, 1957 
 C

January 5, 1959 
 E

April 21, 1959 
 F

January 12, 1960 
 G

June 20, 1960 
 H

February 28, 1961 
 J

November 22, 1963 
 K

May 6, 1964 
 L

Revenue Bonds (1970 Project)

Date of official statement: 
Series

November 10, 1970 
 A

March 24, 1971 
September 14, 1971  
January 28, 1972 
June 13, 1972 
September 26, 1973 
May 19, 1976 

General Purpose Bonds (Astoria 6 Project, Projects' S
tudy, Indian Point No. 3 and

the Transmission Line Project)

Date of official statement: 
Series

January 30, 1975 
 A

May 15, 1975 
January 20, 1976 

You have also asked for information with respect to f
our other matters. Our responses

are set forth below:

A SUMMARY OF THE PRODUCTION OF POWER FR
OM THE AUTHORITY'S VARIOUS FACIL

ITIES AND

TO WHAT PURCHASERS IT IS CONTRACTED
, AND HOW

A summary of the production of power from the 
Authority's various facilities for

1975 is shown in the attached Table I.

The Authority has entered into contracts with its customers for the sale to them

of power and energy from particular projects. The sa
les of power and energy from

a particular project to various customers pursuant
 to contracts are generally the same

in all respects except for the name of the customer
, delivery points and the contract

demand.
We have set forth on the attached Schedule I a list of all customers with which

the Authority presently has contracts. The customers are ar
ranged by project and

the contract designations, together with the cust
omers' contract demand in kilowatts

as of September 1, 1976, are indicated.

Proposed contracts for sale of power from the Auth
ority's Indian Point 3 and Astoria

6 units to several public bodies in the New York 
Metropolitan area have been approved

by the Authority and transmitted to the Govern
or of New York for his approval.

Additional contracts with other such bodies are u
nder consideration by the Authority.

Assuming approval by the Governor, the Authority
 anticipates serving a portion of

the load of the initial group of customers in the 
relatively near future from the Indian

Point 3 unit. Additional load of those and other customers in the New York

Metropolitan area will be served when the new Astoria 6 unit becomes available

for service about the beginning of 1977.

Contracts for the sale of power from Authority projects are entered into in ac-

cordance with Section 1009 of the Power Author
ity Act. Section 1009 requires that

a public hearing be held after agreement of t
he parties upon the terms of proposed

contracts. Following the public hearing the Authori
ty reconsiders the terms of proposed

contracts and negotiates such charges or modifications it deems appropriate. After

a.
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such contracts are finally agreed upon they are forwarded to the Governor who has
sixty days to indicate approval or disapproval. The contracts are executed subsequent
to approval by the Governor.

AN EXPLANATION OF THE AUTHORITY'S ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE PRIVATE INVESTOR-OWNED
UTILITIES FOR TRANSMISSION OF ELECTRICITY OVER THEIR LINES

Since deliveries to almost all Authority municipal and industrial customers require
the use of transmission facilities that are not owned by the Authority, the Authority
has entered into agreements with the various utilities (wheeling agents) whose facilities
are utilized in effectuating such deliveries.
The Authority's municipal and cooperative customers who receive power from the

Niagara and St. Lawrence Projects pay wheeling charges which were based upon the
availability of surplus transmission capacity in the utility systems and vary slightly
according to the wheeling agent involved. Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation and
Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation charge about 1.6 mills per kilowatt-hour at
an average municipal and cooperative load factor for the use of their facilities while
New York State Electric and Gas Corporation charges about 1.7 mills per kilowatt-
hour on the same basis.

Industrial customers located within thirty miles of the Authority's Niagara Project
pay a wheeling charge to New York State Electric and Gas Corporation and to the
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation of 31.5 cents/KW-mo. for the use of their facilities
for delivery at 115KV and 50 cents/KW-mo. for delivery at lower voltages.

For industrial customers served by the James FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant, the
wheeling charge depends on their location. For those industrial customers located
near the Niagara Project purchasing FitzPatrick power, the wheeling charge is as
described in the previous paragraph for use of Niagara Mohawk facilities. Finally,
those FitzPatrick industrial customers in the Albany area pay a charge of 25
cents/kilowatt month and 1.05 mills per kilowatt-hour for the use of Niagara Mohawk
transmission facilities from its point of interconnection with the Authority (at Edic)
to the point of delivery to each customer. Those customers located near the St.
Lawrence Project pay a wheeling charge of 11.7 cents/kilowatt month to Niagara
Mohawk for use of its facilities.
The Authority's delivery service agreement with Con Edison with respect to the

distribution of power from the Astoria and Indian Point plants will provide for the
use of Con Edison's transmission and distribution facilities and other services associated
with the delivery of power and energy to Authority customers and compensation to
Con Edison therefor. Such compensation will not exceed that received by Con Edison
for similar services to its own customers.

THE RATES WHICH THE AUTHORITY CHARGES DIFFERENT CUSTOMERS

Rates to Authority customers are determined by the power source. Currently these
tates are:

Conventional Hydro Rates Capacity Charge: $1.00 per month per kilowatt of billing
demand; Energy Charge: 2.67 mills per kilowatt hour; Pumped Storage Hydro Rates
Capacity Charge: $1.50 per month per kilowatt of contract demand; FitzPatrick Plant
Rates Capacity Charge: $3.00 per month kilowatt of billing demand; Energy Charge:
5.0 mills per kilowatt hour.

With respect to deliveries from the Astoria No. 6 and Indian Point No. 3 units
to customers located in the New York City Metropolitan area, the charges developed
by the Authority reflect a uniform cost at the bus-bar, but result in rates which
vary from customer to customer according to allocation of such cost in relation to
customer's contribution to the total peak load and differing load characteristics in
addition to transmission and distribution losses associated with delivery. This results
in a schedule of rates that have demand charges ranging from $4.73 to $7.98 per
kw-mo. and base energy charges ranging from 1.12 cents to 1.24 cents per kilowatt-
hour.
Some energy is also sold to utility and industrial customers as nonfirm or interruptible

for which only the energy charge is applied.
Authority customers also pay transmission charges to the Authority which vary ac-

cording to geographical location. The Authority has developed its transmission charges
based upon the costs associated with the specific lines which serve different areas
of New York State.
The Authority's municipal and cooperative customers receiving power from the

Niagara Project pay a transmission charge of $.18 per kilowatt month for the use
of the Niagara Edic 345 KV line and those served from St. Lawrence pay either
$.177 per kilowatt month for the use of the St. Lawrence-Adirondack line, or $4.27
per kilowatt month for the use of the St. Lawrence-Plattsburgh line.
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Industrial customers served by the Authority pay tran
smission charges which vary

according to their particular circumstances. Alcoa provides 
its own transmission facilities

from the Authority's St. Lawrence Project to its plant. 
Reynolds Metals and General

Motors share the use of Authority built transmission f
acilities for which the monthly

charges are approximately .14 mills/KWH for Reynolds
 Metals which takes power

at a very high load factor and .36 mills/KWH for Genera
l Motors which uses power

at a lower load factor. As the two companies' relative 
demands and/or load factors

change the charges will vary proportionately so the total cos
t of the line is recovered.

For industrial customers served by the James A. FitzPatr
ick Nuclear Power Plant,

the transmission charge depends on their location. Those 
customers located near the

St. Lawrence Project pay a 17.7 cents/KW-mo. charge for use of the Authority's

Adirondack-Moses transmission line. For those industrial 
customers located near the

Niagara Project purchasing FitzPatrick power, the transmission
 charge is 36.3 cents/KW-

mo. for use of the Authority's 345 KV Niagara Edic line.

THE METHOD BY WHICH THE AUTHORITY D
ETERMINES THOSE RATES

The Power Authority Act (New York State Public Authoriti
es Law, Article 5, Title

1) provides that the Authority shall make contracts for 
the sale of power from its

projects which shall provide revenues sufficient to pay all op
erating and maintenance

expenses and to cover interest and amortization and reserve
 charges sufficient within

fifty years of the date of issuance to retire the bonds issued for
 the projects.

The Authority's bond indentures require the Authority to 
maintain rates sufficient

to produce revenues in each year which, together with other 
moneys available therefor,

will pay the cost of operation and maintenance of all Author
ity projects, bond service

on all of the Authority's outstanding bonds and reserve requir
ements established by

the various bond resolutions.
Thus the Authority's rates pursuant to the requirements cited

 above, are determined

in a manner which will provid-: revenues which are sufficie
nt to recover the charges

associated with its projects.
You have our assurance that we intend to cooperate with 

further requests which

you may have.

Sincerely,
JAMES A. FITZPATRICK,

Chairman.

TABLE I.—PRODUCTION OF POWER, 1975

[Megawatt hours)

Plant and location

Gross Pumping
generation energy

Robert Moses Niagara, Lewiston, N.Y 
1 17,388,575  

Lewiston Reservoir pump-generating plant, Lewiston, N.Y 
361,043 599,168

Robert Moses Power Dam, Massena, N.Y 
2 7, 320, 451  

Blenheim-Gilboa pumped storage generating plant, Gilboa, N.Y 
1,226,612 1,758,586

FitzPatrick nuclear power plant, Oswego, N.Y 
2,224,446  

'Includes 47,339 MWh of generation in the Ontario Hydro Niagara River plants u
sing water assigned to the power authority,

and excludes 423,130 MWh generation in the Robert Moses Niagara plant using 
water assigned to Ontario Hydro.

2 Includes 2,120 MWh generated in Ontario Hydro units using water assigne
d to the power authority, and excludes

13,440 MWh generated in the Robert Moses Power Dam using water assigned to On
tario Hydro.
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POWER AUTHORITY CUSTOMERS

Contract
demand

(kilowatt)Contract Customer Sept. 1, 1976

St. Lawrence project:
S-1   Alurrinum Company of America:

Firm  174, 000Interruptible  65, 000S-2_   Public Service Board of the State of Vermont  100, 000S-3   City of Plattsburgh  76, 000S-4A   U.S. Air Force  10, 000

-

S-5   Reynolds Metals Co.:
Firm  200, 000Interruptible  39, 000S-6  Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.: Firm  115, 0005-7   New York State Electric & Gas: Firm  20, 000II 5-8  Village of Boonville  8, 500S-9   Village of Solvay  42, 000S-10  Village of Rouse's Point   7, 000S-11  General Motors Corp  12, 000--• S-12  Village of Theresa   1. 000S-13  Village of Philadelphia  1, 200S-14  Village of Ilion_ 11, 000S-15  Village of Mohawk  3, 500S-16  Village of Hamilton  7, 200S-17  Village of Skaneateles  3,400S-18   Village of Frankfort_ 2, 700S-19   Delaware County Electric Coop., Inc  7, 700S-20  Oneida-Madison Electric Coop., Inc  2,800S-21  Otsego Electric Coop. Inc  7, 200S-22  Village of Sherburne  5, 900S-23  Lake Placid Village 7,500S-24  Village of Tupper Lake  8, 200Niagara project:

NS-1  Niagara Mohawk Power CorpNS-2  City of Salamanca 
NS-3  Village of Andover 
NS-4  Village of Akron 
NS-5  Village of Wellsville  NS-6  Village of Fairport  
NS-7  Village of Little Valley 
115-8    Village of Arcade
NS-9  Village of Springville 
NS-10     Village of Bergen 
145-11  New York State Electric & Gas 
145-12  Steuben Rural Electric Coop., Inc 145-13_   Rochester Gas & Electric Corp 145-14  Village of Westfield 
145-15_   Village of Mayville 
NS-16   Village of Churchville 
145-11.  Village of Spencerport NS-19 _  Village of Watkins Glen 
NS-21  Village of Bath 
NS-22  Village of Endicott 
NS-23    Village of Angelica _  
NS-24   Village of Silver Springs 
NS-25  Village of Marathon 
NS-26    Village of Groton 
NS-27 _    Village of Castile _  
NS-28  Village of Penn Yan 
NS-29A  Allegheny Electric Coop., Inc NS-31_  City of Jamestown 

Village of Freeport 
Village of Greenport 
Village of Rockvil e Centre 
Village of Brocton 
Village of Holley  
Village of Richmondville 

See footnotes at end of table.

(I)
8, 500
700

4,000
10, 000
33, 000
3, 500

15, 500
7, 200
1,700
(2)

12,400
(3)

10,000
3, 800
1,600
8,500
3,200
8,000
7,000
1,100
600

2,100
4,000
1, 300
8,200

130, 000
21,000

(4)
(4)
(4)

2,500
2,500
2,000
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POWER AUTHORITY CUSTOMERS-Continued

Contract Customer

Contract
demand

(kilowatt)
Sept. 1, 1976

J. A. FitzPatrick Plant: 5 5
FD-1  Aluminum Co. of America 7  20, 000

FD-2A  Hooker Chemicals & Plastics Corp.8  9, 300

FD-3  Air Products & Chemicals, Inc  10, 000

FD-4  Reynolds Metals Co  26, 000

FD-5  Airco Industrial Gases  2,000

FD-6    Airco Speer Carbon-Graphite  7, 500

FD-7  Burdox, Inc  7, 500

FD-8  E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co  5,000

FD-9  Dresser Transportation Equipment  14, 000

FD-10  Olin Corp  2, 600

FD-i1  Airco Industrial Gases  11, 500

FD-12   Airco Alloys Division, Airco, Inc  14, 600

UD-1   Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp  15, 000

UD-2  Consolidated Edison Co. of N.Y   256, 000

UD-3  Long Island Lighting Co  88, 000

UD-4  N.Y. State Electric & Gas Corp  36, 000

UD-5  Niagara Mohawk Power Corp  105, 000

UD-6  Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc  21, 000

UD-7    Rochester Gas & Electric Corp  28, 000

Blenheim-Gilboa project:
PS-1  Niagara Mohawk Power Corp  550, 000

PS-2  New York State Electric & Gas Corp  200, 000

PS-3  Rochester Gas Electric Corp  150, 000

P5-4 9  Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp  100, 000

I Firm, 322,000; replacement, 445,000; expansion, 233,500; peaking, 108,000; B peaking, 86,000.
2 Firm, 276,000; expansion, 16,550; peaking, 92,000; B peaking, 74,000.
3 Firm, 142,000; B peaking, 40,000.
4 Amounts to be established when firm power becomes available.
5 Contract demands for FitzPatrick industrial customers are the amounts listed plus losses f

rom the FitzPatrick switch-

yard to the customer's point of delivery.
Contract demands for utilities vary by season and from year to year.

7 Full contract demand of 190,000 kW scheduled for December 1976.
1 Additional 14,600 kW scheduled for April 1978.
0 Central Hudson's share of Blenheim-Gilboa capacity has been assigned to New York Sta

te Electric & Gas Corp., on a

temporary basis.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMME
RCE,

Washington, D.C. September 7, 1976.

Hon. JAMES A. FITZPATRICK,
Chairman, Power Authority Trustees, Power Authority of the State 

of New York, New

York, N.Y.

DEAR CHAIRMAN FITZPATRICK: The Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power of the House

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce requests your pa
rticipation in oversight

hearings dealing with Federal policies as they relate to the operat
ions of the Power

Authority of the State of New York. The Subcommittee has schedu
led these hearings

for 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, September 29, 1976, in Room 2123 of t
he Rayburn House

Office Building, Washington, D.C.
The Subcommittee is particularly interested in ascertaining the extent to which

PASNY has complied with the conditions of licenses issued to th
e Power Authority

under the Federal Power Act, whether the Federal Power Comm
ission has conducted

any monitoring of such compliances, and the extent to which
 the Commission has

scrutinized the power pooling agreements to which PASNY is a 
party. The Federal

Power Commission is also being requested to testify at these heari
ngs and to address

the same issues.
In connection with the Subcommittee's hearings, I am enclosi

ng a questionnaire,

the answers to which will be of significant assistance to the Subcommittee in its

deliberation of the subject. Your response to this questionnaire by 
September 20 would

be very much appreciated.
Should you have any questions concerning the questionnaire or t

he hearings, I would

appreciate your contacting Mr. Robert Nordhaus, Committee Cou
nsel, at 202/225-

3147.
Could you provide the Subcommittee with 50 copies of your 

prepared statement

at least 48 hours in advance of your testimony?
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We are looking forward to your participation in the Subcommittee's hearings.
With every good wish.

Sincerely,
JOHN D. DINGELL,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Power.

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
New York, N.Y., September 20, 1976.

Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy

and Power, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of September 7 requesting my

participation in Subcommittee hearings scheduled for September 29, 1976. I shall be
present and shall provide the Subcommittee with 50 copies of my prepared statement
in advance of the hearings as you requested.

Enclosed please find the Authority's response to the questionnaire which you enclosed
with your September 7 letter with the request that we complete it.

I look forward to participating in the Subcommittee's hearings.
Sincerely,

JAMES A. FITZPATRICK,
Chairman.

Enclosure.

RESPONSE TO SEPTEMBER 7, 1976, QUESTIONNAIRE
' Question A.1. What is the Capacity of the Niagara Project?

Answer. The total name-plate rating of the Niagara Project is 2190 MW consisting
of 13 units of 150 MW each at the Robert Moses Niagara Power Plant (RMNPP)
and 12 units of 20 MW each at the Lewiston Pump Generating Plant (LPGP). The
equipment is capable of generating substantially above name-plate rating.
The Niagara Power Project is a very large and complex hydroelectric generating

facility. Due to the variability of flows in the unregulated Niagara River, the amount
of water in the pump storage reservoir and the maintenance status of the units, the
Project's ability to produce power varies from hour to hour, day to day, and season
to season. It is not comparable to a baseload fossil plant whose availability of fuel
(i.e. energy source) is under the complete control of the owner.

Listed below is the average monthly generation in MW for median and adverse
flow conditions based on flows during the period 1900 to 1973:

Month Median Adverse

January 1,590 1,210
February 1,590 1,190
March 1,670 1,350
April 1,410 1,100
May 1,520 1,170
June 1,540 1,150
July 1,520 1,090
August 1,480 1,070
September 1,440 1,067
October 1,410 1,020
November 1,680 1,350
December 1,670 1,350

Average 1,543 1,176

In determining the Project's capability to generate power, it is necessary to consider
its average generating capability and its peak generating capability separately since
different factors govern each.'
The normal peak net capability of the Project for short periods of time under

favorable flow and other operating conditions is 2615 MW. Under adverse flow condi-

' Refer to testimony by John W. Boston, Director of Power Operations, Power Authority of the
State of New York, given in Federal Power Commission Docket E-8746, "State of Vermont Public
Service Board vs. Power Authority of the State of New York"—for more detailed information con-
cerning the capability of the Niagara Project under various operating conditions.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 5



62

tions (taken to be Lake Erie outflows which have been exceeded
 95% of the time

since 1900) a net plant capability of 2400 MW can be sust
ained for a period of

up to 4 hours each weekday when required for system demand. H
ence, the dependable

capability evaluated in the context of the Authority's other gener
ating facilities and

the requirements of the interconnected New York load is also 2400 
MW under adverse

flow conditions.
Question A.II(a). State the Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand

 of All Con-

tract Demand Customers for each month, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 and 
January through

August of 1976 and State the Date and Time.

Answer. Refer to attached Table I. The date and time was based on t
he occurrence

of the Authority's peak in-load for each month requested. The Authority's in-load

is the sum of the coincident peak loads of the Authority's municip
al and cooperative

customers, directly served industrial customers and transmission li
ne losses and local

use for both the Niagara and St. Lawrence Projects. Beginning in
 August, 1975 the

Authority in-load used to determine the date and time of the peak 
included the loads

of those industrial customers served from the Authority's J. A. 
FitzPatrick Nuclear

Power Project. The "Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand" fo
r the Niagara Pro-

ject is the sum of the Authority's in-load served from Niagara for e
ach month of

the years requested plus the actual firm deliveries to the utility customers served

from Niagara.

QUESTIONS Al 1(A) AND BI 1(A)

TABLE 1.—MAXIMUM INTEGRATED SIMULTANEOUS DEMANDS (MW)

/Ow

Date Hour 1 Niagara St. Lawrence

1972
January 17 18 2,219 776

February 22_  19 2,232 712

March 6 19 2,237 712

April 26 20 2, 196 850

May 15 11 2, 148 875

June 14 12 2, 174 882

July 6 11 2,171 902

August 23 12 2, 170 894

September 18 11 2,057 878

October 16 10 1,915 861

November 20 19 2,214 836

December 12 18 2,261 842

1973
January 31 19 2,266 866

February 21 19 2,281 866

March 20  • 20 2,264 860

April 23 12 2, 120 888

May 21 12 2, 182 887

June 4 11 2,198 895

July 9 11 2,135 865

August 10 12 2,285 872 411%

September 17 12 2,234 889

October 29 11 1,956 899

November 26 19 2,026 908

December 17 18 2,282 929

1974
January 2 

18 2,165 875

February 25 
12 2,017 903

March 19 
20 1,958 907

April 15 
12 2,049 920

May 13 _ 
11 2,041 913

June 27 
12 2,065 925

July 8 
11 2,090 918

August 5 
12 1,895 922

September 23 
10 1,844 915

October 21 
20 2, 105 924

November 25 
19 2,151 926

December 16 
18 2,232 936
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QUESTIONS All(A) AND BII(A)

TABLE 1.—MAXIMUM INTEGRATED SIMULTANEOUS DEMANDS (MW)—Continued

Date Hour I Niagara St. Lawrence

1975
January 3 19 2,218 937February 10 11 1,819 920March 4 11 2015, 906April 21 12 2,047 816

it May 2 
June 10 11

11
2,079
2,018

817
815July 21 11 2,078 814August 4 11 1,986 806September 25 11 1,873 801October 10 12 1,960 813November 24 12 1,914 827a December 9_ 18 2,213 824

1976
January 22 19 1,984 812February 26 19 1,805 828March 2 11 1,871 840April 26 11 1,864 854May 24 12 1,975 821June 28 11 1,952 836July 22 12 1,919 839August 26 12 1,983 853

I Indicates the end of the hour over which demand was integrated.

Question A.II(b). Please Prepare a Chart with Lines showing the Project's (i) Firm
Capacity; (ii) Peaking Capacity; and (iii) Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand
Stated in (a) above.
Answer. Refer to attached Chart A, entitled Niagara Project. The firm capacity

is represented by the horizontal line drawn at 1800 MW. This represents capacity
that is committed under firm power contracts with sufficient energy available from
Niagara Project to meet requirements under those contracts approximately 70% of
all years.
Two hundred (200) MV. of capacity represented as firm peaking power is sold

under contract as "A" Peaking Power with associated energy available 121/2% of the
time each month corresponding to about 4 hours each weekday.

Another 200 MW of capacity represented as additional peaking power is sold under
contract as "B" Peaking Power with energy normally available 121/2% of the time
each month when high flows and other conditions make it available for sustained
periods.
An additional 200 MW of capacity is represented as Peaking Interchange with energy

sold when available.
The graph representing the "Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand" as shown

on the chart is the sum of the Authority's in-load peak served by the Niagara Project
for each month of the years requested, plus the actual firm deliveries to the utility
customers.
The graph representing the "Net Generation" as shown on the chart is the sum

of the "Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand" plus the transfers of energy to
the St. Lawrence and JAF Projects (as necessary to meet firm contractual commitments)
plus scheduled peaking interchange deliveries.

It must be noted that the period of time used on this chart represents a period
of unusually high flows including the highest flows of the Niagara River since 1900.
To indicate the effect of variable river flows the net generation in 1964 during

which the flows were the lowest since the Project began operation was only 55%
of the net generation in 1973.
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Question A.III. Please State the Estimated Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand
for the Project Power for each Month in Period September 1976 thru December
1979.
Answer. Refer to the attached Table 2. The forecasted maximum integrated simultane-

ous demand for the remainder of 1976 out through 1979 includes the expected load
growth of the Authority's municipal and cooperative customers served by both Projects
plus contractual demands for all classes of power except for expansion power that
is resold by the utilities to industry. We have done so because the utility contracts
permit the utilities to schedule their full contract amount at any time during the
peak load portion of the day. Expansion power schedules include expected diversity
between those industrial customers and Authority's in-load.

QUESTIONS A-III AND B-III

TABLE 2.—FORECAST MAXIMUM INTEGRATED SIMULTANEOUS DEMAND

[In megawatts]

Date Niagara St. Lawrence

1976: 1978:
September 2, 186 845 May 2, 168 838
October 2, 183 845 June 2, 167 836
November 2, 194 850 July 2, 164 835
December 2,218 856 August 2, 164 840

1977: September 2,164 839January 2,238 864 October 2, 176 839
February 2,231 862 November 2, 176 851
March 2,221 851 December 2,207 867
April 2,215 848 1979:
May 2,194 840 January 2,241 863
June 2, 195 837 February 2,231 861
July 2, 191 837 March 2,215 849
August 2, 190 842 April 2, 206 847
September 2, 190 841 May 2, 185 839
October 2,188 824 June 2,202 837
November 2,173 835 July 2,200 836
December 2,200 852 August 2,204 841

1978: September 2, 194 840
January 2,216 861 October 2,200 840February 2,208 860 November 2,202 851
March 2,197 848 December 2,236 867
April 2, 191 846
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TABLE A.-DATA CONCERNING POWER ALLOCATED TO AND RECEIVED BY EACH CUSTOMER OF PASNY'S NIAGARA

POWER PROJECT

Name of contractor
Contract
number

Date of
contract

Date contract
terminates

Contract
amount (kw)

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp NS-1 Feb. 10, 1961 (i) 1, 194, 900
City of Salamanca, N.Y NS-2  do June 30, 1985 8, 500
Village of Andover, N.Y NS-3  do do 1, 000
Village of Akron, N.Y NS-4  do do 4, 000
Village of Wellsville, N.Y NS-5  do do 10, 000
Village of Fairport, N.Y NS-6  do do 33, 000
Village of Little Valley, N.Y NS-7  do do 3, 500
Village of Arcade, N.Y NS-8  do do 15, 500
Village of Springville, N.Y NS-9  do do 7, 200
Village of Bergen, N.Y NS-10 July 11, 1961  do 1,700
New York State Electric & Gas Corp NS-11 Feb. 10, 1961 Jan. 1, 1990 458, 550
Steuben Rural Electric Cooperative NS-12  do June 30, 1985 12, 400
Rochester Gas & Electric Corp NS-13 Feb. 10, 1961 Jan. 1, 1990 182, 000
Village of Westfield, N.Y NS-14 June 20, 1961 June 30, 1985 10, 000
Village of Mayville, N.Y NS-15  do do 3, 800
Village of Churchville NS-16  do do 1,600
Village of Spencerport NS-17  do do 8, 500
Village of Watkins Glen NS-19  do do 3,200
Public Service Board of the State of Vermont NS-20  do Dec. 31, 1979 50, 000
Village of Bath NS-21 Apr. 2, 1962 June 30, 1985 8, 000
Village of Endicott NS-22 Apr, 16, 1962 do 7, 000
Village of Angelica NS-23 May 1, 1962  do 1, 100
Village of Silver Springs NS-24 Sept. 10, 1962  do 600
Village of Marathon NS-25 Mar. 30, 1962  do 2, 100
Village of Groton NS-26  do do_ 4,000
Village of Castile  NS-27 Nov. 19, 1962  do 1, 300
Village of Penn Yan NS-28 Oct. 31, 1962  do 8, 200
Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc NS-29A Feb. 20, 1973 Feb. 19, 1978 130, 000
City of Jamestown NS-31 Dec. 31, 1971 June 30, 1985 21,000
Village of Freeport (2) July 1, 1976  do 0
Village of Rockville Centre   (2)  do do 0
Village of Brocton (2) May 10, 1976  do 2, 500
Village of Holley (2)  do  do 2, 500
Village of Greenport (2) July 1, 1976  do 0

Jan. 1, 1990 except that if Niagara Mohawk so elects the 445,000 kW of replacement power shall continue in effect
until January 2006.

2 Contract does not identify project supplying power. Power allocated to these customers was or will be made available
from Niagara withdrawals.
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TABLE A(3).-NIAGARA POWER PROJECT

Has PASNY
notified If column is answered yes, please state-
customer
that any of its Date when
withdrawable withdrawal Amount of
power would Date of such will be power to be

Name of contractor be withdrawn' notification effective withdrawn (kW)

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp  Yes Oct. 31, 1975  Nov. 1, 1977 13, 000
Yes June 24, 1976  Jan. 1, 1977 10, 000
No June 1977  Jan. 1,1978 10, 000
No December 1976.... Dec. 31, 1978 12, 000
No June 1978  Jan. 1,1979 10,000
No December 1976 do  17,000

New York State Electric & Gas Corp  Yes Oct. 31, 1975  Nov. 1, 1977 10, 000
Yes June 24, 1976  Jan. 1, 1977 10, 000
No June 1977  Jan. 1,1978 10, 000
No December 1976._ Dec. 31, 1978 10, 000
No June 1978  Jan. 1, 1979 10, 000
No December 1976 do  6,000

Rochester Gas 8, Electric Corp  Yes Oct. 31, 1975  Nov. 1, 1977 5, 000
Yes June 24, 1976  Jan. 1, 1977 5,000
No June 1977  Jan. 1, 1978 2,000

I Withdrawal notices not yet given are indicated on the dates and in the amounts which are the earliest and largest

withdrawals permitted under contract. The authority expects to issue such notices.

Question B.I. What is the Capacity of the St. Lawrence Project?

Answer. The total name-plate rating of the St. Lawrence Project is 912 MW consisting

of 16 units of 57 MW each. The net plant capability under the most adverse operating

conditions is 800 MW. The Project's dependable capacity is defined as that level

of generation that can be sustained for up to 4 hours each weekday when required

by system demand. The 800 MW rating for adverse flows is based upon the regulation

plan approved by the International Joint Commission (IJC) which was established

under the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 between the United States and Canada.

Such regulated flows together with corresponding Lake Ontario levels and the expected

permissible variation within the day in flows would permit peak generation each week-

day of 800 MW for 95% of the time.
Listed below is the average monthly generation in MW for median and adverse

flow conditions based on flows during the period 1900 to 1973:

Month Median Adverse

January 
641 618

February 
663 609

March 
677 595

April 
752 596

May 767 596

June 
769 620

July 785 638

August 
787 647

September 
779 643

October 759 630

November_  
706 620

December 
687 648

Average 731 622

The normal peak capability of the St. Lawrence Project under the most 
favorable

operating conditions is 916 MW. This rating is based on the maximum pe
rmissible

flow release and corresponding plant operating head under the approved IJC r
egulation

plan for Lake Ontario.
Question B.II(a). State the Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand of All Con-

tract Demand Customers for each month, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975 and January through

August of 1976 and State the Date and Time.
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Answer. Refer to attached Table 1 above. The date and time was based on the
occurrence of the Authority's peak in-load for each month requested. The Authority's
in-load is the sum of the coincident peak loads of the Authority's municipal and
cooperative customers, directly served industrial customers and transmission line losses
and local use for both the Niagara and St. Lawrence Projects. Beginning in August
1975 the Authority in-load used to determine the date and time of the peak included
the loads of those industrial customers served from the Authority's J. A. FitzPatrick
Nuclear Power Project. The "Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand" for the
St. Lawrence Project is the sum of the Authority's in-load served from St. Lawrence
for each month of the years requested plus the actual firm deliveries to the utility
customers served from St. Lawrence.

Question B.II(b). Please Prepare a Chart with Lines showing the Projects (i) Firm
Capacity; (ii) Peaking Capacity; and (iii) Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand
Stated in (a) above.

Answer. Refer to attached Chart B entitled St. Lawrence Project. The firm capacity
is represented by the horizontal line drawn at 800 MW.
The graph representing the "maximum integrated simultaneous demand" as shown

on the chart is the sum of the Authority's in-load peak served by the St. Lawrence
Project for each month of the years requested, plus the actual firm deliveries to
the utility customers.
The graph representing the "Net Generation" as shown on the chart is the sum

of the "Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demand" plus the transfers of energy to
or from the Niagara Project.
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Question B.III. Please State the Estimated Maximum Integrated Simultaneous Demandfor the Project power for each month in Period September 1976 through December1979.
Answer. Refer to the attached Table 2 above. The forecasted maximum integratedsimultaneous demand for the remainder of 1976 out through 1979 includes the expectedload of the Authority's municipal and cooperative customers served by the St. LawrenceProject plus the contractual demands for firm power sold to utilities. We have doneso because the utility contracts permit the utilities to schedule their full contractamount at any time during the peak load portion of the day. Load growth of municipaland cooperative customers served from St. Lawrence Project is included in NiagaraProject's forecasted "maximum simultaneous integrated demand" as described above.

TABLE B.-DATA CONCERNING POWER ALLOCATED TO AND RECEIVED BY EACH CUSTOMER OF PASNY'S
ST. LAWRENCE PROJECT

Name of contractor (Contract number) Date of contract
Date contract

terminates
Contract amount

(kilowatts)

Aluminum Co. of America (S-1) 
Public Service Board of State of Vermont (S-2) 
City of Plattsburgh, N.Y. (S--3) 
U.S. Air Force-Plattsburgh (S-4A) 
Reynolds Metals Co. (S-5) 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. (S-6) _ 
New York State Electric & Gas Corp. (S-7) 
Village of Boonville, N.Y. (S-8) 
Village of Solway, N.Y. (S-9) 

July 6, 1955 
Jan. 25, 1956 

do 
May 16, 1966 
Mar. 1, 195L 

do 
July 8, 1957 
Apr. 1, 1957 

do 

Dec. 1, 1996 1 
June 30, 1985 

do
Aug. 9, 1977 
Dec. 31, 1992 
June 30, 1985 

do 
do 
do 

2 174, 000
100, 000
76,000
10, 000

3 200, 000
115,000
20, 000
8, 500

42, 000Village of Rouses Point (S-10) July 8, 1957 do 7,000General Motors Corp. (S-11) Aug 14, 1957 Dec. 31, 1992 12,000Village of Theresa, N.Y. (S-12) Feb 17, 1958 June 30, 1985 1,000Village of Philadelphia, N.Y. (S-13) Mar. 5, 1958 do 1,200Village of Ilion, N.Y. (S-14) Jan. 23, 1959 do 11,000Village of Mohawk, N.Y. (S-15) June 8, 1959 do 3,500Village of Hamilton, N.Y. (S-I6) July 1, 1958 do 7,200Village of Skaneateles, N.Y. (S-17) Feb. 26, 1959_  do 3,400Village of Frankfort, N.Y. (S-18) Mar. 18, 1959  _do 2,700Delaware County Electric Cooperative, Inc. (S-19) do do 7,700Oneida-Madison Electric Cooperative, Inc. (S-20) Mar. 13, 1959 do 2,800Otsego-Electric Cooperative, Inc. (S-21) Mar. 3, 1959 do 7,200Village of Sherburne, Inc. (S-22) Sept. 4, 1958 do 5,900Lake Placid Village, Inc. (S-23) Sept. 30, 1967 _do 7,500Village of Tupper Lake (S-24) do do 8,200Village of Richmondville (4) May 10, 1976 do 2,000

On Dec. 1, 1986, the authority can withdraw up to 119,000 kW of firm and interruptible power. The contract for firmpower cannot be reduced below 65,000 kW on that date.
2 Excludes interruptible power, the maximum rate of delivery for which is 65,000 kW.
3 Excludes interruptible power, the maximum rate of delivery for which is 39,000 kW.Contract does not identify project supplying power. Power allocated to these customers was or will be made availablefrom Niagara withdrawals.
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Mr. DINGELL. You have alluded to contracts between the Power
Authority of the State of New York and different purchasers. I think,
without objection, a place will be reserved for those at this point
in the record.
The Chair observes that the purpose of this hearing is to find

out whether the contracts are in conformity with the pertinent statutes
and with the license of the Power Authority of the State of New
York.
For the sake of an orderly record, I guess we ought to go to

Mr. Corso now.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Dingell, may I please ask for the record,

when you asked that the contracts be submitted, are you referring
to the contracts with the new public entities which we are now enter-

ing into?
Mr. DINGELL. I am not trying to run the printing bill up here.

What I am trying to do is set up a situation where you and committee
staff can discuss which of these are appropriate.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We will provide whatever you want.
Mr. OTTINGER. Of particular concern, I think, are the contracts

that are made with Niagara Mohawk. In particular, those and other
private utilities, if any. Most particularly, I am concerned about those
that are on a nonwithdrawable basis.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. You do not have—in any event, we will pro-

vide--
Mr. DINGELL. I think we have the ones with Niagara Mohawk.

We have Niagara contract NS-11, NS-13, and NS--1. I think those
are what we need, but we may want to discuss that.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Whatever you need, sir. Having been before the

Federal Power Commission, they may be a matter of public record.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Corso?

STATEMENT OF RONALD A. CORSO

Mr. CORSO. Mr. Chairman, we welcome the opportunity to appear

before the committee today, in order to reply to your letter of Sep-
tember 7, 1976.
Mr. DINGELL. I think it would be good for that to be inserted

in the record also. Without objection, that will be done. Any responses
by the agency will also be included.
[The letter referred to follows:]

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,

Washington, D.C., September 7, 1976.

Hon. RICHARD L. DUNHAM,
Chairman, Federal Power Commission,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the House Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce requests your participation in oversight
hearings dealing with Federal policies as they relate to the operations of the Power
Authority of the State of New York. The Subcommittee has scheduled these hearings
for 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, September 29, 1976, in Room 2123 of the Rayburn House
Office Building, Washington, D.C.
The Subcommittee is particularly interested in ascertaining the extent to which

PASNY has complied with the conditions of licenses issued to the Power Authority
under the Federal Power Act, whether the Federal Power Commission has conducted
any monitoring of such compliances, and the extent to which the Commission has
scrutinized the power pooling agreements to which PASNY is a party.
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Should you have any questions regarding these hearings, I would appreciate your
contacting Mr. Robert Nordhaus at 225-3147.
Could you provide the Subcommittee with 50 copies of your prepared statement

at least 48 hours in advance of your testimony?
We are looking forward to your participation in the Subcommittee's hearings.
With every good wish,

Sincerely,
JOHN D. DINGELL,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Power.

Mr. CORSO. I would like to mention that Chairman Dunham regrets
he could not be here personally today. Today is the regular Commis-
sion meeting day, and there are some matters that he feels need
his personal attention.
We have prepared a statement which we ask be submitted for

di the record.
Mr. DINGELL. Without objection, the full statement will appear in

the record at the appropriate place. (See p. 80).
Mr. CORSO. If you will bear with me, I had not prepared a summary

statement, but I will attempt--
Mr. DINGELL. You are recognized for that purpose.
Mr. CORSO. Essentially, your letter asked what the Commission

does to monitor the license for the Niagara project. In our prepared
statement, we went into great detail and I will attempt to summarize
that.
The pertinent part of the license which you are interested in, I

take it, is the clause dealing with the 50-percent allocation of power
to preference customers. We indicate in our statement that we had
heard in hearings the 50-percent preference clause and related mat-
ters. The first hearing that we cited was the Massena case which
you are familiar with.
In the Massena case, we went to the preference clauses I believe

in the FitzPatrick contracts and, in that case, if I might read, the
Commission found that the use of the term "priority customer" in
the contract, as defined by the rules and regulations of PASNY,
to mean entities entitled to preference under 16 U.S.C. 836(b)(1),
must be taken to indicate that the parties to the contract contemplated
that the benefits of the transmission provision of the contract would

• run to future preference customers.
We also had before the Commission the case involving the Vermont

Public Service Board and the Allegheny Cooperative, docket No.
E-8746. That case was pertinent because it involved the allocation
of preference power to customers outside the State of New York,
and, in order to determine the amount that can be allocated to
out-of-State customers, we must first look at the 50 percent that
is available to preference customers, because 20 percent of the 50
percent or 10 percent of the total Niagara power is allocatable to
outside customers.
Now, in a related matter, the Massena case also denied to the

parties in Massena an interconnection because Massena did not at
the time of the decision have a going system. We have recently
received, on August 11, another filing by the towns of Massena and
Sherrill. It is a complaint against Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. and
PASNY. It is docket No. E-9565. This involves an interpretation
of the contract, contract NS-1, and that matter is before the Commis-
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sion. It is not appropriate for us to comment on it at this time.
However, subsequent to the complaint filing, the city of Sherrill has
withdrawn from the proceedings and has indicated that PASNY has
expressed a willingness to discuss an allocation of power.
There are several other areas where the Commission monitors

PASNY's performance under the license. Those deal in part with
the Commission's authority to assess charges to be reimbursed for
its cost of administration.

In addition, the Commission, as with all licensees, has two forms,
one form called the "Municipal Electric Utilities" form, the other
being the "Power System Statement." Those forms provide the Com-
mission with detailed information on the extent of sales in contractual
arrangements of power to all customers, including preference
customers.
We mention in our statement also that there are a number of

projects licensed to PASNY. Among those are Niagara, St. Lawrence,
Blenheim-Gilboa, and Mr. FitzPatrick mentioned there was one case
before the Commission involving Prattsville project, which is pending
and has been pending for 3 years.

In summary, we believe we have monitored the performance of
PASNY. We have no indication that there has been any refusal by
PASNY to offer preference customers power from the Niagara pro-
ject--

Mr. OTTINGER. What did you do to ascertain that?
Mr. CORSO. That is based on review of the contracts which are

before the Commission, the forms 1 and 12, the company's statements
to form 1, which involve, for instance, their annual report.
Mr. OTTINGER. To ascertain that, in other words, you only asked

PASNY? I wanted to know whether you made any independent inquiry
as to whether other municipalities had been refused, other than asking
PASNY and reviewing the forms that it files.
Mr. CORSO. We have not to this point made such an inquiry. How-

ever, we did receive this past Monday a letter from the People's
Power Coalition of Western New York. The inquiry is related to
the possibility of the city of Buffalo forming a municipal system,
and they directed a letter to PASNY and asked if power would be
available if such a system were created, and, if I might read, just
to give—rather than try to paraphrase PASNY's answer—this is read-
ing from the letter from the coalition.
Mr. John W. Boston, Director of Power Operations for PASNY, states with respect

to the availability of hydropower that the Authority has sold all firm power that
can be produced at the Niagara and St. Lawrence projects under long-term contracts
to municipal, industrial, private utility, and other customers. These contracts generally
expire in the period 1985 to 1990. They were necessary to make it economically
feasible to spread the benefits of the low-cost hydropower to as many rural and domestic
customers as possible, since the public systems then, as now, serve only a small percent-
age of the upstate population. While adequate provision must be made for the load-
growth of existing customers, it may be possible to initiate service to a few relatively
small municipal customers.

In light of this letter, we have prepared a draft letter to PASNY
to inquire further into this matter. That letter essentially asks PASNY
to divulge to the Commission all of its dealings with preference
customers since the project commenced operation to present, and
we call that an initial report from PASNY.
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We also inquire of PASNY in this letter—to obtain from them
a list of preference customers who have contracted for Niagara power,
the dates of the contracts, for sale of such power, and a copy of
each contract, so that we can check those against the contracts we
now have on file.
We have also asked in this letter that the names of all current

and prospective preference customers and other entities who have
been denied service and the reasons for such denial.
Mr. OTTINGER. You have not gotten that information previously?a
Mr. CORSO. No; we were not aware of any reason up until now

to make such request. In addition to the initial report, since this
has become an issue that seems to be appearing before the Commis-
sion on a regular basis, we are going to ask PASNY to file with,..
the Commission an annual report as of January 31 of every year
for the preceding year, and that report will list all preference
customers where contracts were consummated in that year and the
terms of the contract and a copy of the contract and a list of all
preference customers who were denied service and other entities also.
That concludes the summary of my statement, and I am available

for questions.
[Testimony resumes on p. 100.1
[ Mr. Corso's prepared statement and attachments follow:]

a

i
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STATEMENT OF RONALD A. CORSO, DEPUTY CHIEF, DIVISION OF LICENSED
PROJECTS, BUREAU OF POWER, FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I appreciate

this opportunity to participate in this hearing and to testify

regarding Federal policies as they relate to the operations

of the Power Authority of the State of New York.

By letter of September 7, 1976, from Chairman

John D. Dingell, Chairman Richard L. Dunham of the Federal

Power Commission was requested by this Subcommittee to

present testimony regarding federal policies as they relaiaa

to operations of the Power Authority of the State of New York.

Subsequent, to that letter Chairman Dunham was informed by

the Subcommittee Staff that the Subcommittee would be glad

to accept FPC Staff witnesses in lieu of the Chairman's

testimony. I, as well as Mr. Daniel C. Lamke of the Office

of General Counsel, appear pursuant to that request.

Chairman Dingell's letter of September 7, 1976 requested

testimony as to whether the Federal Power Commission monitors

certain requirements of the Niagara Project Power Act

and whether PASNY has complied with conditions of its Federal

Power Commission license, and the extent to which the

the Commission scrutinized the power pool agreement to which

PASNY is a party.

The Niagara Power Project Act (16 U.S.C. § 836) required

the Federal Power Commission to include in its Niagara Project

license to the Power Authority of the State of New York certain

conditions, including a provision which would require the

following:

s'•

V
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(1) In order to assure that at least 50 per
centum of the project power shall be available
for sale and distribution primarily for the
benefit of the people as consumers, particularly
domestic and rural consumers, to whom such
power shall be made available at the lowest
rates reasonably possible and in such manner as
to encourage the widest possible use, the licensee
in disposing of 50 per centum of the project
power shall give preference and priority to
public bodies and non-profit cooperatives within
economic transmission distance. In any case in
which project power subject to preference pro-
visions of this paragraph is sold to utility
companies organized and administered for profit,
the licensee shall make flexible arrangements
and contracts providing for the withdrawal
upon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough
power to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of
the preference customers.

The Commission has on two recent occasions dealt with

cases arising under the Niagara Power Project Act. In an

order issued March 12, 1976, the Commission affirmed the

Initial Decision of a Presiding Administrative Law Judge in

Docket No. E-8746, a complaint proceeding initiated by the

State of Vermont Public Service Board (Board). Both the

initial decision and the Commission's final decision were

transmitted by Chairman Dunham to Chairman Dingell on

September 13, 1976. The Initial Decision concluded that more

than 180 megawatts of firm power was available for allocation

to out-of-state preference customers, and it allocated an
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additional 30 megawatts to such out-of-state customers. This

case is relevant because, in allocating the amount of power

available to out-of-state preference customers, no more then

20 per cent of the 50 per cent of project power designated

as available to preference customers is to be available to

out-of-state customers.

Secondly, the Commission, by order issued July 21, 1976,

in Docket No. ER76-523 (Attachment No. 1), gave effect to the

50% Preference Clause in a contract interpretation. In that

case the Niagara Mohawk Power Coporation had tendered for

filing an Initial Power Agreement with the Power Authority of

the State of New York. The Town of Massena, New York, petitioned

to intervene in the proceeding requesting a declaratory order

interpreting the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY Contract. More specifi-

cally, Massena requested that the Commission determine whether

the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY Contract required Niagara Mohawk to

transmit power only to priority customers which were being

supplied by PASNY as of July 26, 1975, the effective date of

the filed Contract, or whether the Contract required Niagara

Mohawk to transmit power to future priority customers of PASNY.

The Commission indicated in its July 21, 1976, order that it

would be contrary to the legislative intent underlying the
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Preference Power Clause to construe it as being inapplicable

to public distribution systems and non-profit cooperatives

which do not currently have a capacity to utilize preference

•
power. The Commission further found that the use of the term

"priority customer" in the Contract, as defined by the Rules

and Regulations of PASNY to mean entities entitled to preference

under 16 U.S.C. 836(b)(1), must be taken to indicate that the

parties to the Contract contemplated that the benefits of the

transmission provision of the Contract would run to future

preference customers.

While the Commission determined that the Niagara Mohawk-

PASNY Contract contemplated service to future preference

customers, the Commission in a separate docket, E-9550,

Order dated July 28, 1976, denied the City of Massena inter-

connection orders under 202(b) and (c) on the grounds that

their request was premature inasmuch as they were not yet

"engaged in the transmission or sale of electric energy"

The Commission's denial of Massena's requested interconnections

with Niagara Mohawk was based on jurisdictional grounds and

was without prejudice to Massena's refiling under said

• Sections at such time as Massena is engaged in the trans-

mission and sale of electric energy or until such time as an

emergency might exist as required by Section 202(c) of the

Federal Power Act.
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In addition, on August 11, 1976, the Towr6of Massena,

New York and Sherrill, New York filed a complaint with the

Federal Power Commission against Niagara Power Corporatio
n

and the Power Authority of the State of New York in Docke
t

No. E-9565. Because the Commission has not yet acted on

this complaint it would be inappropriate at this time 
to

comment concerning the merits of the case. However, the

Cities basically allege, that Niagara's Contract NS-1 on fi
le

with the Federal Power Commission as Federal Power Commissi
on

Electric Rate Schedule FPC No. 19 requires Niagara Mohaw
k to

deliver PASNY power to them when they qualify as a prefe
rence

customer. The Cities further allege, that Niagara Mohawk

contends that they are required to deliver PASNY power to

preference customers who were existing customers as of

February 10, 1961.

On September 21, 1976, the City of Sherrill, New York

filed a motion for leave to withdraw their previously filed

complaint, on the grounds as set forth on page 3 of thei
r

motion to withdraw, as follows:

Meanwhile, on various occasions following the

filing complaint herein, representatives of the

City of Sherrill have met with or discussed the

matter with representatives of PASNY. Such

discussions have included the subject of trans-

mission and delivery of Niagara Project power to
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the City of Sherrill once the Sherrill system
is acquired and ready for commercial operation.

PASNY representatives have consistently advised

that the matter of transmission and delivery
of PASNY power is the primary responsibility
of the Power Authority. Moreover, PASNY repre-
sentatives have given assurances to representa-
tives of the City of Sherrill that PASNY would
arrange for the transmission and delivery of
Niagara Project power and energy either (1) by
arranging to wheel said power and energy over
the transmission system of Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation, one of PASNY's wheeling agents in
the State of New York or (2) by constructing
new transmission facilities for the purpose of
serving the City of Sherrill.

Moreover, the Commission has occasion to concern itself

with various accounting questions touching PASNY. Pursuant

to Section 4(e) and the conditions prescribed in Section 10(e)

of the Federal Power Act (Act), 16 U.S.C. 797(e) and 16 U.S.C.

803(c), respectively, the Commission has included in the licenses

issued to PASNY specific articles requiring PASNY to pay annual

charges in an amount to be fixed by this Commission for the

purpose of reimbursing the United States for the costs of

administering Part 1 of the Federal Power Act. Section 19(c)

of the Act also provides that State or municipal licensees

are entitled to claim an exemption if the project was primarily

designed to provide or improve navigation, or for all power

from the project that is sold to the public without profit,

or used for state or municipal purposes.
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For PASNY's St. Lawrence Project N
o. 2000, licensed by

the Commis§ion in 1953, 12 F.P.C. 
172, the U. S. Court of

Appeals in Power Authority of the Sta
te of New York v. Federal

Power Commission, 339 F.2d 269 (2nd Cir
. 1964), certiorari 

denied, 381 U.S. 933 (1965), affirmed a
 1964 Commission order

holding that there was substantial ev
idence to support the

Commission's findings that the projec
t works constructed by

PASNY were not primarily intended to 
improve navigation.

The Court also agreed with the Commis
sion that PASNY's sales

of power were for profit for the ye
ars claimed. By order

issued May 17, 1976, the Commission
 denied in part and granted

in part PASNY's subsequent claims for
 exemption for calendar

years 1962 through 1974 for Project N
o. 2000. Since 1961, PASNY

has also filed claims for exemption 
from the payment of

annual charges for its Niagara Rive
r Project No. 2216, and the

se

are pending before the Commission.

As with all licensees, the Commiss
ion performs a con-

tinuing monitoring process through
 the yearly filings of FPC

Forms 1 and 12. Form 1-M is entitled "Municipal El
ectric

Utilities", and Form 12 is the "
Power System Statement"

PASNY's most recently filed Form 
1-M, filed for the year

ending December 31, 1975 shows th
at PASNY sold in excess of

16 billion kwh of Niagara project 
power, of which 1.9 billion
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(or 11.9%) was sold to public bodies and non-profit

cooperatives. The Form 12 data verify the extent of the

power deliveries contracted for by PASNY with public bodies

and cooperatives.

In addition, PASNY is the licensee of several projects

under the Federal Power Act. These consist of the Niagara

Project, FPC Project No. 2216; the St. Lawrence Project, FPC

Project No. 2000; and Blenhoim-Gilboa, FPC Project No. 2685.

The last of these is the proceeding that give rise to the very

extensive litigation, turning largely on questions under the

National Environmental Policy Act, that culminated in Greene 

County v. Planning Board F.P.C., 455 F.2d 412 (1972). The

license for Project No. 2216 contains terms that parallel those

set forth in the Niagara Power Project Act. In addition, there

is now pending before us an application filed by PASNY for a

license for a hydroelectric project in the vicinity of Breaka-

been or Prattsville (FPC Project No. 2729).

While the Commission receives annual reports through

Forms 1 and 12, the Staff sometimes finds it necessary to

seek supplementary data from our respondents and applicants.

In connection with the Breakabeen-Prattsville application

mentioned above, the Staff recently requested a full disclosure

of all PASNY contracts and agreements. There is attached
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a summary of those contracts, as of January 1,
 1976 (Attach-

ment No. 2). A review of the contracts and Forms 1 and
 12

shows that as of January 1, 1976, PASNY has
 contracted to

sell to public bodies and cooperatives 359,
 292 kw of Niagara

project power. This is approximately 19% of the total

available.

In 1975, PASNY allocated power to six add
itional municipal

customers, while withdrawing power alloca
tions to investor-

owned utilities. All of PASNY's contracts with all 
of its

customers are on file with the Commission, and each suc
h contract

with a nonpreference customer provides for withdra
wal of power, if

that is necessary to enable PASNY to meet i
ts statutory

obligation to preference customers.

Also with reference to the question of 
whether PASNY is

fulfilling its obligations to preference 
customers, a review

of the extensive information on file with t
he Commission

concerning PASNY's contracts and sales, as 
well as PASNY's

statutory obligations under the Niagara 
Power Project Act

does not suggest that any preference customer (oth
er

than Massena, for the reasons explained a
bove) has sought

and failed to receive PASNY power.



89

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ATTACHMENT 1
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

ELECTRIC RATES: INTERVENTION

Before Commissioners: Richard L. Dunham, Chairman;
Don S. Smith, John H. Holloman III,
and James G. Watt.

Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation Docket No. ER76-523

ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO INTERVENE AND
PETITION FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF

(Issued July 21, 1976)

On February 23, 1976, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
(Niagara Mohawk) tendered for filing an initial power agree-
ment with the Power Authority of the State of New York (PASNY).
On March 15, 1976, the Town of Massena, New York, (Massena)
petitioned to intervene in the proceeding and petitioned for
a declaratory order interpreting the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY
contract. Massena's petitions are herein granted.

Niagara Mohawk's February 23, 1976, filing 1/ provided
for the sale of unsupported firm power to Niagara Mohawk
from PASNY's Fitzpatrick Nuclear Plant; for the sale of excess
power, when available, to Niagara Mohawk from the Fitzpatrick
Plant; for the sale of supporting energy to PASNY by Niagara
Mohawk; and for the transmission of Fitzpatrick power by
Niagara Mohawk to high load factor manufacturers and priority
customers supplied by PASNY with power from the Fitzpatrick
plant where such customers can be supplied through the system

1/ Designated: Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Rate Schedule
FPC No. 95.

DC-24
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of Niagara Mohawk. Niagara Mohawk requested waiver of the

Commission's notice requirements to permit the agreement to

become effective on July 28, 1975, the date of the contract.

Notice of the filing was issued on February 27, 1976,

with comments, protests or petitions to intervene due an

or before March 15, 1976. On March 15, 1976, a timely

petition to intervene was filed by Massena. On March 25,
1976, the Commission accepted the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY agree-

ment for filing and permitted it to become effective, as re-

quested on July 28, 1975.

In its March 15, 1976, petition, Massena requested that
we issue a declaratory order determining whether the Niagara

Mohawk-PASNY contract requires Niagara Mohawk to transmit

Fitzpatrick Plant power only to priority customers which

were being supplied by PASNY as of July 28, 1975, or whether

the contract requires Niagara Mohawk to transmit Fitzpatrick

power to future priority customers of PASNY. 2/ This question

is of importance to Massena insofar as Massena plans, ac-

cording to its petition, to become a priority customer of

PASNY. Massena avers that on February 10, 1976, PASNY reaffirmed

its commitment to supply Massena as a preference customer

with fifteen megawatts of electric energy once Massena has

the legal and physical capacity to receive the power.

2/ The Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract clause in question pro-

vides as follows:
J. Transmission Service by Customer. Customer

[Niagara Mohawk] hereby agrees to transmit power for

Authority [PASNY] over its transmission system to high

load factor manufacturers and priority customers supplied

by Authority with power from the Fitzpatrick plant, where

the customers can be supplied from the system of the Cus-

tomer as follows  (b) For all priority customers

and for high load factor manufacturers located beyond 30

miles of the Niagara Falls switchyard: the transmission

to be from the points of delivery of service to Customer

in effect under this application to the points of delivery

to such customers, for which service Customers shall be
compensated in transmission fees and allowance for losses

in transmission at the rates in effect under Part Five of
Contract NS-1.
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We interpret the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract to pro-
vide that Niagara Mohawk shall transmit PASNY power to both
past and future priority customers of PASNY. The Rules and
Regulations of PASNY define "priority customers" as being
". . .entities entitled to preference under 16 USC 836(b)(1)."
Section 836(b)(1) of 16 USC, taken from the Niagara Redevelop-
ment Act, 71 Stat. 401, provides:

In order to assure that at least 50 percentum
of the project power shall be available for sale and
distribution primarily for the benefit of the people
as consumers, particularly domestic and rural customers,
to whom such power shall be made available at the
lowest rates reasonably possible and in such manner
as to encourage the widest possible use, the licensee
in disposing of 50 percentum of the project power
shall give preference and priority to public bodies
and nonprofit cooperatives within economic transmission
distance.

The Niagara Redevelopment Act, in providing that preference
shall be given to "public bodies and nonprofit cooperatives
within economic transmission distance", made applicable to
the Niagara project the long-standing Federal preference
policy 3/ which accords priority in power marketing to public
distribution systems and nonprofit cooperatives. 4/ It
would be contrary to the legislative intent underlying that
policy to construe the clause regarding preference power in
16 USC 836 as being inapplicable to public distribution systems

3/ For a review of the policy's history, see: S. Rep. No. 1408,
84th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1956).

4/ H. R. Rep. No. 862, 85th Cong., 1st Sess. (1957).
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and non-profit cooperatives which do not presently have 
a

capability to utilize preference power. 5/ The use of the

term "priority customer" in the instant contract, as d
efined

by the Rules and Regulations of PASNY to mean entities entit
led

to preference under 16 USC 836 (b)(1), thus must be ta
ken

to indicate that the parties to the contract contemp
lated

that benefits of the transmission provision of the con
tract

would run to future preference customers. It would be un-

reasonable to assume that the parties would use the 
term

"priority customer", with its fixed legal meaning, if 
they

had intended otherwise.

5/ See: 41 Op. Att'y Gen. 236 (1955). In rendering an

opinion on whether the Secretary of the Interior 
must

contract with a preference customer when the Secr
etary

has before him two competing offers to purchase p
ower,

one from the preference customer and the other from
 a

non-preference customer, and the prefer
ence cus-

tomer does not have at the time the physical mean
s to

take and distribute power, the Attorney General sta
ted:

I cannot conceive, in the face of a plain mandate f
or

preference to public bodies and cooperatives and th
e

congressional concern, as evidenced in related stat
utes,

for protection of their preferential status, that it is

possible to say apropos of Section 5 [of the Flood Con
trol

Act of 19441 that the Congress intended a preference p
ur-

chaser to demonstrate its present ability to take and 
dis-

tribute the power in order to avail itself of its stat
utory

privilege. It is reasonable to attribute to the Congress

that enacted Section 5 the same solicitude for prefere
nce

customers that had been recognized as necessary on other

occasions.. .To read into the Section 5 grant of a prefer
ence

to public bodies and cooperatives the requirement of a

presently existing ability to take and distribute the power

would, in the usual case, constitute its emasculation; and

it is well-settled that such a construction of a statute

should not be taken where a construction is possible which

will preserve its vitality and the utility of the language

in question. Ibid., at 245 (citations omitted).

(
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In its petition, Massena requests that the Commission
determine whether "other" Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contracts
permit both past and future preference customers to benefit
from the contracts. Due to the absence of any references
by Massena to specific clauses of particular contracts, we
shall deny this request for an interpretation of contracts
other than that filed in the instant docket.

On March 25, 1976, Niagara Mohawk filed an answer to
Massena's March 15, 1976, petition. 6/ Niagara alleges,
first, that Massena has no standing to intervene in the
instant proceedings since neither is it a municipal electric
system nor does it aver any pro bono publico stanaing.
Having reviewed Massena's petition to interyene, we conclude
that Massena has an interest in this proceeding which is
sufficient to warrant its intervention herein.

Niagara Mohawk alleges, secondly, that the Commission
is without jurisdiction to grant the declaratory relief re-
quested by Massena. Insofar as the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY
contract provides for, inter alia, the sale of supporting
energy by Niagara Mohawk to PASNY, the contract is within
the Commission's jurisdiction. Massena's petition for an
interpretation of the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract is a
petition for a declaratory order to remove uncertainty.
Full provision for such orders is made in Section 1.7(c)
of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, as
formulated under authority of Section 309 of the Federal
Power Act.

6/ A reply by Massena to Niagara Mohawk's answer was filed_
on March 25, 1976.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 7
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The Commission finds: 

(1) It is desirable and in the public interest to

allow Massena to intervene in these proceedings.

(2) Good cause exists to grant Massena's March 15,

1976, petition for a declaratory order removing unc
ertainty

about the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract filed Feb
ruary 23,

1976.

(3) Good cause exists to deny Massena's petition for

a declaratory order regarding Niagara Mohawk-PASNY 
contracts

other than that filed on February 23, 1976.

The Commission orders: 

(A) Massena is hereby permitted to intervene in these

proceedings subject to the rules and regulations of 
the Federal

Power Commission; Provided, however, that participatio
n of

such intervenor shall be limited to matters affecting 
asserted

rights and interests as specifically set forth in the 
notice

of intervention; and Provided, further, that the ad
mission of

such intervenor shall not be construed as recognition 
by the

Federal Power Commission that it might be aggrieved be
cause

of any order or orders of the Federal Power Commission
 entered

in this proceeding.

(B) Massena's March 15, 1976, petition for a declarat
ory

order removing uncertainty about the Niagara Mohawk-PA
SNY

contract filed February 23, 1976, is hereby granted 
and that

contract is hereby interpreted to provide that Niag
ara Mohawk

shall transmit PASNY power to both past and future pri
ority

customers of PASNY.

(C) Massena's petition for a declaratory order regard-

ing Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contracts other than that filed 
on

February 23, 1976, is hereby denied.

I.

*

_,
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(D) The Secretary shall cause prompt publication of
this order to be made in the Federal Register.

By the Commission.

(SEAL)

4

4

Kenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary.
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POWER AUTI lORITY CUSTOMERS 

January 1, 1976

St. Lawrence Project Contracts 

ATTACHMENT No. 2

Contract
Demand (Kw)

Contract Customer 1/1/76 

Municipal Systems 

S-3 City of Plattsburgh 76,000 (enclosed)
S-8 Village of Boonville 8,500 (enclosed)
S-9 Village of Solvay 42,000 (same as S-8)
S-10 Village of Rouse's Point 7,000 (enclosed)
S-12 Village of Theresa 1,000 (same as S-8)
S-13 Village of Philadelphia 1,200
S-14 Village of Ilion 11,000
S-15 Village of Mohawk 3,500
S-16 Village of Hamilton 7,200 (same as S-101
S-17 Village of Skaneateles 3,400 (same as 5-8).
S-18 Village of Frankfort 2,700 -
S-22 Village of Sherburne 5,900 (same as S-10)
S-23 Lake Placid Village 7,500 (enclosed)
S-24 Village of Tupper Lake 8,200 (same as S-23)

Cooperatives

S-19 Delaware County Electric Coop. Inc. 7,700 (enclosed)
S-20 Oneida-Madison Electric Coop. Inc. 2,800 (same as S-19)
S-21 Otsego Electric Coop. Inc. 7,200

Industrial Contracts

S-1 Aluminum Company of America (Firm) 174,000 (enclosed)
(Interruptible) 65,000,

S-11

Reynolds Metals Co. (Firm) 200,000 (enclosed)
(Interruptible) 39,000

General Motors Corp. 12,000 (enclosed)

AM,
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St. Lawrence Project Contracts (Contd.)

Contract
Demand (Kw)

Contract Customer 1/1/76 

Utilities

S-6
S-7

Other

S-2

S-4A

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. (Firm)
New York State Electric & Gas (Firm)

115,000 (enclosed)
20,000 (enclosed)

Public Service Board of the State of
Vermont 100,000 (enclosed)

United States Air Force 10,000 (enclosed)

Niagara Project Contracts 

Municipal Systems 

NS-2 City of Salamanca 8,500 (enclosed)
NS-3 Village of Andover 700 (same as NS-2)
NS-4 Village of Akron 4,000
NS-5 Village of Wellsville 10,000
NS-6 Village of Fairport 33,000
NS-7 Village of Little Valley 3,500
NS-8 Village of Arcade 15,500
NS-9 Village of Springville 7,200
NS-10 Village of Bergen 1,700
NS-14 Village of Westfield 10,000
NS-15 Village of Mayville 3,800
NS-16 Village of Churchville 1,600
NS-17 Village of Spcncerport 8,500
NS-19 Village of Watkins Glen 3,200 (enclosed)
NS-21 Village of Bath 8,000 (same as NS-19)
NS-22 Village of Endicott 7,000
NS-23 Village of Angelica 1,100 (same as NS-2)
NS-24 Village of Silver Springs 600 (same as NS-19)
NS-25 Village of Marathon 2,100
NS-26 Village of Groton 4,000
NS -27 Village of Castile 1,300
NS-28 Village of Penn Yan 8,200
NS-31 City of Jamestown 21,000 (enclosed)



Contract 

Cooperatives 

NS-12
NS-29A Allegheny Electric Coop., Inc.

Utilities

NS-1

98

Niagara Project Contracts (Contd.) 

Customer 

Steuben Rural Electric Coop., Inc.

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Firm
Replacement
Expansion
Peaking
¶13 Peaking

NS-11 New York State Electric & Gas Firm
Expansion
Peaking
1113 Peaking

NS-13 Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. Firm
¶13 Peaking

Other 

NS-20 Public Service Board of the State of
Vermont Firm

¶B Firm

J. A. FitzPatrick Plant Contracts

Contract
Demand (Kw)
1/1/76 

12,160 (enclosed)
130,000 (enclosed)

322, 000 (enclosed)
445,000
233,500
108,000
86,000 /a

276,000 (enclosed)
16, 550
92,000
74,000 /a

142, 000 (enclosed)
40,000 /a

50,000 (enclosed)
2,632 /a

Industries /b

FD-1 Aluminum Company of America 20,000 (enclosed)
FD-2A Hooker Chemicals & Plastics Corp. 9,300 (enclosed)

113 power and energy is supplied when available pursuant to paragraph B of
the General Power Contract Provisions. The price is $1.00 per month per
kilowatt of billing demand plus 2.67 mills per kilowatt hour.

a_ Contract demands for FitzPatrick industrial customers are the amounts listed
plus losses from the FitzPatrick switchyard to the customer's point of delivery.
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J. A. FitzPatrick Plant Contracts (Contd.)

Contract
Demand (Kw)

Contract Customer 1/1/76 

Industries

FD-3 Air Products & Chemicals, Inc. 10, 000 (enclosed)
FD-4 Reynolds Metals Company 26, 000 (enclosed)
FD-5 Airco Industrial Gases 2, 000 (same as FD-2A)
FD-6 Airco Speer Carbon-Graphite 7, 500
FD-7 Burdox, Inc. 7, 500
FD-8 E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co. 5, 000
FD-9 Dresser Transp. Equipment 14, 000
FD-10 Olin Corporation 2, 600
FD-11 /c Airco Industrial Gases 11,500 (same as FD-3)
FD-12 -/-Z Airco Alloys Div., Airco Inc. 14, 600 (same as FD-2A,

Utilities

UD-1 Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. Contract (enclosed)
UD-2 Consolidated Edison Company of N. Y. Inc. demands
UD-3 Long Island Lighting Company vary by
UD-4 N. Y. State Electric & Gas Corp. season
UD-5 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. and from
UD-6 Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc. year to
UD-7 Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. year.

See contracts.

Blenheim-Gilboa Project Contracts /d

PS-1 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 550, 000 (enclos ri)
PS-2 New York State Electric & Gas Corp. 200,000 (same as PS-1)
PS-3 Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. 150,000
P5-4 /e Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. 100, 000

LE Not presently being served, service will commence on or before the last day
of 1976.

The rate for Blenheim-Gilboa capacity is $1.35 per month per kilowatt of
contract demand rather than the amount listed in, the enclosed contract.

LE Central Hudson's share of Blenheim-Gilboa capacity has been assigned to New
York State Electric & Gas Corp. on a temporary basis.



100

Mr. OTTINGER. I would like to place in the record a letter dated
September 13, 1976, from the Federal Power Commission to Chair-
man Dingell, as well as the attachments to that letter. Without objec-
tion.
[Testimony resumes on p. 251.]
[The letter and attachments follow:]
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

September 13, 1976

The Honorable John D. Dingell
Chairman
Committee on Intersate and Foreign Commerce
Subcommittee of Energy and Power
House of Representatives
Congress of the United States
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As you noted in your letter to me of August 25, 1976,
the Niagara Power Project Act (16 U.S.C. § 836) required
the Federal Power Commission to include in its Niagara
Project license to the Power Authority of the State of
New York certain conditions, including a provision which
would require the following:

(1) In order to assure that at least 50 per
centum of the project power shall be availa-
ble for sale and distribution primarily for the
benefit of the people as consumers, particularly
domestic and rural consumers, to whom such
power shall be made available at the lowest
rates reasonably possible and in such manner as
to encourage the widest possible use, the licensee
in disposing of 50 per centum of the project
power shall give preference and priority to
public bodies and non-profit cooperatives within
economic transmission distance. In any case in
which project power subject to preference pro-
visions of this paragraph is sold to utility
companies organized and administered for profit,
the licensee shall make flexible arrangements
and contracts providing for the withdrawal
upon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough
power to meet the reasonably forseeable needs of
the preference customers.

Based upon the above license provision your letter
requests information as to whether the Commission monitors
that or other requirements of the Niagara Project Power Act
and in addition, what reviews the Federal Power Commission
has conducted to ascertain compliance with those provisions.
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Honorable John D. Dingell - 2 -

As with all licensees, the Commission performs a continuing
monitoring process through the yearly filings of FPC Forms 1-M

and 12. Form 1-M is entitled "Municipal Electric Utilities",

and Form 12 is the Power System Statement.

PASNY's most recently filed Form 1-M, filed for the year

ending December 31, 1975 (Enclosure No. 1) shows that PASNY

sold in excess of 16 billion KWH of Niagara project power, of

which 1.9 billion (or 11.8%) was sold to public bodies and

non-profit cooperatives. The Form 12 data (Enclosure No. 2)

verify the extent of the power deliveries contracted for by

PASNY with public bodies and cooperatives.

As you know, PASNY is the licensee of several projects

under the Federal Power Act. These consist of the Niagara

Project, FPC Project No. 2216; the St. Lawrence Project, FPC

Project No. 2000; and Blenheim-Gilboa, FPC Project No. 2685.

The last of these is the proceeding that gave rise to the very

extensive litigation, turning largely on questions under the

National Environmental Policy Act, that culminated in Greene 

County v. Planning Board F.P.C., 455 F.2d 412 (1972). The

license for Project No. 2216 contains terms that parallel those

set forth in the Niagara Power Project Act. In addition, there

is now pending before us an application filed by PASNY for a

license for a hydroelectric project in the vicinity of Breaka-

been or Prattsville.

While we receive annual reports through Forms 1 and 12,

our Staff sometimes finds it necessary to seek supplementary

data from our respondents and applicants. In connection with the

Breakabeen-Prattsville application mentioned above, the Staff

recently requested a full disclosure of all PASNY's contracts

and agreements. There is attached a summary of those contracts,

as of January 1, 1976 (Enclosure No. 3). A review of the

contracts and Forms 1 and 12 shows that as of January 1, 1976,

PASNY has contracted to sell to public bodies and cooperatives

359, 292 KW of Niagara project power. This is approximately

19% of the total available.

The Commission has on two recent occasions dealt with cases

arising under the Niagara Power Project Act. In an order issued

March 12, 1976, the Commission affirmed the Initial Decision

of a Presiding Administrative Law Judge in Docket No. E-8746,

•
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a complaint proceeding initiated by the State of Vermont Public
Service Board (Board), (Enclosure Nos. 4 and 5). The Initial
Decision concluded that more than 180 megawatts of firm power
was available for allocation to out-of-state preference customers,
and it allocated an additional 30 megawatts to such out-of-
state customers. This case is relevant because, in allocating
the amount of power available to out-of-state preference cus-
tomers, no more than 20 per cent of the 50 per cent of project
power designated as available to preference customers is to be
available to out-of-state customers.

Secondly, the Commission, by order issued July 21, 1976,
in Docket No. ER76-523 (Enclosure No. 6), gave effect to the
50% Preference Clause in a contract interpretation. In that
case the Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation had tendered for
filing an Initial Power Agreement with the Power Authority of
the State of New York. The Town of Massena, New York, petitioned
to intervene in the proceeding requesting a declaratory order
interpreting the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY Contract. More specifi-
cally, Massena requested that the Commission determine whether
the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY Contract required Niagara Mohawk to
transmit power only to priority customers which were being
supplied by PASNY as of July 28, 1975, the effective date of
the filed Contract, or whether the Contract required Niagara
Mohawk to transmit power to future priority customers of PASNY
The Commission indicated in its July 21, 1976, order that it
would be contrary to the legislative intent underlying the
Preference Power Clause to construe it as being inapplicable
to public distribution systems and non-profit cooperatives
which do not currently have a capacity to utilize preference
power. The Commission further found that the use of the term
"priority customer" in the Contract, as defined by the Rules
and Regulations of PASNY to mean entities entitled to preference
under 16 U.S.C. 836(b)(1), must be taken to indicate that the
parties to the Contract contemplated that the benefits of the
transmission provision of the Contract would run to future
preference customers.

While the Commission determined that the Niagara Mohawk-
PASNY Contract contemplated service to future preference
customers, the Commission in a separate docket, E-9550,
Order dated July 28, 1976, denied the City of Massena inter-
connection orders under 202(b) and (c) on the grounds that
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their request was premature inasmuch as they were not yet

"engaged in the transmission or sale of electric energy"

(Enclosure No. 7). The Commission's denial of Massena's requested

interconnections with Niagara Mohawk was based on jurisdictional

grounds and was without prejudice to Massena's refiling under

said Sections at such time as Massena is engaged in the trans-

mission and sale of electric energy or until such time as an

emergency might exist as required by Section 202(c) of the

Federal Power Act.

Moreover, the Commission has occasion to concern itself

with various accounting questions touching PASNY. Pursuant

to Section 4(e) and the conditions prescribed in Section 10(e)

of the Federal Power Act (Act), 16 U.S.C. 797(e) and 16 U.S.C.

803(e), respectively, the Commission has included in the licenses

issued to PASNY specific articles requiring PASNY to pay annual

charges in an amount to be fixed by this Commission for the

purpose of reimbursing the United States for the costs of

amdinistering Part 1 of the Federal Power Act. Section 19(e)

of the Act also provides that State or municipal licensees

are entitled to claim an exemption if the project was primarily

designed to provide or improve navigation, or for all power

from the project that is sold to the public without profit,

or used for state or municipal purposes.

For PASNY's St. Lawrence Project No. 2000, licensed by

the Commission in 1953, 12 F.P.C. 172, the U. S. Court of Appeals

in Power Authority of the State of New York v. Federal Power 

Commission, 339 F.2d 269 (2nd Cir. 1964), certiorari denied,

381 U.S. 933 (1965), affirmed a 1964 Commission order holding
that there was substantial evidence to support the Commission's

findings that the project works constructed by PASNY were not
primarily intended to improve navigation. The Court also

agreed with the Commission that PASNY's sales of power were
for profit for the years claimed. By order issued May 17, 1976,

the Commission denied in part and granted in part PASNY's subse-

quent claims for exemption for calendar years 1962 through
1974 for Project No. 2000. Since 1961, PASNY has also filed

claims for exemption from the payment of annual charges for its

Niagara River Project No. 2216, and these are pending before

the Commission.

Also with reference to the question of whether PASNY is

fulfilling its obligations to preference customers, we have
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reviewed the extensive information before us concerning PASNY's
contracts and sales, as well as PASNY's statutory obligations
under the Niagara Power Project Act. In 1975, PASNY allocated
power to six additional municipal customers, while withdrawing
power allocations to investor-owned utilities. All of PASNY's
contracts with all of its customers are on file with us, and each
such contract with a nonpreference customer provides for with-
drawal of power, if that is necessary to enable PASNY to meet
its statutory obligation to preference customers. On the basis
of the information before us, there is nothing to suggest that
any preference customer (other than Massena, for the reasons
explained above) has sought and failed to receive PASNY power.

Enclosures

•

IV

Sincerely yours,

Richard L. Dunham
Chairman
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ENCLOSURE NO. 1

4

MUNICIPAL ELECTRIC UTILITIES

(Having Annual Electric Revenues of $250,000 or More)

ANNUAL REPORT

OF

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Form Approved.
Budget Bur.. to. 54-0072

(Exact legal name.( respondent)

TO THE

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

a
FOR THE

YEAR ENDED  DECUIDER 31,  19
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FPC Form No. 1-M

1973-74 Changes

Schedule Docket Order
Page No. No. Description of Revision

2 R-424 505 Line 25 (debit side) deleted "discount &".
Added line 28 (debit side).
Added lines 9, 10 and 25; also deleted
old line 21 (credit side).

2 R-430 490 Deleted old lines 32 and 33 (credit side).

NOTE: The schedule page revised by Commission Order
No. 505 has been reviewed and approved by the
Comptroller General of the United States under
provisions of Section 409 of Public Law 93-153.
GAO Approval No. E. 180228 (R0007).

The schedule page revised by Commission Order
No. 490 and all other revisions were previously
approved by the Office of Management and Budget.
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FPC Form 1-M
Municipal utilities, annual electric

revenues of $250,000 or more ANNUAL REPORT TO THE
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

For the Year Ended DECEMBER 31. 75_.19

OF

,

- POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

(Exact legal name of respondent)

• 10 COLUMBUS CIRCLE, NEW YORK, NY 10019
(Address nf principal business office at end of year)

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

An original and three conformed copies of this report form, completed in the best manner possible from available
records and verified, shall be filed with the Federal Power Commission, Washington D.C., 20426, on or before the
last day of the third month following the close of the calendar or other established fiscal year, by each munici-
pality which is engaged in the generation, transmission or distribution of electricity, and whose annual electric
operating revenues amount to $250,000 or.more.

One copy of the report should be retained by the respondent in its files. The conformed copies may be carbon
copies. If the respondent publishes financial and operating statements of its utility department submit three
copies of such statements with this report. If the respondent maintains a one line geographic map or schematic
diagram of its principal lines and substations, one copy should be submitted with this report.

Account numbers and titles used in the schedules herein relate to account numbers and titles in the Uniform System

of Accounts Prescribed for Public Utilities and Licensees (Class A and Class B).. A copy of this system will be
furnished upon request for the information and guidance of respondent io the preparation of this annual report.

EXCERPTS FROM THE LAW

(Federal Power Act, 16 U. S. C., 791a-8254

"Sec. 5. The words defined in this section shall have the following meanings for purposes of this Act, to wit,

• • • "municipality. means a city, county, irrigation district, drainage district, orother political subdivision

or agency of a State competent under the laws thereof to carry on the business of developing, transmitting, uti-

lizing, or distributing power; • • en
,

"Sec. 511. In order to secure information necessary or appropriate as a basis for recommending legislation, the
Commission is authorized and directed to conduct investigations regarding the generation, transmiz- ion, distri-
bution, and sale of electric energy, however produced, throughout the United States and its possessions, whether

or not otherwise subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, including the generation, transmission, distri-

bution, and sale of electric energy by any agency, authority, or instrumentality of the United States, or of any

State or municipality or other political subdivision of a State. It shall, so far as is practicable, secure and

keep current information regarding the ownership, operation, management, and control of all facilities for such

generation, transmission, distribution, and sale; the capacity and output thereof and the relationship between

the two; the cost of generation, transmission, and distribution; the rates, charses, and contracts in respect of

the sale ofelectric energy and its service to residential, rural, commercial, and industrial consumers and other

purchases by private and public agencies; • • e" ,

GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Name, title, address and telephone number (including area code) of the person to be contacted concerning

this report. MR. GEORGE I. BERRY, GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF 
ENGINEER,

10 cnurmus mRciz. NEW YORK, NY 10019 212-397-6211
furnished by respondent during the year.2. State the classes of utility and other services

Rey 12-69

a
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Annual -e pt of AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK DECEMBER 31 75

BALANCE SHEET - End of Year
Line
No, Assets end Other Debits

11nt
Liabilities and Other Credits

Amount
(b)

$ $1 UTILITY PLANT INVESTMENT OF MUNICIPALITY & SURPLUS
2 Utility Plant  2,389,882,405 Investment of Municipality (c)  
3 Less Accumulated Provision for Constructive Surplus or Deficit (d)  
4 Deprec. A Amortization  Retained Earnings (e) 
5 Net Utility Plant  2 389 882 405, , Total Investment & Surplus  
6 INVESTMENTS LONG-TERM DEBT
7 Nonutility Property (less Accum. Bonds  1,355,230,0008 p,-o. for Deprec. and Notes Payable 200,000,000
9 Amortization $  ) Other Long-Term Debt.  
10 Advances toMunicipality (a) ... Unamortized Premium on long-term debt 
11 Investments & SpecialFunds ... Unemortized Discount on Long-Term Debt-CM.
12 Total Investments  Total Long-Term Debt  1,555,230,000
13 CURRENT AND ACCRUED ASSETS CURRENT AND ACCRUED LIABILITIES
14 Cash & Working Funds  124,616,253 Warrants Payable  
15 Temp. Cash Investments  166,895,635 Notes and Accounts Payable  395,989,12816 Notes & Accts. Receivable • Payables to Municipality (g)  
17 (less Accum. Prov. for Retained on Contracts  3,446,001
18 Uncoll. Accounts $  ) 23,775,064 Taxes Accrued  
19 Receivables fromMunicipality (b). Interest Accrued  
20 Materials & Supplies  3,597,388 misc. Current & Accrued Liabilities ....
21 Prepayments  5,238,264 Total Current & Accrued Liabilities. 399,435,129
22 misc. Current & Accrued Assets DEFERRED CREDITS
23 Total Current& AccruedAssitts. 324,122 604 Customer Advance's for Construction  
24 DEFERRED DEBITS Other Deferred Credits  
25 Unamort. Debt Expense Unsmortized Gain on Reacquired Debt 
26 Extraordinary Property Losses .. Total Deferred Credits  27

28

Miscellaneous Deferred Debits ..
Unamortized loss o n reacquired

1,538,696 li p,,(fflikigG RESERVES„n

/4:opertrinsurance Reserve  800,494,992
29 ,,,, 

Injuries and Damages Reserve  
30 Total Deferred Debits 1 ,DitS '696 Pensions and Benefits Reserve  31

Miscellaneous Operating Reserves  
32 Prelimary Investigations 39,616,416 Total Operating A,,,,,,,  800,494.99235  
34

35

36  

37 TOTAL ASSETS & OTHER DEBITS 2_355.160_121_ TOTAL LIABILITIES & OTHER CREDITS 2.755.160 121
Footnotes on page 4).

,

,

83-385 0- 77 -- 8
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An"mlil report of P(RJVRAUTI9ORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK Veer ended DECEMBER 31 ,19 75

CONDENSED INCOME STATEMENT - For the Year
Line
No.

Item
(a)

Amount

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11
12

13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Electric utility operating income 

Operating revenues  '... 

Operation expenses  

Maintenance expenses  

Depreciation and amortization  

• Taxes and tax equivalents  
Total electric operating expenses  

Net operating revenues  

Income from plant leased to others  

Electric utility operating income  

Other utility operating income (utility departments other than electric - specify)  

Total utility operating income  

.other in.., .1 rkter.e.q ..ITI.C.QTPP. . $.1.Z 1.7.9,  433 Other $88,561 

Allowance for funds used during construction 

Gross income  

Income deductions'

interest on long-term debt  

*Other income deductions (see sot. pg. 4, Exp. for Cert. Civic, Political 8 Rel. Activities) .

Total income deductions  

8 143.363,169

28,885,590
10,024,758

38.910.348
104.452,821

104,452,82T-
'.- 12,3672994'

116,820,815

56,728,540

56,728.540
income before extraordinary items  60,092.275
Extraordinary income (see footnote (i) page 4)  
Extraordinary deductions (see footnote (i) page 4)  Other Income Deductions 

Net income  

60,092,275
-0-

RETAINED EARNINUS

_ine
No.

Item

(*)

Amount
(0

31
32
53
34
35
36
37
38

Balance beginning of year  

Amount transferred from income account  

*Miscellaneous credits  

Authorized cash distribution to municipality (see note (h) on page 4)  

*Miscellaneous debits  

Balance end of year  

I_____

NONE

ELECTRIC SALES DATA FOR THE YEAR

No.
Class of Service

(s)

Revenues
(A)

Kilowatt-hours

(o)

2/
Avg. No. of CustomerT

(d)

41

42
45
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Residential sales  

Commercial and industrial sales 1

Small (or Commercial) see 1/ below  

Large (or Industrial) see 1/ below  
Public street and highway lighting  

Other sales to ultimate consumers  

8

18,080,902 4,618,703 14

Total sales to ultimate consumers  

Sales for resale  

Total sales of electric energy  

Other electric revenues  

Total electric operating revenues  

18,080,902
116,698,924

4,618,703
21,705.728

14
51

134.779.826 26.324.431 65,

L__Q.,„5„.12.1.4...=.

/43_33,J69
xxxxxxxxx XXXXXX xxxxxxxxxxaxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

xxx....x.....xx.x.x.„,x;xxx......xxxxxxxxxxx

y . XXX i to.;,, of Commercial end Industrial ml es accord,. to Small to. Comercisl) end Large (or Industrial) say be according to th• trmi• of cl•••M

fication regularly used by the respondent. no XXXXX X ifeuch regularly used classification is booed*, demmd aikel the 4i X i X ion between smell and large iii

in ence. of 1000 kw demand then for purposes of this report the classification elmill be ssall, 1000 kw d0000d or les, and large,  f

1000 kw.
2/ 'Maher of custoome should be reported on th• belie of nu., of eater., plus imober of flst rate •ccovnts, XXXXXX thst wher• "perste Sete, r•eatnge ar•

added for bi lling purposes, on. cv•truattr shell . counted I or each group of miter. mi added. The XXXXX o• amebae- of cuatimer. XXXXX the XXXXX ge of the 12

figures at the clam of •ach sonth. If th• c.f., count , the r•Mdentiel serric• clas•i 1 icetion include. customer. counted sor• than onc• because •I

specM1 mrvicee, such es miter /mating, etc., indicate in • footnote the number of such duplicate cuetssor• ...eluded In the classification.

• Explain significant amounts.
3 Reg ( 12-71)

4%

811

***
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Annual report of POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK '4.r .nd^d

EXPENDITURES FOR CERTAI N CIVIC, POLITI CAL AND RELATED ACTI VI TI ES
1. Report below all expenditures incurred by the res-

pondent during the year for the purpose of influen-
cing public opinion with respect to the election or
appointment of public officials, referenda, legis-
lation, or ordinances (either with respect to the
possible adoption of new referenda, legislation or
ordinances or repeal or modification of existing re-
ferenda, legislation or ordinances) or approval,
modification, or revocation of franchises; or for
the purpose of influencing the decisions of public
officials, but shall not include such expenditures
which are directly related to appearances before
regulatory or other governmental bodies in connect-
ion with the reporting utility's existing or proposed
operations.

2. Advertising expenditures included in this Schedule

shall be classified according to subheadings, as
follows: (a) radio, television, and motion picture
4d44,,ising; newspaper, magazine, and pamphlet
advertising: c letters or inserts in customers'
bills; (d) inserts in reports to stockholders; (e)
newspaper and magazine editorial services; and (f)
other advertising.

3. Fapenditures within the definition of Instruction
(1), other than advertising shall be reported ac-
cording to captions or descriptions, clearly indi-
cating the nature and purpose of the activity.

4. If respondent hasnot incurred any expenditures con-
templated by Instruction (1), so state.

5. For reporting years which begin during the calendar
year 1964 only, minor amounts may be grouped tif
classes if the number of items so grouped is shown.

2
3
4
5
6
7
a
9

NONE

3
Amount
(b)

THE FOLLOWING EXPLANAT I ONS ARE FURNISHED FOR THE I NFORMAT ION OF PERSONS NOT FAMIL I AR WITH THE ACCOUNTS IND CATEO.

(a) ADVANCES TO MUNICIPALITY t This account is designed to include the amount of loans •nd advances made by the
utility department to the rnunicipality or to other departments, vvhen such loans or advances are subject to repayment
but not subject to current settlement.

(b) RECEIVABLES FROM MUNICIPALITY: This account is designed to include all charges by the utility department againstthe municipality or its other departments which are subject to current settlement.
(a) INVESTMENT OF MUNICIPALITY: This account is designed to include the investment of the municipality in its utility

department, when such investment is not subject to cash settlement on demand or at shoed future time. Include hereinthe cost of debt-free utility plant constructed or acquired by the municipality and made available for use of the utility
department, cash transferred to the utility department for working capital, and other expenditures of an investment nature.

(d) CONSTRUCTIVE SURPLUS OR DEFICIT: This account is designed to include amounts representing the exchange of ser-vices, supplies, etc., between the utility department and the municipality and its other departrnents without charge or ata reduced charge. Charges to this account would include utility and other services, supplies, etc., furnished by the utility
department to the municipality or its other departments without charge, or the amount of the reduction if fumished at areduced charge. Credits to the account would consist of services, supplies, office space, etc., furnished by the municipality
to the utility department without charge or the amount of the reduction if furnished at a reduced charge.

(e) RETAINED EARNINGS This account is designed to include the balance, either debit or credit, of appropriated or unap-propriated. retained earnings of the at department arising from earnings.
(f) ADVANCES FROM MUNICIPALITY: This account is designed to include the amount of loans and advances made by themunicipality or its other departments to the utility department when such loans and advances are subject to repayment

but not subject to current settlement.

(g) PAYABLES TO MUNICIPALITY, This account is designed to include amounts payable by the utiliiy department to themunicipality 00 :10 other departments which are subject to current settlement.
(by AUTHORIZED CASH DISTRIBUTION TO MUNICIPALITY' This account is designed to include the cash distributions au-thorized to be made to the munieipality out of the earned surplus of the utility department.
) EXTRAORDINARY INCOME. (DEDUCT IONS) These accounts are designed to include those. items related to transactions of

a nonrecurring nature which are not typical Or CU, toasty business activities of the utility and which would
significantly distort the current year's net income if reported other than as extraordinary items.

4

•
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ANNUAL REPORT
POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1975
OTHER INCOME DEDUCTIONS 

For Retirement of Bonds $75,261,282

Working Capital Article V Section 505
General Revenue Bond Resolution 1,838,837

Additions to Electric Plant 6,468,579

Additions to Improvement Fund 28,483

Additions to Nuclear Fuel Reserve Account 700,000

Bond proceeds used to provide:
Interest on Long-Term debt ($19,858,660)
Fuel ( 4,346,246) (24,204,906)

$60,092,275
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ANNUAL REPORT
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YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1975
OTHER INCOME DEDUCTIONS

• For Retirement of Bonds $75,261,282

Working Capital Article V Section 505
General Revenue Bond Resolution 1,838,837

Additions to Electric Plant 6,468,579

Additions to Improvement Fund 28,483

Additions to Nuclear Fuel Reserve Account 700,000

Bond proceeds used to provide:
Interest on Long-Term debt ($19,858,660)
Fuel ( 4,346,246) (24,204,006)

$60,092,275

•
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Annual 'sport of ?COWER AUTHORITY OF TIE STATE OF NEVI YORK Ver ended DECEMBER 31 75

SALES OF ELECTRICITY FOR RESALE
(ADP Code 041)

1. Report below the information called for concerning sales during year to other electric utilities
, cooperatives, and

to cities or other public authorities for distribution to ultimate consumers.

2. For each sale designate statistical classification in column (b ) thus: FP, for firm Over supplying total system re-

quirements of customer or total requirements at a specific point of delivery; FP(P), for firm power
 supplementing

customer's own generation or other purchases; 0, for other power. Note, Include in the 0 classifica
tion sales in

which the power delivered cannot be classified under either of the above definitions.

3. The number of kilowatt-hours sold should be the quantities shown on the bills 
rendered.

Lis.

No.

Sales to

•
(a)

.:, -1 g

1;1! 71
' ....--

(b)

Point of Delivery

(c)

Voltage

(d)

Kilowatt-hours

(0

Annual

=71/

_(f)

Revenues

Amount

Cs) (h)

1

2

3
4

5
6

7

•

•

•

.
SEE SCHEDULE

•

ATTACHED

$ Centi

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
(ADP Code 050)

1 i
it..
(a)

Operation

(b)
Maintenance

(0)

Total

(d)

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
20

21

22

23

Production expenses:

Steam power generation  

Nuclear power generation  

Hydraulic power generation  

Other power generation (specify) pntt Rental 
Purchased power  

Other production expenses  

Total production expenses  

$

9,255,245
5,102,401 .
576,335

185,699

$

1,993,072
6,062,610

$

11,248,317
11,165,011

576,335

185,699

$15.119.680 $ 8.055.682 $ 23,175,362

Transmission expenses  

Distribution expenses  

Customer accounts expenses  

Sales expenses  

Administrative 4 general expenses  

TOTAL ELECT. OPERATION & MAINT. EXPENSES  

3,605,671

10,160,239

1,514,175

454,901

5,119,846

10,615,140

$78885590 $10,Q74,)58 $ 38,91Q,348 .

PURCHASED POWER
(ADP Code 052)

S. Report below the information called for concerning power purchased for resale during the year.

2. The number of kilowatt-hours purchased should be the quantities shown on the -bills rendered.

3. Interchange transactions should be reported net in this schedule whether the net is a receipt or a delivery b
y

respondent. Indicate such transactions with an asterisk.

°
Purchased From

(a)

Point of Receipt

(b)

Voltage

(0
Kilowatt-hours

(d)

Annual

M.'''.
Demand 1/

(.)

Cost

Amount

(0

Per
kwh

(g)

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

NONE

$ Cents

A

1/ to or boa (specify which).
5 Rev-Ed (12-71)
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Annu•1 report of POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK Year ended DECEMBER 31 ,19 75
UTILITY PLANT

_
il:3

Balance
Beginning
of Year
(b)

Additions
Curing Year

(c)

Retiresente
During Year

(d)

Transfers
and

Adjustments
(c)

Balance
End of Year

(f)

3

5

Dl

11

12

13

6

11

18

Electric Utility Plant:

Electric Plant in Service:

Intangible Plant  

Production Plant:

Steam Production'  

Nuclear Production  

Hydreulic Production  

Not C1assified478.459.25814400510
Total Production Plant  

Tra,smission Plant  

Distribution Plant  

General Plant  

Total Electric Plant in Service

Electric Plant diLease oOth 

Construct ion Work in Progress-Electric  

Nuclear Fuel
'Electric Plant Acquisition Adjustment

15 

s

Total Electric Plant  

Plant of Other Utility Depts. (specify) 

...

670,581,918

$

8,937

$ $

742500
333296264

$

67133335
82615,103

670,581,91814,4094447
122,688,085

8,723,692

19,406

941420

33932,764
701377

(15,333)
334;20808

1,497,483,38
1231010d868

56514779
630548,0341280,452,953154374,273

597,989,313,:::::::::::::.*:
:!::i.:::::f::::

x.:,...:.X.:::
.........-.......

,.

71161841
40,17530

:i:.::::i..i:i:.:::::::*:

''..X.M.X.:IX.:`1...:•:.:.:Y..'`..:*?‘

.X.X.:`°:?...
' ..7.-:•:::::::::

:?...":'..t.!.:•••:•:•!°.',
::::::::::' ..:•:::•:•:.

•

Total Utility Plant  
1,878,442,266::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::1,878,442,266:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:.:::.:.:.:.:::X.

.. -:.:--X:::::::,...::::::

la)

_3382883405

' This account is designed to include the difference between the cost to the respondent utility of electric
plent acquired as an operating unit or system by purchase and (b) the depreciated original cost, estimated if
not known, of such property.

ACCUMULATED PROVISIONS FOR DEPRECIATION OF UTILITY PLANT

.1

Name of Utility Department

(S)

Balance
Beginning of Year

(b)

Depreciation
Accruals
for year

(c)

Net Charges for
Plant Retired
During Year

(d)

Other It.,,
Debit or Credit

(Explain)
(.)

Balance
End of Year

(f)

21

22

23  

24  

25

Electric  

Other utility department

(specify)  

$

NCNE

$

Total  

LONG—TERM DEBT

•

o Class and Series of Obligation

a)

Nominal
Date

of !sou,
(b)

Date of
Maturity

(o)

Outstanding
per Balance

Sheet
(d)

Interest for Year

Rate

(e)
Amount

(f)

31

32

33

54

55

36

37

38

39

40

w

SEE SCHEDULE

:

ATTACHED

_..
* $

v 9
6

•



S
A
L
E
S
 
T
O

O
t
h
e
r
 
E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 
U
t
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 

A
N
N
U
A
L
,
 R
E
P
O
R
T
 
P
O
W
E
R
 A
U
T
H
O
R
I
T
Y
 
O
F
 
T
H
E

F
 
P
 
C
 F
O
R
M
 #
 
1
 M

I
T
E
M

P
O
I
N
T
 
O
F
 D
E
L
I
V
E
R
Y

V
O
L
T
A
G
E

I
N
 
K
V

S
T
A
T
E
 
O
F
 
N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K
 Y
E
A
R
 E
N
D
E
D
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
7
5

S
A
L
E
S
 
O
F
 
E
L
E
C
T
R
I
C
I
T
Y
 F
O
R
 
R
E
S
A
L
E
 

1
 o
f
 4

A
N
N
U
A
L
 

R
E
V
E
N
U
E
S

K
I
L
O
W
A
T
T
 

M
A
X
I
M
U
M
 

P
E
R
 
K
W
H

H
O
U
R
S 

D
E
M
A
N
D
 
K
W
 

A
M
O
U
N
T
 

C
E
N
T
S
 

(
1
0
0
0
'
s
)

M
W
H

S
t
.
 
L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

#
 2

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k

0
T
o
w
n
 
o
f
 
C
r
o
g
h
a
n

2
3
0

1
,
0
2
6
,
1
6
9

1
1
8
,
0
2
3

$
4
,
3
6
3
,
5
3
9
.
0
7

0
.
4
2
5

N
.
Y
.
S
.
 
E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 
&
 G
a
s

0
S
a
r
a
n
a
c
 
S
u
b
s
t
a
t
i
o
n

1
1
5

1
6
4
,
9
1
4

2
0
,
3
5
6

7
7
1
,
7
9
7
.
4
6
 

•
0
.
4
6
8

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k

C
l
a
y
 &
 E
d
i
c
 
S
u
b
s
t
a
t
.

3
4
5

9
,
1
4
8
,
8
7
8

1
,
2
4
4
,
4
9
0

4
0
,
5
3
1
,
2
6
1
.
6
3
 

•
0
.
4
4
3

N
.
Y
.
S
.
 
E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 
&
 G
a
s

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
S
w
i
t
c
h
y
a
r
d

2
3
0

3
,
4
4
7
,
9
4
7

4
8
0
,
9
6
8

1
5
,
9
6
4
,
1
7
9
.
2
5

0
.
4
6
3

R
o
c
h
e
s
t
e
r
 
G
a
s
 
&
 
E
l
e
c
t
.

R
o
c
h
e
s
t
e
r
 
S
u
b
s
t
a
t
.

3
4
5

1
,
6
7
4
,
0
5
0

1
9
2
,
0
0
0

7
,
5
1
8
,
1
2
6
.
6
2

0
.
4
9
9

H
y
d
r
o
 
E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c

P
o
w
e
r
 
C
o
m
m
.
 
O
n
t
a
r
i
o

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
S
w
i
t
c
h
y
a
r
d

2
3
0

2
5
5

8
8
5
.
1
1

0
.
3
4
7

C
0
0
0
e
r
a
t
i
v
e
s

S
t
.
 
L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

F
P

6
 P
o
i
n
t
s
 
D
e
l
a
w
a
r
e
 
&

D
e
l
a
w
a
r
e
 
C
i
t
y
 
E
l
e
c
t
.

C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

S
c
h
o
h
a
r
i
e
 
C
o
u
n
t
i
e
s

4
6

2
8
,
7
1
7

6
,
9
3
7

1
9
5
,
6
9
2
.
7
9

0
.
6
8
1

O
n
e
i
d
a
 
M
a
d
i
s
o
n
 
E
l
e
c
t
.

6
 
P
o
i
n
t
s
 
O
n
e
i
d
a
 
&

C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

F
P

M
a
d
i
s
o
n
 
C
o
u
n
t
i
e
s

4
6

1
0
,
7
1
8

2
,
6
2
9

7
3
,
6
3
3
.
8
4

0
.
6
8
7

O
t
s
e
g
o
 
E
l
e
c
t
.
 
C
o
o
p
.

F
P

3
 P
o
i
n
t
s
 
O
t
s
e
g
o
 
C
o
u
n
t
y

4
6

2
8
,
9
1
9

6
,
7
1
2

1
9
4
,
5
6
5
.
6
6

0
.
6
7
3

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

F
P

1
 
P
o
i
n
t
-
C
h
e
r
r
y
 
O
a
k

C
h
a
u
t
a
u
q
u
a
 
C
a
t
t
a
r
a
u
g
u
s

E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 
C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

3
,
6
7
5

1
,
7
2
6

2
5
,
1
9
0
.
9
3

0
.
6
8
6

S
t
e
u
b
e
n
 
R
u
r
a
l
 
E
l
e
c
t
.

F
P

5
 
P
o
i
n
t
s
-
S
t
e
u
b
e
n
 
C
o
u
n
t
y

C
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e

3
4
.
5

3
5
,
8
7
3

9
,
2
2
1

2
4
0
,
8
7
3
.
5
9

0
.
6
7
2

A
l
l
e
g
h
e
n
y
 
E
l
e
c
t
.
 
C
o
o
p
.

F
P

N
.
Y
.
-
P
a
.
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
L
i
n
e

o
r
 
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t

V
a
r
i
o
u
s

7
9
9
,
5
0
0

1
3
0
,
0
0
0

4
,
3
1
8
,
6
6
5
.
0
0

0
.
5
4
0

M
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s

S
t
.
 
L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

F
P

P
l
a
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h
 
S
u
b
s
t
a
t
.

1
1
5

3
3
1
,
3
1
7

7
0
,
8
4
0

1
,
7
7
6
,
9
8
0
.
8
6

0
.
5
3
6

C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
P
l
a
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h

to



A
N
N
U
A
L
 
R
E
P
O
R
T
 
P
O
W
E
R
 A
U
T
H
O
R
I
T
Y
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
S
T
A
T
E
 
O
F
 
N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K
 
Y
E
A
R
 
E
N
D
E
D
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
5

F
 
P
 
C
 F
O
R
M
 #
 
1
 
M
 

S
A
L
E
S
 
O
F
 
E
L
E
C
T
R
I
C
I
T
Y
 
F
O
R
 
R
E
S
A
L
E

2
 
o
f
 4

V
O
L
T
A
G
E

K
I
L
O
W
A
T
T

A
N
N
U
A
L

M
A
X
I
M
U
M

R
E
V
E
N
U
E
S

P
E
R
 
K
W
H

S
A
L
E
S
 
T
O

P
O
I
N
T
 
O
F
 
D
E
L
I
V
E
R
Y

I
N
 
K
V

H
O
U
R
S

D
E
M
A
N
D
 
K
W

A
M
O
U
N
T

C
E
N
T
S

(
1
0
0
0
'
s
)

M
u
n
i
c
i
p
a
l
i
t
i
e
s

M
W
H

I
T
E
M

S
t
.
 
L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

#
2

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

V
i
l
l
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
B
o
o
n
v
i
l
l
e

F
P

B
o
o
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
N
.
Y
.

4
6

3
7
,
3
3
1

7
,
8
7
8

$
 
2
5
1
,
7
4
2
.
2
2

0
.
6
7
4

S
o
l
v
a
y

F
P

S
o
l
v
a
y
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

1
1
5

2
2
5
,
6
3
5

3
7
,
4
1
7

1
,
3
8
7
,
4
4
1
.
4
2

0
.
6
1
5

R
o
u
s
e
s
 
P
o
i
n
t

F
P

R
o
u
s
e
s
 
P
o
i
n
t
,
 N
.
Y
.

4
6

3
2
,
6
9
9

6
,
0
8
5

2
2
3
,
6
1
9
.
9
0

0
.
6
8
4

T
h
e
r
e
s
a

F
P

T
h
e
r
e
s
a
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

2
3

4
,
3
0
3

1
,
0
2
0

2
8
,
5
3
4
.
4
1

0
,
6
6
3

P
h
i
l
a
d
e
l
p
h
i
a

F
P

P
h
i
l
a
d
e
l
p
h
i
a
,
 N
.
Y
.

2
3

5
,
3
6
6

1
,
2
1
5

3
5
,
4
5
2
.
9
0

0
.
6
6
1

I
l
i
o
n

F
P

I
l
i
o
n
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

4
6

4
7
,
0
3
7

1
0
,
0
7
1

3
0
9
,
1
6
6
.
0
4

0
.
6
5
7

M
o
h
a
w
k

F
P

M
o
h
a
w
k
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

• 
4
6

1
3
,
7
1
8

2
,
9
0
8

9
1
,
6
5
3
.
1
8

0
.
6
6
8

V
i
l
l
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
H
a
m
i
l
t
o
n

F
P

H
a
m
i
l
t
o
n
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

4
6

3
5
,
2
0
9

6
,
8
9
6

2
1
7
,
7
5
9
.
9
5

0
.
6
1
9

S
k
a
n
e
a
t
e
l
e
s

F
P

S
k
a
n
e
a
t
e
l
e
s
,
 
N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

1
7
,
6
9
9

3
,
6
0
3

1
1
3
,
4
3
9
.
7
0

0
.
6
4
1

F
r
a
n
k
f
o
r
t

F
P

F
r
a
n
k
f
o
r
t
,
 N
.
Y
.

4
6

1
2
,
3
1
9

2
,
5
3
9

8
2
,
5
6
6
.
6
9

0
.
6
7
0

S
h
e
r
b
u
r
n
e

F
P

S
h
e
r
b
u
r
n
e
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

4
6

2
6
,
7
4
7

5
,
8
8
8

1
8
2
,
5
3
6
.
0
2

0
.
6
8
3

L
a
k
e
 
P
l
a
c
i
d
 
V
i
l
l
a
g
e

F
P

L
a
k
e
 
P
l
a
c
i
d
,
 N
.
Y
.

4
6

3
4
,
6
1
2

7
,
6
6
1

2
5
9
,
1
2
1
.
1
0

0
.
7
4
9

V
i
l
l
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
T
u
p
p
e
r
 
L
a
k
e

F
P

T
u
p
p
e
r
 
L
a
k
e
,
 N
.
Y
.

2
.
4

3
6
,
3
0
6

8
,
5
9
5

2
7
0
,
3
2
6
.
2
3

0
.
7
4
5

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n

F
P

J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,
 
N
.
Y
.

1
1
5

1
1
6
,
4
4
7

2
1
,
0
0
0

7
8
2
,
5
6
7
.
7
7

0
.
6
7
2

C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
S
a
l
a
m
a
n
c
a

F
P

S
a
l
a
m
a
n
c
a
,
 N
.
Y
.

1
1
5

4
2
,
9
1
9

7
,
9
7
4

2
8
2
,
9
4
7
.
0
4

0
.
6
5
9

V
i
l
l
a
g
e
 
o
f
 A
n
d
o
v
e
r

F
P

A
n
d
o
v
e
r
,
 
N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

4
,
1
4
0

9
2
8

2
7
,
1
4
7
.
3
3

0
.
6
5
6

A
k
r
o
n

F
P

A
k
r
o
n
,
 
N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

1
7
,
5
9
2

3
,
4
8
7

1
2
1
,
6
3
7
.
6
8

0
.
6
9
1

W
e
l
l
s
v
i
l
l
e

F
P

W
e
l
l
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

4
5
,
4
4
1

8
,
5
7
0

3
4
7
,
3
6
1
.
6
7

0
.
7
6
4

F
a
i
r
p
o
r
t

F
P

F
a
i
r
p
o
r
t
,
 N
.
Y
.

1
1
5

1
4
4
,
7
9
5

3
0
,
7
8
1

9
4
5
,
6
9
4
.
7
2

0
.
6
5
3

L
i
t
t
l
e
 
V
a
l
l
e
y

F
P

L
i
t
t
l
e
 
V
a
l
l
e
y
,
 N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

1
4
,
3
4
3

2
,
7
9
2

9
5
,
3
8
1
.
2
1
-

0
.
6
6
5

S
p
r
i
n
g
v
i
l
l
e

F
P

S
p
r
i
n
g
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

2
9
,
1
6
6

6
,
1
3
2

2
0
0
,
0
9
0
.
9
3

0
.
6
8
6

B
e
r
g
e
n

F
P

B
e
r
g
e
n
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

7
,
9
0
4

2
,
5
0
9

5
4
,
6
2
8
.
3
4

0
.
6
9
1

W
e
s
t
f
i
e
l
d

F
P

W
e
s
t
f
i
e
l
d
,
 N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

4
5
,
2
2
9

4
,
4
9
9

2
9
4
,
3
1
5
.
7
3

0
.
6
5
1

M
a
y
v
i
l
l
e

F
P

M
a
y
v
i
l
l
e
,
 N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

1
5
,
4
7
3

3
,
2
1
1

1
0
8
,
0
0
2
.
8
5

0
.
6
9
7

C
h
u
r
c
h
v
i
l
l
e

F
P

C
h
u
r
c
h
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
N
Y

3
4
.
5

6
,
6
7
3

1
,
4
4
6

4
5
,
2
5
8
.
2
5

0
.
6
7
8

S
p
e
n
c
e
r
p
o
r
t

F
P

S
p
e
n
c
e
r
p
o
r
t
,
 
N
.
Y
.

6
9

3
3
,
2
0
1

7
,
7
4
1

2
2
1
,
4
3
2
.
6
2

0
.
6
6
7

W
a
t
k
i
n
s
 
G
l
e
n

F
P

W
a
t
k
i
n
s
 
G
l
e
n
,
 N
.
Y
.

3
4
.
5

1
5
,
6
4
9

2
,
9
6
8

1
0
1
,
6
7
6
.
5
6

0
.
6
5
0

B
a
t
h

F
P

B
a
t
h
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

3
7
,
7
2
0

3
,
5
7
9

2
4
4
,
6
6
2
.
9
2

0
.
6
4
9

E
n
d
i
c
o
t
t

F
P

E
n
d
i
c
o
t
t
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

3
2
,
9
6
6

6
,
8
0
0

2
2
3
,
5
2
2
.
2
2

0
.
6
7
8

A
r
c
a
d
e

F
P

A
r
c
a
d
e
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

1
1
5

6
3
,
0
6
2

1
4
,
0
5
6

4
2
7
,
1
6
0
.
4
3

0
.
6
7
7



A
N
N
U
A
L
 
R
E
P
O
R
T
 
P
O
W
E
R
 
A
U
T
H
O
R
I
T
Y
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
S
T
A
T
E
 
O
F
 
N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K
 
Y
E
A
R
 
E
N
D
E
D
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
7
5

F
 P
 
C
 
F
O
R
M
 #
 
1 
M
 

S
A
L
E
S
 
O
F
 
E
L
E
C
T
R
I
C
I
T
Y
 
F
O
R
 
R
E
S
A
L
E

3
 o
f
 
4

S
A
L
E
S
 
T
O

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

P
O
I
N
T
 
O
F
 
D
E
L
I
V
E
R
Y

V
O
L
T
A
G
E

I
N
 
K
V

K
I
L
O
W
A
T
T

H
O
U
R
S

A
N
N
U
A
L

M
A
X
I
M
U
M

D
E
M
A
N
D
 
K
W

R
E
V
E
N
U
E
S

P
E
R
 
K
W
H

A
M
O
U
N
T
 

C
E
N
T
S

I
T
E
M

#
2

(
1
0
0
0
'
s
)

M
W
H

(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

A
n
g
e
l
i
c
a

F
P
 

A
n
g
e
l
i
c
a
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

4
,
8
1
3

1
,
0
3
3

$
 

3
1
,
4
1
3
.
3
8

0
.
6
5
3

S
i
l
v
e
r
 
S
p
r
i
n
g
s

F
P
 

S
i
l
v
e
r
 
S
p
i
n
g
s

3
4
.
5

2
,
6
0
8

5
6
8

1
7
,
4
7
9
.
4
4

0
.
6
7
0

M
a
r
a
t
h
o
n

F
P
 

M
a
r
a
t
h
o
n
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

8
,
8
2
1

1
,
8
3
2

5
8
,
4
4
6
.
2
9

0
.
6
6
3

G
r
o
t
o
n

F
P
 

G
r
o
t
o
n
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

1
3
,
1
6
3

3
,
1
7
9

9
7
,
6
1
7
.
0
1

0
.
7
4
2

C
a
s
t
i
l
e

F
P
 

C
a
s
t
i
l
e
,
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

4
,
5
0
3

8
8
4

2
9
,
4
7
4
.
9
7

0
.
6
5
5

P
e
n
n
 
Y
a
n

F
P
 

P
e
n
n
 Y
a
n
,
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

3
4
.
5

3
7
,
7
3
4

7
,
2
2
1

2
5
4
,
1
3
9
.
9
6

0
.
6
7
4

O
t
h
e
r
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
U
t
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

S
t
.
 
L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

0
 

S
t
a
t
e
 
L
i
n
e
 
n
e
a
r

P
.
S
.
B
.
 
o
f
 
V
e
r
m
o
n
t

P
l
a
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h
,
 
N
.
Y
.

1
1
5

8
2
7
,
5
2
3

1
0
1
,
7
8
1

3
,
9
5
2
,
3
8
4
.
2
9

0
.
4
7
8

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

0
 

S
t
a
t
e
 
L
i
n
e
 
n
e
a
r

P
.
S
.
B
.
 o
f
 
V
e
r
m
o
n
t

P
l
a
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h
,
 N
.
Y
.

1
1
5

3
2
6
,
0
7
2

5
2
,
6
3
2

1
,
9
9
8
,
3
3
4
.
5
6

0
.
6
1
3

T
o
t
a
l
 
S
t
.
 L
a
w
r
e
n
c
e
 
&
 N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

1
9
,
1
2
7
.
8
9
0
 

$
9
(
1
1
.
3
9
1
,
5
2
9
,
A

t.
V
.

‘
1



4

A
N
N
U
A
L
 
R
E
P
O
R
T
 
P
O
W
E
R
 A
U
T
H
O
R
I
T
Y
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
S
T
A
T
E
 O
F
 
N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K
 Y
E
A
R
 
E
N
D
E
D
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
7
5

F
 
P
 
C
 F
O
R
M
 #
 
1
 
M
 

S
A
L
E
S
 
O
F
 
E
L
E
C
T
R
I
C
I
T
Y
 
F
O
R
 
R
E
S
A
t
E

4
 o
f
 4

S
A
L
E
S
 
T
O

I
T
E
M

B
l
e
n
h
e
i
m
 
G
i
l
b
o
a
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

P
O
I
N
T
 
O
F
 
D
E
L
I
V
E
R
Y

V
O
L
T
A
G
E

I
N
 
N
V

K
I
L
O
W
A
T
T

H
O
U
R
S

A
N
N
U
A
L

M
A
X
I
M
U
M

D
E
M
A
N
D
 
K
W

R
E
V
E
N
U
E
S

P
E
R
 
K
W
H

A
M
O
U
N
T
 

C
E
N
T
S

#
2

(
1
0
0
0
'
s
)

M
W
H

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k

0
 

P
o
i
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
t
e
r
-

3
4
5

3
2
0
,
5
6
4

5
5
0
,
0
0
0

$
8
,
9
0
8
,
1
8
0
.
8
E
O

2
.
7
7
9

N
.
Y
.
S
.
 
E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 &
 G
a
s

0
 

c
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

3
4
5

1
1
4
,
1
4
9

2
0
0
,
0
0
0

3
,
5
0
9
,
7
0
8
.
4
0

3
.
0
7
5

R
o
c
h
e
s
t
e
r
 
G
a
s
 
&
 E
l
e
c
t
.

0
 

A
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
'
s
 3
4
5
 
N
V

3
4
5

7
9
,
1
5
5

1
5
0
,
0
0
0

2
,
4
2
9
,
5
7
8
.
8
0

3
.
0
6
9

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
H
u
d
s
o
n
 
G
a
s
 
&

T
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
L
i
n
e

E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c

0
 

f
r
o
m
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

3
4
5

4
3
,
3
0
7

1
0
0
,
0
0
0

1
,
3
5
0
,
0
0
0
.
0
0

3
.
1
1
7

T
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
-

t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k

a
n
d
 
N
.
Y
.
S
.
 G
a
s
 
&

E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
.

F
i
t
z
P
a
t
r
i
c
k
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
H
u
d
s
o
n

P
o
i
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
t
e
r
-

3
4
5

8
8
,
9
5
8

1
6

4
3
8
,
4
7
2
.
4
0

0
.
4
9
3

C
o
n
s
o
l
i
d
a
t
e
d
 
E
d
i
s
o
n

c
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

3
4
5

6
6
9
,
5
6
2

1
3
1

3
,
4
7
9
,
0
7
4
.
7
3

0
.
4
6
7

L
o
n
g
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
L
i
g
h
t
i
n
g
 
C
o
.

A
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
'
s
 3
4
5
 
K
V

3
4
5

2
3
5
,
7
5
6

4
5

1
,
1
8
8
,
8
0
0
.
7
1

0
.
4
5
2

N
.
Y
.
S
.
 E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c
 
&
 G
a
s

f
r
o
m
 P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
t
o

3
4
5

2
2
5
,
9
0
7

4
2

1
,
1
0
2
,
4
4
2
.
7
9

0
.
4
8
8

N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k

T
r
a
n
s
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
f
a
c
i
l
i
-

3
4
5

6
6
7
,
5
4
9

1
1
8

3
,
2
2
6
,
4
4
4
.
2
9

0
.
4
8
3

O
r
a
n
g
e
 
&
 R
o
c
k
l
a
n
d

t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
N
i
a
g
a
r
a
 
M
o
h
a
w
k
 3
4
5

5
5
,
2
5
8

1
1

2
8
6
,
0
2
4
.
1
4

0
.
5
1
8

R
o
c
h
e
s
t
e
r
 
G
a
s
 
&
 E
l
e
c
t
r
i
c

3
4
5

7
7
,
6
7
3

1
4

3
8
8
,
6
6
7
.
4
4

0
.
5
0
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
B
l
e
n
h
e
i
m
 &
 F
i
t
z
P
a
t
r
i
c
k
 P
r
o
j
e
c
t

2
,
5
7
7
,
8
3
8

2
6
,
3
0
7
.
3
9
4
.
5
8

G
R
A
N
D
 T
O
T
A
L

2
1
,
7
0
5
.
7
2
8

$
1
1
6
,
6
9
8
,
9
2
4
.
3
2



120

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
LONG TERM DEBT
DECEMBER 31, 1975 

NOMINAL
DATE DATE OF
OF ISSUE MATURITY

OUTSTANDING PER
BALANCE SHEET

INTEREST FOR YEAR

a

RATE AMOUNT

St. Lawrence Project & Related Transmission Lines

Series A Term Bonds 1/1/55 1995 112,089,000 3.207. $3,586,848

Series B Serial Bonds 1/1/56 1977-1985 1,594,000 2.757. and 2.807. 44,234

Series C Serial Bonds 1/1/57 1977-1985 1,495,000 3.757. 56,063

Niagara Power Project

Series E Term Bonds 1/1/59 2006 65,086,000 4.205 2,733,612

Serial Bonds 1/1/59 1977 3,075,000 3.757. 115,313

Series F Term Bonds 1/1/59 2006 67,356,000 4.207. 2,828,952

Serial Bonds 1/1/59 1977-1979 9,850,000 3.755 369,375

Series G Term Bonds 1/1/60 2006
Serial Bonds 1/1/60 1977-1979

41,931,000
5,900,000

4.3757,
4.007,

1,834,481
236,000

Series H Term Bonds 1/1/60 2006 28,035,600 4.1251 1,156,444

Serial Bonds 1/1/60 1977-1980 6,105,000 3.757, 228,937

Series J Term Bonds 1/1/61 2006 37,264,000 3.757, 1,397,400

Serial Bonds 1/1/61 1977-1979 4,895,000 3.257, and 3.407. 162,749

Series K Term Bonds 7/1/63 2006
Serial Bonds 7/1/63 1977-1980

8,724,000
1,270,000

3.6257,
3.257. and 3.357.

316,245
41,910

Second Circuit Transmission Line Project

Series L Term Bonds 1/1/64 2006
Serial Bonds 1/1/64 1977-1984

4,041,000
2,520,000

3.557,
3.257. and 3.307.

143,456
83,790

Present Facilities 401.230.000

1970 Project

Series A Term Bonds 12/1/70 2010 120,000,000 6.8755 8,250,000

Serial Bonds 12/1/70 1986-1993 20,000,000 6.507, 1,300,000

Series B Term Bonds 4/1/71 2010 85,500,000 5.6257. 4,809,375

Serial Bonds 411/71 1986-1995 24,500,000 5.107. to 5.507, 1,304,480

Series D Term Bonds 10/1/71 2010 98,000,000 5.8757, 5,757,500

Serial Bonds 10/1/71 1986-1995 22,000,000 5.107, to 5.607. 1,202,800

Series E Term Bonds 2/1/72 2010 39,000,000 5.507. 2,145,000

Serial Bonds 2/1/72 1986-1995 11,000,000 4.901 to 5.307. 570,272

Series F Term Bonds 7/1/72 2010 95,000,000 5.505 5,225,000

Serial Bonds 7/1/72 1986-1995 29,000,000 4.757, to 5.307. 1,491,360

Series G Term Bonds 10/1/73 2010
Serial Bonds 10/1/73 1986-1995

85,000,000
25,000,000

5.3757,
5.007. to 5.207,

4,568,750
1,274,410 10

1970 Project 654,000,000
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POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
LONG TERM DEBT
DECEMBER 31. 1975 

General Purpose

NOMINAL
DATE DATE OF

OF ISSUE MATURITY
OUTSTANDING PER
BALANCE SHEET

INTEREST FOR YEAR
RATE AMOUNT

Series A Term Bonds 1/1/75 2010 $ 125,000,000 7.875% $9,834,750Serial Bonds 1/1/75 1987-1995 25,000,000 6.507. to 7.307. 1,759,585Series B Term Bonds 6/1/75 2010 110,000,000 8.125% 8,937,500Serial Bonds 6/1/75 1987-1997 40 000 000 6.907. to 7.907. 3,012,132General Purpose 300,000,000

TOTAL BONDS $1.355.230.000

General Purpose Notes

Promissory Notes 7/1/75 7/1/78 $ 150,000,000 7 1/47. $10,875,000Promissory Notes 7'1/75 7/1/80 50,000,000 7 1/27. 3,750,000

TOTAL NOTES $ 200,000,000

TOTAL LONG TERM DEBT $1,555,230,000 
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Annual Report of Power Authority of the State of r.., end.<1 December 31 ,19

TAXES, TAX EQUIVALENTS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND SERVICES DURING YEAR

1. Report below the information called for respecting operating expenses, etc., and in column (e) show

contributions and services to ttie m4nicipality or amounts which are not accounted for in respondent's

other government units by the electric utility and, financial statements. For those amounts not included

conversely, by those bodies to the electric utility. in respondent's financial statements, explain in a

Do not includes (a) loans and advances which are footnote the reason for their omission.

subject to repayment or which bear interest, (b) par 3. Taxes included in this schedule should be limited to

rents in retirement of loans or advances previckisly those amounts chargeable to operations of the electric

made, (c) contributions by the municipality of funds utility department. Exclude gasoline and other sales

or property which are of the nature of investment in taxes which are included in the cost of transportation

the electric utility department. and materials.

2. Enter in column (c) the tOtal contributions made or 4. Tax equivalents included in this schecksle should be

received. Show in column (d) amounts included in amounts which are und•rstood to constitute payments

column (c) which have been accounted for in the res- equivalent to or in lieu of amounts which would be

pondent's financial statements, i.e., balance sheet, paid if the electric utility department were subject

income account, earned surplus, operating revenues, to local tax levies. .

Amount of Contribution or Velue of Services

j
kwh Included in Not included

!
Item 1,000's Total Financial

Statements
in Financial
Statements

(.) (b) (c) (d) (e)

By the Electric Utility to the Municipality

or Other Government Unitas

$ $ $

1 Taxes  xxxx XXXXXXXX xx

2 Tax equivalents  

3 To general funds of the municipality  xxxxxxx XXXXX xx

4 Other (specify')  .xx....x..xxx

5  ..xxxxxxxxxxxx

6 Total contributions  xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

7 Street and highway lighting  19 $ 190.00

8 Municipal pumping  

9 Other municipal light and power  

10 Other electric service  5033 50,330.00

II Nonelectric service (specify') XXXXXX xxxxxxxx

12 xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

13

X  

Total services  5052 $ 50,520.00

Total contributions and services by the

14 electric utility  

By the Municipality or Other Government Units

to the Electric Utility:

15 For operations and property maintenance  

16 Other (specify')  

17

18 Total contributions  

19 Office space  / 
20 Water  

21 Engineering service  

22 Legal service  

23 Other service (specify')  

24

25 Total services  

Total contributions and services by

26 the municipality  

Net Contributions and Services by the Electric

Utility to the Municipality or Other Government

27 Units (line 14 minus line 26)  

7
Rev (12-69)
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' 
POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK ."`" DEC • 79 75

STEAM-ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT STATISTICS (Large Plant.)
I Largr plants are strain plant. of 15.000 Ion or more nf inilallcd CA• 5 If g.” is used and purchaird on • therm basis. thr bloc worn. of1..) (name plate rating( Include e•s-turbonr atol internal combustion the gas shnuld he given and the quantity 1.7 furl hurnrd t trd toplants of 0.000401 and inore in thts sehedolr Include nuclear plaints M cu h. 11411 pl.. at 60 •7 /
2 If any plant is kased or operated AS • ;mni ratan, indicate such 6 Quantities of fuel burned lime 36/ and average cost pr. unit of fuelfa.. by the use of astensks and footnotes burned tlinr 41; should he cannot,. onh 'harem ill 'morns.. Af1,1•111i•

501 and 547 time 411 as shoon n 1..- 13 If net peak demand for 60 minutes is not •vallabk. give that which n 0 1 
ss ••,ailabie. specifying penod 7 If rnore than one fuel is burned in a pt•nt furntsh only the com-

posite heat rate for all furls burned.4 If • group of emplo,ees •tiendi more than 01111. g lir, plant,
report on line I I the approximate •veragr nurnbrr of employees auts, 8 The items under cost of plant represents accounts or conibtriations•Ne to each plant of accounts prescribed by the ( niform System of Accounts Productson

Lunt Item Pio. P4•4.
No. (0) (b) Icl

I Kind of plant (steam, internal combustion, gas
turbine or nuclear)  

2 Type of plant construction (conventional, outdoor

boiler. full outdoor, etc.) 

3 Year originally constructed . 
a Year lasi unit was installed 

5 Total installed .pacity (maximum generato(

narne plate ratings in kw.) 
6 Net peak demand on plant—kw. (60 m)nutes) 
7 Plant hours connected to hod 

8 Net continuous plant capability, Itilowims:
9 (a) When not lirrted by condenser water 
10 (b) When limited by conden.ser water 
11 Average number of emploVees 
(2 Net generation, exclusive of plant use 
13 Cost of plant:

34 Land and Land rights  
15 Structures and improvements 

16 Equipment c.ts 

17 Total cost 

38 Cost per kw of installed .pacity (Line 5) 

::.:::::::::';'; .....:•:•::::::::: 

...

*',:::•::::::::::::::::::::::::$::::::::::::::::::::::::::::%::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:;
39 Production expenses:

20 Operation supervision and engineering 

21 Fuel 

22 Coolants and water (nuclear plants only) 
23 Steam expenses 

24 Steam from other ss. rces 

23 Steam transferred (Cr.) 

26 Ekctric expenses  .

27 Misc. $team power expenses (or nuclear).-
28 Rents 

28 Maintenance supervision and engineering 

30 Maintenance of structures 

31 Maintenance of boiler plant (or reutor plant) 
32 Maintenance of electric plant '
33 Maintenance of misc. steam plant (or nuclear)
34 Total production expenses 

35 Expenses per net kwh. (Mills-2 places)
36 Fuel I Kind Cool Go, 011 Cool Go, Oil

37 Unit: (Coal—tons of 2.000 lb.) (Oi)—barrels of

42 gals.) (Gas— M toll.) (Nuclear, indi.te)_

38 Quantity (units) of fuel burned 

39 At.-rage heat content of fuel burned 1B.t.1.. per
lb of coal,per gal of oil. or per cu ft of gas) —

40 Average cost of fuel per unit, as delivered lob.

plant during yea r  

41 Aserage cost of fuel per unit burned 

42 As tg cost of fuel burned per million B.t.u 

43 Asg cost of furl burned per kwb. net gen 
44 Aerage 0 t u per kw), net generatton  

Rev (12-67)
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Ann,
"POI4FR ATTTPORTTY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Yan,and.d 
DEC 

31, I V 75

STEAM-ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT STATISTICS (Largo Plants) (Continuad)

expenses do not include Purchased Power. System Control and Load Ch.- tuned cycle operation with a conventional steam ,.an, the ga. turbine

patch,. and Other Expensn classified as -Other Power Supply Ex. should be inaluded with the steam plaint.

penses I 1. If the respondent operates • nude. power generating plant op-

9. For IC. and G.T. plants report Operating Expenses. Acets Non. pend. (•) • brief explanatory statement concerning accounting for the

548 and 549 on line 26 -Electric Eapenses.- and Mainicnance Arets can of power g ted including •ny. attribUtb0.1 of excess cool to 

Nn. 533 553 and 514 on line 32 -Maintenance of Electric Plant '• Indicate search •nd development expenses. (b) • brief explan•tion of the 8.1

planu designed for peak load service Desigiute automatically operated accounting specifying the accounting methods and types of co. units

plants used with respect to the various component• of the fuel coo, and (c!

10. If any plant is equipped with combinations of steam. hydr,. in. such add,fiona1  mt.°. ... tn•Y be infot,n91.9, conc4̂,•"11 the 'TT.
4r4.1 e,,,,b,,,aa aii saa ,ar6aa a,...i pa ,n, , ,..c h . boc id be eepor.d ae of plant. kind of fuel used, and other phyan, and operating charac•

a separate plans However, sf a gnn turbine unit functions in a ees-n• tensile. of the p/ant.

(8) (s/ 14
lin•
N•.

1

NONE
2

3

4

5

6

7-

8

9

10

11

12-

13

14

13

16

17

1 8

a

10

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

Cool Gas Oil Cool Gas Oil Cool Gos Od 30

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

9

4
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PCWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK Year ended DEC 31. 9751 

HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT STATISTICS (Large Plants)

I. Larer plants are ht In. plant. of 10.000 kw. or morc of 3. If net peak demand for 60 minutes it na available, giveinstalled tap... 'name phut. ratings). that which is available, specifying period.

2. If alt plant is leased. operated under a license from the 4. If a group of employees astends more than one genera,Federal Pa.., Commission, or operated as a joint facility, ing plant, report on lane II the approximate average nurnbcrindirair such lams b. the U1.1. of asterisks and footnotes. If of employens assignable to each plant.licensed IWO,. igi% ,• projt•ci number

Lint,
N.

fPC licensed ',eject Na. and Plant Norn• Robert Moses Power Dam
#2000 

(b)

Robert Moses Niagara Pc
Plant & Lewiston Pumper
Generating(t)Plant #221(

Run of River

Conventional
1961 (A)
1962

2,190,000
2,723,000

CONTINUOUSt
"..

2,615,000 (B)
2,400,000

260
. 17,125,564,000,

1Nre
101

!

1

3

a

5

0

7

8

9

ICI
It

12

13

14

15

i 6

17

II

19

20

21

22

13

24

15

26

27

2$

29

30

31

32

33

34

klnd of plant lron-u6ri.e1 or storage) 

Type of plant construction (conventional or out-
door) 

Year originally constructed 

Year last unit w. installed 

Total installed capacity (generator name plate
ratings in kw.) 

Net peak demand on plant—kilowatts (60 min-
utes)  

Plan hours connected to load 

Net plant capability, kilowatts:

(a) Under the most favorable oper. conditions

(b) Under the most adverse open. conditions
Average number of employees 

Net generation. exclvsive of plant use 
Cost of plant:

Land and land rights  

Structures and improvements 

Reservoirs, dams. and waterways 

Equipment costs 

Roads, railroads. and bridges 

Total cost 

Con per kw. of installed capacity (Line 5) 

Production expenses:

Operation supervision and engineering 

Water for power 

Hydraulic expenses 

Electric expenses 

Misc hydraulic powcr generation expenses.--
Rents 

Maintenance supervision and engineering 

Maintenance of nructures 

Maintenance of rrrrr voirs, dams, and water-
ways 

Maintenance of electric plant 

Maintenance of misc. hydraulic plant 
Total production expenses 

Expenses per net kith. (Mills-2 places)

(A) Year plant went into operation.
(B) The two plants are operated

Run of River

Conventional
1958 (A)
1959

912,000
960,000

CONTINUOUS
. .

.' i, .

916,000
829,000

173
7,307,66$,000

$223,739,641 $445,517,637
$ 245.33, . $ 203.43

- - ., .
73,456

16,511
222,142
164,043

-

197,585
122,595

75,641
196,444
281,126

•

99,152
-

289,785
351,864
356,214

-
410,159
181,604

50,838
3,888,673
301,538

$1,349,543 $5,929,827
$ .018 $ .035

conjuctively

Rev (10-67) 10

Cr

83-385 0 - 77 -- 9
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PUWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 999, .498 DEC 31. 19 75

HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT STATISTICS (burg. Plants) (Continu•d)

5. The items under Cott of plani represent accounts or com• penses classified as "Other Power Supply Expenses."

binational of accounts prescribed by the Uniform System of 6. If any plant is equipped with combanations of steam,

Accounts. Production expenses do not include Purchased hydro, internal combustion engine or gas turbine equipment,

Power, System Control and Load Dispatching, and Other E., each should be reported as a separate plant.

BLENHEIM GILBOA PUMPED Line

STORAGE GEERATING PLANT 00 01
N..

PUMPED STORAGE
1

CONVENTIONAL
1973 (A)

2

1973 3

4
1,000,000 3

1,009,000 6

CONTINUOUS 7

NA
v

NA
10

83
11

12(542,837) ,
13

tit

IS

16

17

18

$170,328,289 19

$170.33 20.
21

15,090 22

- 23

83,320 24

245,460 23

130,341 26

- 27

16,554 28

37,353 29

30

15,816
211,228 31

31,075 32

$7R6,217 33

34

Rev 10-

N•R'

67
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00.01 "P'̂  ''' POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK tidor enrixt1 DEC a I. 19 75

STEAM-ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT STATISTICS (Large Plants)

- Average Annual Meat Rates and Corresponding Net Kwh Output for Most Efficient
Generating Units

I. Report only the roost efficient generating units (not to 2. Report annual system heat rate for total coi.....mtional
exceed 10 in number) nhtch were operated at annual ca- steam-power generation and corresponding net generation
pacify factorst of 50 percent or higher. List only unit type (Line 11).
installations, i.e., single boiler serving one turbine-generator.
It is not necessary to report sing e unu plants in this sched- 3. All heat rates on this page and also on page 8 and 9
ule Do not include non-condens.ng or a u Mena tic extraction- should be computed on the basis of total fuel burned including
type turbine units operated for processing steam and electric burner lighting and banking fuel.
power generation.

Ling
No.

Plant
NoneNon 

to)

Unit
No.

(b)

InW •

(e)

Ito. Pier
Nat Koh.

(d)

N. G•nerotion
Million Koh

1•1

Kind
of
NO

(F)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

9

10

NONE

Total System Steam Plants

11 .

—•Generaioe rating at maximum hydrogen to-soot •

8 Annual Unit Caper, Factor. Net Generation—Koh:
Unit KW. Capacity las included in plant imal—line S. pg. 8 & 9)08,760 hours

-

12
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Armorial POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORKrap., of .ne.d DEC 31. )975

STEAM-ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS

I. Include in this schedule steam -electric plants of 25,000 which the respondent is not the sole owner. If such property

kw. (name plate rating) or more of installed capacity. is leascd from another company give name of lessor, date and

2. Report the information called for concerning generating term of lease, and annual rent. For any generating plant,

plants and equipment at end of year. Show unit type inoal- other than a leased plant or portion thereof for which the re-

lation, boiler and turbine-generator, on fame line. spondent is not the sole owner but which the respondent op

3. Exclude from this schedule, plant, the book cost of which elates or shares in the operation of, furnish a succinct statement

is included in Account 121, Nonutility Property. explaining the arrangernent and giving particulars as to such
matters as percent ownership by respondent, name of co-

4. Designate any genera ing plant or portion thereof for owner, basis of sharing output, expenses or revenues, and how

Lino
No

Norn• di Mont

(a)

Location of Mont

00

$011115

Number
ond Year
kotolted

(c)

of eKind ful
and Method
of Yiring

(d)

Rated

P....r.
P143.

lint

(e)

KoNd
Steorn
Tempe,
*tura.

Mil

(,)

RaNd Moo.
Continuous
M lb. . SNorn

per Hour

Otttt

(9)

10

It

13

13

14

16

II

20

St

22

23

24

25

26

28

29

30

22

33

NONE

.

,

Noir refcrcnrr•

•Indicatt reheat boilers thotly. 1050/1000.
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PCWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK .,.d DEC

STEAM-ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS (Continued)

expenses and/or revenues are accounted for and accounts of- and not leased to another company. If such plant or equip-

fected. Specify if lessor, co-cosner, or other party O an merit was not operated within the past year explain whethex

associated company. O has been retired in the books of account or what disposs-

5. Dvt,griair anv generating plant or purtton thereof leased tion of the plant or equipment and its book cost are corium-

to another company and give name of lessee, date and IITITI plated.

of lease and annual rent and how determined. Specify 7. I ric I ude in this sc hedule gas -turbines operated in a com-

whether lessee O an associated company. bincd cycle with a conventional VCAIII unit with its associated

6. Designate any plant or equipment owncd, not operated, steam unit.

TURSINE •GENERATORS • •

GENERATORS

TURSINES Roma Plot* lhating -
in Kilowatts

Plant

CaPocihi. Lino

p,,,,.. Stalans At
Year

Maximum No.

Installed Rating
Pressure Al "‘"'"."" HYdrogan Generate:,

Kilowatt. Typo? at Throttle p p•• Minimum Hydrogen Phony,* T t Pouter Yalta.* Noma PloN

tfttt

PIS,

ttttt

Hydro9.n

Pr*"..

Pressure

t t t t t

Fodor K.Y.ttt Itc“,xsititt

Mir, mot.

lhl (.) 61 (t) 111 199 lo) lo) 10 1.41 10 1.1

I

2

3

4

. 5

6

7

A

I

I 0

1 1

12

NO NE 13
14
15

16

17

18

1 9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

Note reference :

• • R1i.. cons...pound uoinor•egrne.r.m.r ono. on MAO 11MM I 1 I. •••• 1.11 And I, µ, i14111.

onus .411 Omit , mon,. 41 la.olcr 1,411 polo, Co-. (-Apar.% rating of pumps in term.1 of fell Inad requirements

1 Indicate tandern-compound ITC.). eross.compound (CC.); single casing (SC). niyiuing unit iT.t. aos1 ....u•ind.•11.111. A ti l 'shut. Kul. pus ,,,,, •

tt Designate air cooled generators.

11,1f other than 3 phase. 60 cycle, indicate other characteristic

ft 1 tfshould opt,- v.th column in).

1111tInctiwl, hoill r•linfil for $hr hod,. and tlo. tinitine•ernetator of dual-rates, in...A.60ns

15

tik
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PC14ER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK. DEC 75
Yew ondod 31. 19..

HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS

I. Include in this schedule Hydro plants of 10,000 kw. (name 4. Designate any plant or portion thereof for which the
plate rafing) or more of installed capacity. respondent is not the sole owner. If such property is leased

' 2. Report the information called for concerning generating frorn another company, give name of lessor, date and term of
plants and equipment at end of year. 'Show associated prime lease, and annual rent. For any generating plant, other than
movers and generators on the same line. a leased plant, or portion thereof, for which the respondent

3. Exclude from this schedule, plant, the book cost of which is not the sole owner but which the respondent operates or
is included in Account 121, Nonutility Property. shares in the operation of, furnish a succinct statement cc-

WATER WHEELS

Lino Nome of Plant Location Nam. of Stream A/sanded or
Unanon444

Typo v... G,e.. Slot,,
No.

of
Unit° bobbed .." W...

Pond Full

(.) (6) (.1 (d) (0 M (9)

1 Robert Moses Massena, New York St. Lawrence Att. F. P. 1958 85'
2 Power Plant Ver 1959
3

4 Robert Moses Lewiston, New Yorc Niagara River Att. F. Ver 1961 310'
a Plower Plant 1962
6

7 Lewiston Pump Lewiston, N.Y. Reservoir Att. F.Ver* 1961 97'
a Generating (Water from 1962
9 Plant Niagara River)
10

I' Blenheim - Blenheim Gilboa Reservoir Att. F.Ver* 1973 1085'
12 Gilboa New York (Water from .
13

14

Pumped Stor-
age Plant

Schohaire CreeK)

15

16

17

18

19 * Reversible Type Unit
20

,
21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

•Horirontal or vertical. Also indicate typo of runner—Francis (F), fixed propeller (FP), automatically act/ust•ble propeller (AP), Impulse (I).

Designate reversible type units by appropriate footnote
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,.porsof POWER AUTHORITY OF ThT STATE OF NEW. YORK 4,414.1 DEC 31, 19 75

HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING PLANTS (Conlinwvd)
plaining the arrangement and giving particulars as to such • annual rent and how deti-rmined. Specify whether lessee is

Matter! 2IS percent ownership by respondent, name of co- an associated company.

owner, basis of sharing output, expenses, or revenues, and 6. Designate any plant or equipment owned. not operated,

how expenses and/or revenues are accounted for and accounts and not leased to another company If such plant or equip-

affected. Specify if lessor, co-owner, or other party is an mem was not operated within the past year explain whether it has

associated company. been retired in the books of account or what disposition of the

5. Designate any plant or portion thereof leased to another plant or equipment and its book cost are contemplated.

company and give name of lessee, date and term of lease and

WATER WHEELS —Co. tnu•d GENERATORS Total Intlellpi G•sa-
sfteiro

Mu...,., hp. Fro. 14,,-. 981. Nal, HQ..., .4 R.,...eth ifts...

060. room.,
...."
No.

Des, Hood ..1,1A. Cap.., el liee et
Doc, Hood

Y..
l000llod

Vs.,. Maul oosocv
or .1 c.

.1 U.,,..

Kokomo.
U....
Moo

0,1 N Ii) (8) (I) 1.1 (.1 (.) fp) (o)

81 94.73 80,000 1958-9 13,800 3 60 57,000 16 912,000 1

2

380 120 200,000 1961-2 13,800 2 60 150,000 13 1,950,000 3
4

75 112.5 27,000 1961-2 13,800 3 60 20,000 12 240,000 5
6

1002 257 350,000 1973 16,200 3 6 250,000 4 1,000,000 7

8

9

10

11

12

13

. ..1

15

16

17

18

19 ,

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

AO

17

a

4v
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4.9." .4 POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK v.., .nd.d DEC 31, 19 75

INTERNAL-COMBUSTION ENGINE AND GAS-TURBINE GENERATING PLANTS
I. Include in this schedule inicrnal-combust.on engine and 4. lksii,naii. Ans plants Or portion i lo trof for m hid, thr

gas-turbine plants of 10.000 kilowatts and more. ri•sponticiu is nut the ...AC 0, oil' 11 111( 11 propyrts o Icasill
2. Report the information called for concetning plants and fr0": dr""hrr '' na"". "1 h."'".. ''''. "'I "."" Id,,..,,rnrni ., rnd 0‘. 

 
shoss as,odatcd prin.,. n,,,,,., kase. and annual rent. For am gyncratteig plant lulu, ;I lllll

and generators on same line. a leased plant. cu. portion thrit.tif. I'm s.hich thc ruptintIctio k.,
not thy milt- ...Tit, hot %%hit It Ilse reSpillitlem oprrairs or

1. Exclude from this st hedule. plant. i he book cost of 1.1-itels chart, In 11.11. operation of. lurni111 a succinct
is included in Account 121. Nuntitilit, Properts platning the arrangcmcnt .inil El' l'9 part it til.,• as 8, 1.111

PRIME MOVERS

Lien,
N. Nom* of Mont

to/

Location of Plant

lb)

intninoi-Corybustion et
Ges-Tynon•

Yoe,
mooned

Ill0

Colr•

(•I

Minot
.o• Ono,
Conn«.

Ifl

1

2

3

A

5

6

7

6

9

10

11

12 NONE
•13

IA

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

3A

35

36

37

38

39

AO

NW!' references:

•Inchcate haste cyck for gas-iurbine• open or closed,
Indicale baste cycle for internal-comburonn. 2 or 4.

IOW
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of PCUER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
Y.sor and•d DEC 31, 111 .75

INTERNAL-COMBUSTION ENGINE AND GAS-TURBINE GENERATING PLANTS (Contimmd)

matters as percent of ownership by respondent, name of co- annual rent and how determined. Specify whether lesser is

owner, basis of sharing output, expenses, or revenues, and an associated company.

how expenses and/or revenues are accounted for and accounts 6. Designate any plant or equipment owned, not operated,

affected. Specify if lessor, co-owner, or other party is an and not leased to another company. If such plant or equip-

associated company. rnent was not operated within the past year, explain whether

5. Designate any plant or portion thereof leased to another it has been retired in the books of account or what disposition

company and give name of lessee, date hod term of lease arid of the plant or equipment and its book cost are contemplated.

PRIME MOVERS
Confinued

GENERATORS
toot le.foltol Goo-

lloOrd Co of Unot Year Insfollo4 VIA.. Photo
Prononnr Nemo Plcoo lot,

of Unof n Kikroviis

14onts••
a ,,,,
,

om,n9 Cot., .
Co fronts

 plc% mf.oits)

lio•

NO.
or 4.c.

191 Ihl lil Ii) (1) (I)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

. 14
NONE 15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

19



135

PCMER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK Yam anded DEC 31, 19 75

CHANGES MADE OR SCHEDULED TO BE MADE IN GENERATING PLANT CAPACITIES
Give below the information called for concerning changes in electric generating plant capacities during the year.

A. Generating Plants or Units Dismantled, Removed from Service, Sold, or Leased to Others During Year

Lin•
No.

No m• of plant

1K)

Disposition•

110

INSTALLED CAPACITY —KILOWATTS
n,,,.• •

1f)

If told or leased to onothe,
gove nom* ond address of

purchaser or I•ste•
(9)

Hydro

1‘)

St•arn

(d)
lother)
(*)

I

7

3

A

3

6

7

NONE

_

•

'Scam whether &amended, removed from aervioe, sold, or le...ed to another. Plants removed froth service include those not maintained for regular
or emergency seevia. ••Date diatnantled, removed frons service, sold, or leased to another. Designate complete plants as such.

B. Generating Units Scheduled for or Undergoing Major Modifications

Line
No.

Nom• of plant

(a)

Character of Modification '

(b)

Installed Plant Capacity After
Modification—

ESTIMATED DATES OF
CONSTRUCTION

Kilowatts
1e)

Start
(d)

Cornpletion
le)

I

2

a
4

3

6

7

NONE

C. Now Generating Plants Scheduled for or Under Construction

tine
No.

Plant Nome and location

tel

Type*

(b)

INSTAIRED CAPACITY
KILOWATTS

ESTIMATED
CONSTRUCDON

DATES Of

Initial
le)

Ultimate
Id)

Start
10

Completion
111

1

2

2

4

3

6

SEE SCFEDULE ATTACHED

.

D. Now Units in Existing Plants Scheduled for or Under Construction

Line
No.

Plant HOT. and location

(.71

Type.

(14

UPON°.

CO

Size of Vint
Kilowatts

Mt

ESTIMATED DATES Of
CONSTRUCTION

sk,e,

(4)
Cornplohon

If)
I

2

3

4

3

6

7

• Hydro, pumped storage, Hearn, internal-combustion, gu-turbine, nude, etc.

20
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4""'" r""t ° PC:ER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK Year ended DECEMBER n ,19 75

TRANSMISSION LINE STATISTICS
1. Report below information requested concerning each tiansrission line. Show highest voltages first. If more

space is required use an insert page with column headings as shown in this schedule .
2. The type of supporting structure reported in column (d) should indicate whether (1) single pole, wood or

steel; (2) H-frame, wood or steel poles; (3) tower; or (4) underground construction.

5. Designate any transmission line or portion thereof for which the respondent is not the sole owner. If such
' property is leased from another give name of lessor.

4. Designate any transmission line leased to another and give name of lessee.

DESIGNATION LENGTH (POLE WILES)

j Type of
On

Structures
On

Structures Number
Size of
Conductor

:
From To Voltage Supporting

Structure
of Line
Designated

of Another
Line

of
Circuits

and
Material

(b) (o) (d) (A) (f) (9) (h)

1

2

3 ,
4

5 ATTACHED
6
7
8

9
10

TRANSMISSION LINES AI)I)EI) DURING THE YEAR
1. Report below the information called for concerning transmission line,. added during the year. It is not nec-

essary to report minor revisions of lines. If more space is required use an insert page with column headings
as shown in this schedule.

2. Show each transmission line separately. If construction is underground indicate by footnote. If actual costs
of completed construction are not readily available for reporting at lines 32 through 55 it is requested that
estimated final completion costs be shown. Designate if estimated amounts or. reported. Include costs of
Clearing Land and Rights-of-Way, and Roads and Trails, it line 32 with appropriate footnote, and costs of
Underground Conduit at line 33.

3. If design voltage differs from operating voltage indicate such fact by footnotes; also where line is other
than 60 cycle, 3 phase indicate such other characteristic.

j

:
17;

Line designation: xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx

21 From  

22 To  

23 Line length in miles  

Supporting structure' xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx

24 Type  

25 Average number per mile  

Circuits per structure: xxx xxxx xxxx xxxx

26 Present  

27 Ultimate  

Conductors: xxxx xxxx xxxx 0000

28 Size  

29 Material  

30 Configuration and spacing , 

31 Voltage - kv (operating)  

Line Cost (omit cents); xxxx xxxx xxxx xxxx

32 Land and land rights  $ $ $ $
53 Poles, towers, and fixtures , 

54 Conductors and devices  

55 Total  

2
Rev (12-69)

41,
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Amlual report of PCWER AUTHORITY OF ThT STATE OF NEW YORK fim, .nd.d DECEMBER 31 19

ELECTRIC ENERGY ACCOUNT
Report below the information called for concerning the disposition of electric energy generated, purchased, andin erchanged during the year.

Line Item
Kilowatt-hours

(8)

SOURCES OF ENERGY

Generation (excluding station

1 Steam  

2 Nuclear  2,116,576,00tt
3 Hydro  23,890,395,006
4 Other (specify)  

5 Total generation  26,006,971,)50R
6 Purchases  

7 In (gross) Kwh
8 *Interchanges Out (gross) Koh
9 Net  

10 Received Kwh
11 *transmission for/by others (wheeling) Delivered Kwh
12 Net  
13 Total  26,006,971,000

DISPOSITION OF ENERGY

14 Sales to ultimate consumers (including interdepartmental sales)  4,218,273,000
15 Sales for resale  21,705,728,000
16 Energy furnished without charge  , 5,03,000.

Energy used by the utility (excluding station use):

17 Electric department only (use by other departments should be accounted for as sales)  

18 Energy losses: Transmission and conversion losses  

19 Distribution losses  

20 Unaccounted for losses  

21 Total energy losses  77,937,000
22 (   percent of total energy generated, purchased and interchanged) 26,006,971,000
23 TOTAL  

Submit an explanatory statement of any interchange, transmission, or wheeling transaction, 9009 name of
other party and amount of compensation for the service to or by the respondent.

* This does not include pumping losses at Gilboa Project.

Rev (12-69) 20
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Annual report of

of

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

ATTESTATION

rear inded DECEMBER 31,19 75

The foregoing report must be attested by an authorized officer of
the reporting utility.

GEORGE T. BERRY
(Insert here the name of the attester)

that he is  GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER 
(Insert here the official title of the attester)

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

certifies

(insert here the exact legal title or name of respondent)

that he has examined this report; that to the best of his know-

ledge, information, and belief, all statements of fact contained

in the said report are true and the said report is a correct

statement of the business and affairs of the above-named

respondent in respect to each and every matter set forth therein

during the period -

JANUARY 1  ,1915_ , to and including  DECEMBER 31 

1975 .

(Signatur o at/ester)

23
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NEW GENERATING PLANTS SCHEDULED FOR OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION

INSTALLED CAPACITY ESTIMATED DATES
. PLANT NAME AND LOCATION TYPE KV  OF CONSTRUCTION 

INITIAL ULTIMATE START COMPLETION

Indian Point #3
Buchanan, N.Y.

Nuclear 873,000 1,033,000 8/69 June 1976

Astoria #6 Steam 787,000 787,000 1/1/71 September 1976
Queens, N.Y.

Pumped Storage 2

ETA Fossil
Arrhur Kill, NY

Pumped 1,000,000 1,000,000 4/78 May 1982
Storage

* Steam 700,000 700,000 4/78 September 1982

Greene County Nuclear * Nuclear 1,200,000 1,200,000 7/78 September 1984
Power Plant
Cementon, NY

* The identified site represents the preferred site presented in Article VIII
proceedings before the New York State Public Service Commission.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 10
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ENCLOSURE No. 2

POWER SYSTEM STATEMENT

For the Year Ended December 31, 1975

MADE BY

PQWFR AUPPO.P.ITY .0F TIE; STAT1,: DIEK YQ13IS 
(Full legal name of respondent)

 10 CaLUI1131.1* 111.;w YaliK 1D.Q1.9 
(Addross)

COVERING

POWER AUTHORITY

TO THE

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

The an 'Arcola frees the Cconenittion't replaiitent preicrebin,
the filin, 1 Power .1).errni Statement, for Electric (hellfire, Li-
en", grid Otheri.

Pad 141—Statements and Reports (Schedules)

• • • •
141.51 Form No. 12, Power system statements for
Class I aad II systems and for Class IV and V systems
where requested.

(a) The revised FPC Form No. 12 Power System Statement
(Class 1,11, IV and V Systems), including the revised instruc-
tions and schedules therein contained, be and the same hereby
is approved and adopted.

. (b) Each corporation, person, agency, authority or other
legs( entity or instrumentality, whether public or private,
Which operates facilities for the generation or transrnission,
Or distribution of electric energy, and which is in the classi-
fication of Class I or Class It Systems or is in the classification

I

of Class IV or V Systems, where Form No. 12 is requested
(as such classes are defined in the accompanying revised
FPC Form No. 12), shall hereafter annually prepare and file
with the Commission on or before the 1st of May of 1956, and
each year thereafter, such statement or statements, and in
such form as is required by said instructions and schedules,
setting forth the answers to the questions therein stated, and
furnishing the information therein called for, for the preceding
calendar year.

•
The revised form was prescribed by the Commission by

Order No. 183, issued January 14, 1956 (15 FPC 790) and
amended by Order No. 224, issued Sept. 15, 1960 (24 FPC
460) and Order No. 312, issued December 20, 1965. Statu-
tory authority for the Commission's action is granted by the
Federal Power Act, as amended (49 Stat. 838, 16 U.S C.
791,825r) and particularly Sections 4(a), 301(a), 302(b),
303, 304, 309 and 311 (49 Stat. 839, 854, 855, 858, 859;
16 U.S.C. 797(a), 825(a), 825a(b), 8256, 825c, 825h, 825j).

.••
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1.1f tNMONS

t -person.- as he,.-inafte, used, means a tor:air:0:0n 'or person as defined in 1 di tire Federal P OWerAct. y -
authority. or 01S sr 1, en ea1 tity ov instrumentality, whethef ublic or p;ivate, inclednig a rrine-1,...l.ty as- delins e.d in aaj,,t%.,

2. "System." as her eleaf te• used, means all connected electric ganeratingaal,fiir transmission and/or d'shil.a.itian
facilities operated as unit under one control. mana;oinent, or operating supervision 0, one or more porsons

3. "Respondent." a) hereiiiefter used. fracier the porton or persons upon Wh0.13 heir0 ytatamtrt

4 The "net en -fey bir system'. (entered on lint 7 ..4,.hedule 9) is the sum of ,merstion and energy fete ri :1,11
others less the en tr/ delivered to others for resale.

5. The "ce.-illri'ity" n1 a generating Plant is clef.rr of as its load-carrying ability d t,, •i-iti t power factor 11,1 tail 1
. time interval indepe •emt of the other characteristics of teed.

In general, e t .pability is determired characteristics: Ph, 6'11 coI,Thien;a. iituacy of the prime
prime move, steam aupply; operational limitations, sii..th s cooling and circulative, era* fr ternper,du, orb nt ,m.
porature and he id and tailweter elevations.

6 The -dep.mi.lai.le :a; icity" of • generating Weill or groups of plants is define,: se t'‘0 krid•cerrying ability for the ti or .,
tervel and period rpe,ified when related to the Chari..1-0!):,C5 of the load to be suoptied.

In general, a pl capacity is influenced not only by factors affeetin., . but by such tietirs s
duration of the sest• 1,1 2 • Oa, position on the load rano.: ...hers the plant as to be °paw rd, and the plant's operating power f. ol sr.i

7. •'Dernand int,rval" is the period of time ore/ which the demand is measured. Erir'i syslarn shall report lo -id s
basis of integrated r'-,r.ande for 60-minute Cluck-how intervals. Where demand data ire riot Available on this basis, it ,;i, i
that adjuytr0a.,t1 ho 1,11d, to approximate the intaerotdd demand for 60.minute-clock-hour intervals and explained in footnetls. !

. Where such adjustment cannot be made, demand data should be furnished in the form available and explained in footnotes.
8. The terms "hydro" and "hydroelectric" for purposes of this statement refer to conventional hydroelectric plants.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Statements concerning the operation of electric power systerne •s required by the Commission's order, shown on pap 1, should
, be prepared end filed in conformity with the following requirements, unless otherwise directed by the Regional Off:ce of the Fed- i
, •ral Power Commission:

1. Where a person operates a system and only one system, one statement should be filed for that system.

2. Where a person operates more than one system, separate statements should be filed for each system so operated.
3. Where more than one Person operates a system, either a consolidated stetement should be filed upon behalf of •II, or sopa. :

rate statements should be filed by each, as directed by the Regional Office of the Federal Power Commission.

4. Where several systems. filing separate reports, are operated under soma form of power pool operation or common dispatch. E
ing, a supplementary power system statement on F. P. C. Ferns No. 12 covering the pool operations should also be filed, including
• brief statement describing the method of operation under the power pool arrangement.

5. Scope of the statement.

Ciess ofBasis of Classification Scope of StatementSystem

Systems which generate all or part of system requirements and.
whose net energy for system for the year covered by this
atatPrIlarlf WX%—

More than 100,000. megawatt-hours .  
20.000, to 100.000. megawatt•hours.  
5,000, to 20,000. mega watt-hours 
Less than 5 000 000 kilowatt-hours.

Systems enp.aged primarily in Sales for resale and/or sales to
industrials, all other sales being negligible 

Systenis which obtain entire energy requirements from other
Systems 

Ii
lii
Ill

IV

Form No. 12 complete.
Form No 12 complete, excepting schedule 15.
Form No. 12-A.
Form No. 12-0.

Form No. 12.A unless Form No. 12 or No. 12-0
VJ is requested.

.................... ........ .....

6. Six signed copies of the completed statement, including the original if the report is typewritten, shall be returned to the
Regional Office of the Federal Power Commission at the address shown on the front of the cover supplied by the Commission.

7. All communic,tions concerning this stetement and all requests for extra copies of individual pages shoulo be addressed
to the Regional Office of the Commission. Additional covers or copies of the complete form may be obtained from the Federal

• Power Commission, Washington, D. C., at/5 cents per copy.
8. Entries on this form may be made by typewriter, with pen and ink, or by any suitable method to facilitate reproduction,

provided entries are legible and in proper alignment.
9. Before the statement is prepared in final form for return to Ora Commission, all figures on the working copy should be

checked for mathematical accuracy and for consistency, where the some figures appear in more than one schedule in this or in
other statements or reports submitted to the Federal Power Commission. Any apparent incon,istency should be explained.

10 No deviation from these instructions should be undertaken without the approval of the Regional Office of the Federal
Power Commission. 

m 

it. Insert the word "none" where it is a true and complete answer to any particular inquiry. Insert the words "not ap-
plicable" in those schedules or parts of schedules which do nut apply to the respondent's system.

12. Where exact data are not available, report estimated data and designate such entries by the abbreviation "Est."
13. All information shall be furnished for the calendar year.
14. All information is to be furnished for the system as it existed at the end of the year. vivin Part of the sYstcrn mooacquired by the respondent during the calendar year, the respondent should report this part for the entire year. obtaining the

necessary information iro, the records of the previous owners. it vv. •...i part of the system was oispesed of during the calendar
year and the respondent was not operating that part at the end of the year, the respondent should not report on this part at all.

• One megawatt-hour equals 1,000 kilowatt-hnurs.

(2) Rev. (12-75)
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POWER SYSTEM STATEMENT FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR 1975

Oeneral information

Sta,,,vo, covering facilities for generation -..nd/nr 
transmission and/or doribution nf electric energy of

12C)3.: • I- tar 1 1-1_,;i0.1'.„ L.} 11Q1it

2. L. Ited in tile State(s) of  
11,A' 

3 Prep.ire-1 and filed oy  
Power  .f;t•ni of York 

tr,ilt 10.5i _ MARIO of corno•ny

1(3 015 Ci T.C.1 (FEC:,..idre:)0.14,1 I

4. El.,. tith. address. and teleohans rso-be, -.3 ofticiAl to whom corre,ondee,- rnr,e,ninv this stateme
nt ch,,til I add. essed

(2)2)
10 Columbus Circle 397-6230

• (Name) (T f rel. No.)
Edward J. Brown Prinripal Economist

(Address)WO

5 flame and address of top holding company

1.........••••••••..•••••
•••......."•••••••••••••••••••............,....,,,.„,,,,..,..........,.,.........,.............................••••••••••••••....

...... ........ ...... ..... ••• ......... • ..... •••••• ........ ••• ....... •••••••••••••...

Des,gnation of System location

6. (Check where applicable)

ig A. Respondent operates only one system.
D f3. Respondent operates the other systems listed below. (Indicate by an asterisk those systems for wh

ich power system

statements are not being filed for the year of this report).

[..) C. This is a consolidated statement filed in accordance with general ipstructicn 3 on behalf of the following companies.
(If all of a aompany's systems are not included, state what systems are excluded and their location.)

Legal Name •nd Address Systems Not Included

3

7. Respondent is a party to the supplementary power system statement designated as 

 filed in accordance with general instruction 4.

S. List all subsidiaries of system companies other than those listed in item 6.0 above, and state the nature of their business.

1
1

1.
0)

........ ..... ....................

3

4

4Ir
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ewer kyam bcatmer4 tie L i for the :41..." &dad &mike, 31, 1275

&he& le I
CAPACITY AND OUTPUT OF SYSTEM OENERATING PLAN IS

INSTRUCTIONS •
I. Plants should be grouped according to type and subtntals

should be shown for each type in columns 4 through 11. II any
plant is equipped with combinations of hydro, pumped storage.

' steam, internal-combustion engine, and gas-turbine units,
each kind should be listed as though it were a separate plant.
Nuclear plants should be included in the steam group, but it

t should be indicated in column I or in footnote that they are
nuclear plants.
2. If the facilities of morn thsn one company are included in

this statement, give the name of the company operating each
of the listed plants at the and of the year. In column I. Those
entries May be made in the form of symbols referenced to the
list of companies in item 6-C, page 3. If • plant is leased, also
give name of the lesser.

3. Designate with an asterisk those plants which Viol, con-
structed, purchased, or leaSati and placed in operation during
the year; also, plants in which major alterations were msde
during the year such as the installation or removal of generatin2
or boiler units or other significant changes. The dates on which
new plants were placed in operation or the dates on which
significant changes were completed should be given in column
1 or in footnotes.

(Instructions continued on next page)

4. Plants now undergoing alterations should be noted with a
doubles asterisk.

S. At the bottom of the pa Sill column 1, list all plants svhirhwere dismantled or removed from serlite duriny the ye-it andgive the dates such changes more mode Omit th• emelt ity il
such plants in columns 4 and S. hot give the date called for in
other columns where applicabk.

6. In column 1 give the name of each system plant. and in
column 2 the name of the Lirnriiunity 'or nearest community/
and State in which each plent is local eri
7 A power ̀factor of 0.8 should be used to determine the

kilowatt capacity of thee!, units which are rated in me rjavolt-
alisperes only.

Kan)! el Plant and el Csinipany OberagnigLiant
'Ur"' 'It bitift:ing raeir a"

i 2

4

6

120

11

12

13
to

Is

16

17
IS

19

fo

It

SS
24

IS

14

pp

to

29

11

32
13

(1)

Robert Moses Niagara

Robert Moses Power Dam

Subtotal (Hydro)

Lewiston Reservoir
Pump Generating Plant

Blenheim-Gilboa Pumped
Storage Generating Plant
Subtotal (Pumped Storage)

FitzPatrick

Subtotal (*clear)

se. System Tote's.= . . .................

8. Figures in column 4 should be based upon the rating at
maximum' pressure shown on nameplate for units with hydrogen
cooling.
9. In column 5 give the installed capacity of auxiliary or

"house" generating units.

10  in 
column

 6 'hiw 
the

"watt h iuruTuof 
all

ngenerating units andalaux generatni ns eac pant. 

(N rislTii:17novfn 
Plant

e State)

(2) 

,INTO!rp:::Ipld
storage, steam,

I.c. enne.
gas turb

gi
ine)

(3) 

Ins:ailed generating raPicitY
at •n0 Of year—minute:hirer
rna41zorirl nameplate

et: f OtivTirui .........
sting units

(4)

:
6 i

noting of i

• I
auxiliary er
Mouse units

(5)

Lewiston, New Yoxi H 1,950 0

Massena, New YorIT H 912 0

2,862

Lewiston, New Yorlt PS 240 0

Blenheim-Gilboa PS 1,000 0
New York

1,240 

Oswego, New York 410

410

111 11 X X It X 11j X 4.2..11 a X

(4)

4, 512 .....
Rev. (1245)

•
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st.,..ent d  Power Authority of the State of New York rm.

Schedule I —Continued

CAPACITY AND OUTPUT OF SYSTEM GENERATING PLANTS

INSTRUCTIONS—C-oncinued

11. In column 7, show the total amount of energy consumed
during the year. for plant light and power and fur plant aux •
iliaries. Energy for synchronous condenser operation in the
plant may also be included in column 1 a, plant use if it is sc
treated in re -,pondent's records; otherwise include in Item E
of Schedule 9. For pumped storage plants, report under
column 7, item (a) normal auxiliary use and under item (b)
energy used for pumping. Pumping energy is that energy
measured ac input to the plant for pumping purposes.

12. In coluinn 8, net generation should he the difference
between gross generation, column 6, and plant use, and energy
used for pumping, column 7. Where set generation entries
are minus quantities, they should be so notincl.
13 In column 9, give the total installed capacity of generating

units which were carrying load or operating as spinning reserve,
in each plant, at the time of system peak load of the year as
shown in columns 10, Schedule 14.

14. In column 10, give the net plant capability of each gene,.
sting plant at the time of the system peak load of the year as

Megaeratt.hours During the Year

load or was maintained as reserve at that time. Include the
capacity of equipment which was out of service for maintenance
or repair at that time, and seclude the capacity of equipment
not maintained in condition to operate for regular or emerg.mcy
service. Net plant capability, as reported in column 1'). should
be the maximum load-carrying capacity normally available at
time of system peak (station use deducted) for a per,o1 of one
hour. For definition of plant capability see definition No. 5,
page 2.

15. In column 10, designate whether a plalt seas used for
base load, peaking, rir standby service (at the time of the system
peak) by inserting after each figure for capability -p." or
"s," or any appropriate combinations thereof.

16 In column 11, give the integratechreq..watt demand (net)
on each vnerating plant for the interval durin;; which the
system peak load of the year occurred, consist,t with the time
interval used by the respondent in reporting on Schedules 13
and 14. See definition No. 7. page 2.
17. Estimat:s (noted "Est.") for columns 6, 7. 8. and 11

.a.Inqjd...6•..f.ur.r.i:taherd , f...rpeasured quantities are not available

(At the time of the s area' 'Toc. it% rye",°,7%,";rim.44-14 Demand Interoal.V.e.iyi

Gross generetIon

(6)

Plant us*

(7)

Net generatcr tool. 6 minus

(a)

17,388,575* 14,187

**
7,320,451

24,709,026

12,783

26,970

361,043
10, 699k

599, 168,

17,374,388

7,307,668

24,682,056

Cro'nt:enc.t:Oincol.ri
(9) (10)

Net clerninel
en plant
(II)

Ic
2,030 2,534

nameplate

2,326

912 846

nameplate'

839

-248,824

1,226,612
1,587,655

2,224,446

2,379,316

107,870

10,863,
542,837

1,758,586&
-791,661

2,116,576

1,000
(nameplate

1,000

1,100

1,100

1,000

1,000

410
***
0

(See explanatory no%.es, page 5A)

***

0

2

3

4

6

7

9

10

It

12

13

IS

16

17

to

19

30 1

211

12 1

23 1

24

OS

91

1t1

'Si
19

I0 !
so

28,521,127 p,514,156 26,006,971 4,352 4,480 4,165 m
O4 112,10
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Schedule_ I.

NOTES

*InGius 47,339 Dm ut gecration in the 02tario
Hydm Niagara River Plants uLang water useigned to
the Pooer Authority, and excludes 42...5,1Y) MWH gen-
eraLion in the RobertMo:<; Niagara Plant; tming water
assigned to Ontario Rydvo.

**Includes 2,120 MWH generated in Ontario Hydro units
using water assigned to the Power Authority, and
excludes 13,440 MWH generated in the Robert Moses
Power Dam using water assigned to Ontario Hydro.

***Fitzpatrick Plant was not in commercial operation at
the time of system peak.

/a_ Auxil

/b_ Pumping

/c_ Inc. pumped storage capacity auxil to Robert Moses
Niagara Power Plant

(5A)
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(Irk‘ 
None System Sta,...mg 4 

,S11,f:442

SYSTF....4 ' 17 0:IC ,FLEC1 RIC DATA

A AGGREGATF 11YDROFLIT.,11:1e. Fri AND rurvnri Al. I.NEkt:Y.
Thi, khr,lolv n...t Is complete,' if there affe,ting thc dAta prcy moiled. In such case tht
h.wing nottlio. lelade at the isotleho .,f ievortecl on FPC et:Ch. 12 It the. year I9..., Correct AS 1.!
Ikcember tee'. hcrein reported 'r heb,U. In arcurdwur telt!, Ike 7,IrtICII-111111 Pd,SpelPhl I- 5,

UM.

Jen.

Storage Plants

mitur .1 ft..

(2)

XXXX

ADVI Ii..:. I I.OW CONDI HONS'
1

'LASSES USE OF S ("REAM ELL, r A.10 ,rONADE Mes.,11NE CAPABILITY i
Erl4(3Y ( Upon', l , I. .. .0 (41.gswatt.) D•oenti ebI a '.

i. a t: to•sitsto• (m, ...Mt; i
Run,' Meer (....1. 7 plul col. 3 In Stores. 00..1 e-:”.1 ...,-Rivar Storage

Store& Plants 5,-....c,I. 4) ot monthl ,...i .111 Plants

0) (4)  (3)  (6)  (1)  (8) (9) I

X X XX

f ob.

Mar.

April

May

uly

Au,.

Ste

Ott

Nev.

Doc.

Year
..... .• .....

Month

sn

F.

Mar.

April

May

ung

July

Ay,

Sml

Ott

Be;

Vast

xxxx
1,360
1,209
1,447
1,221
1,314
1,274
1,286
1,277
1,231
1,228
1,418
1,487 

XXXX

Same as
Col. (4)

AVERAGE OR MEDIAN FLOW CONDITIONS•

x x
3407
9398
3384
3301
3301
3325
3343
3352
3348
3335
3325
3437

X XXX

1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148

x s;

4`:0
'1 t)()

4200
4200
4200 1
4200
4200 1
4200 1
4200
4200
4200 1
4200 1
axle

PLANNED USE OF STREAM FLOW AND STORAGE MACHINE CAPABILITY
Emerge ( Wcgawa II -hour*/ (Meg•watts) Dependsbis

CsPacity
Storag• Plants

Natural flow

(2)
stor.ol

(3)

XXXX XX XX

Run-of-River
Plants

(4)

XXX*

1,660
1,514
1,746
1,557
1,701
1,662
1,715
1,687
1,598
1,614
1,718
1,753 

29;925

Total 4.11.1•
(Col. 2 plus col. 3

plu. col. 4)

(5)

In Storag• End
Of Month,

(6)

X XXX

Same as
Col. (4)

""11110 °""""Y. whin

Run.of.Rivier
Plant.

(7)

3430
3452
3466
3457
3472
3474
3490
3492
3484
3464
3411
3476
X X X X

Storage,
Plants

(8)

1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
1148
X XX X

Is stored, show a nagativ• ouantIty In paranthrse..

(Megawatts)

(9) 

l4200 1
4200 1
4200 1
4200
4200
4200
4200
4200 1
4200 1
4200
4200
4200 1
xxxx

'NOTE --The method or bails used In determining the above data for adverse flow and average or median flow conditions shou,d be rtaPiainaff in
accordance with Instructions 2 and lot this schedule

•
•

Notes.

/1 Includes pumped storage capacity auxiliary to the Robert Moses Niagara
Power Plant

I /2 The Blenheim-Gilboa Pumped Storage Plant.

.......... 
..... ..... .....

(6) Rev. (12-75)
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1:PC. ±,..?.pn 12

S eli tIe] u 2

Power el the State of Nev.: York for the Year Dec. 31, 1971

NOTE]

Wa in power prodiipLiu 3. Gie Robert Lawrence)Power D'un 3 ,...deased from Lal;c: 01,Lari.0 in accordance with a generalregulation pro ,),..111., as modified fr,,in time to time, whici in approvedby the InteriTI:ional Joint Coanni;),.:jail cc currently besL aria; )1.x:A to theaccommodation of the several juLneLa of navigation, rily:i.rian owners,power purcha '.;.;rS, and others affoy.t)ci by the level of l,tJcc Ontario andthe flow of the St. Lawrence River. Operations under the plan aresupervised by an agency of the International Joint Commission with thepower to make temporary adjustments in the light of immediate circum-stances. The regulatory program currently in effect is designated"Plan 1958 - D". Since regulation is primarily for non-power purposes,the Robert Moses Power Dam is essentially a run-of-river plant ratherthan one with controlled storage.

NOTE 2 

For the Robert Moses Power Damthe data in Schedule 2 for adverseflow conditions reflect operation under Regulation Plan 1958-D as appliedto Lake Ontario Levels and SL. Lawrence River flows which yield genera-ting capabilities exceeded 95 percent of the time based on the period 1900to 1973. For the Robert Moses Niagara Plant and the Lewiston PumpGenerating Plant the data in Schedule 2 for adverse flow conditions reflectoperation with Lake Erie outflows which are exceeded 95 percent of the tinbased on the period 1900 to 1973.

NOTE 3

The data in Schedule 2 for median flow conditions were determinedas described in Note 2 except the median or 50 percent exceedence fre-quency was selected rather than the 95 percent exceedence frequency.

(6-A)
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Authc-9:it.y..or L;Ltats,  Yea 14ideri Demmber 31, 17:5
p,wer System Statement 

of .  

• 
4 .....

HYDROELF.t. rim PLANT DATA
For 1975 and rt....7 year thereafter (1910) 0.6, entire schedule should he filled in torripirrety for each ronvin-
hydroelectr, !dna of to i.e9 watt installfd rapirity or r,reiter. Do not refer to previously reterl data in reporting for ev,i

1.irt1" .eharef the i4t,..fiure pars (1976-7-8-9, 1m-7-s,, et- ,) this schedule should be (lied in for ,adi such plant as referred to

h(e, r'W"ithig wit's sZr'dc t , purchased, or leased and lilacel is operation by the respondent during the year; or
(it) 5,Vh0h was 31,er,s1 clurnsc the year—i c., water rneritors, or other equipment instilled, remodeled, removed from

service, or hroired., or

(r) Whose tapaliitit, ao..irodified as a result of changes the year in dams, spillway... nr utdcr still< to of the proje,t,
in availalde :d or ahove the Site; Of

(d) Which was not pre.d,..u.slv reported.
EtiuMerate no chaows ocgor,,1 Ouch :died ,ny of the data last repoi,...d wide, this schedule and make

1,110wing nota:ion fee "Ono for this plant last rtln,t,1 rpf: Fom, No. 12, 19___, is corr,i. as of December 31 of the Iter,in
r..po.ced year. M.', elis teens..'t R. to Sorb laSt reprint,' dsta rady in reporting for the years. Use addendum slie-714;
netrasaly.

%Cabe IA • 07,,.

(I)
.........

River on which located

A. PLANT LOCATION
Si.. Lawrence

State  ,N,,w York

County  St. Lawrence 

Massena, NQW York

B. STATION DATA

fotal installed generator. capacity-- name-plate ratings (including auxiliary units)— Kw 1..

Net plant capability under the roost favorable operating conditions—ow  
916 

Net plant capability under the most adverse operating conditions cm  800 
Estimated average annual potential output on basis of present installed capacity— awls....

If adequate records are available, specify which year of stream flow may be used to deter.

mine both the magnitude and distribution of tha average annual potential output 

Estimated over-all water use in c. f. s. per kilowatt and corresponding head for the follow-

ing loads under headwater conditions which approximate average conditions. Give the

alegavatt output for each load:

Minimum water release (megawatts - 597) 

(2) Dam

912

Power Factor.9„)..._ Portant •

6,400,000

See notes to Sch.2

Mnximum permissible water release
(megawatts - 916) 

Memod of operation—automatic or remote control (A), semiautomatic (SA), manual (M) _

Number of future units provided for in present plant 

Planned ultimate generating capacity— ow 

C. HYDRAULIC DATA

inage area—square miles 

Pondage or storage available at site
1. Area of pond at normal full pond level—acres 
2. Maximum draw-down from normal full pond level—feet 

3. Storage or pondaiiie from maximum draw-down—acre-feet 

Head—in feet, with full pond and full station load!
1. Gross head (Pond elevation minus tailwater elevation)
1. Effective net head (Gross head minus intake and conduit losses)
Elevation
1 Normal full pond elevation- -designate datum 

2 Pond elevation used in estimating water use in lines 11,12: and 13

Developed storage above site (list):
1. Location and drainage area 

(a) Usable volume—acre-feet 
2. Locabon and drainage area 

(b) Usable volume—acre-feet 

  feet 

  feet 

C. C. s. Per Kw

1515

.1692

C pondIng Head
—Foot

Gross'

85.3

81.6

Not.

84.7

81.0

SA

912

300,000 sq.mi.

Run-of-river(storage

based primarily on

non-power consider-

ations)

Run-of-river

plant

3

7

10

11

12

17

18

19

21

22

21

24

TS

26

27

TS

3. Location and drainage area   
29

• (e) Usable volume—acre-feet .   ..... ............... ............. ...........................................

I Should agree with sum of columns 4 and 5. Schedule 1.
• 'Capability to be based on power factor condition normally to be expected at time or system peak StiOe power lector in sP4C4
• Of 4hd firn4 of Year • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Available water, April •i ensviitIon m•nuS tallwater elevation with bond at normal Of •Verliff0 elevation.

'Grose heed minus Intake and COndult losses.
'

(II) • Rev. (12-75)
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01 Sew t   f yr. -1,...,1 , 44,11-1rer 8,, 3 ,
1 1, .... ••••,..,•.....,

• :'!"ROELFCTR!C3 1 1 ' CA -Coworwaed

0. 1/•ISTA1(./..-i:,.." HATA

tvtim, of r'lent  Hobert Powor 1.hrrt . flume of System  50140 r

• •••,, 0

.4!

ea..h It or gmup of ;dent: .' the following

(if necest.4,y attach add;tiotal

1. Waterwheels:

(n) Design head -fret 81
31

(A) 01,era(mg speed- re rul Iion, per minute (A../1 32

(c) Maeimum horsepower cep.reily at design head • 
(d) Type of runner—Francis (F). fixed propeller

(F P ), automatically adjustable propeller

8o,000

- FP

33

(A. P.), impulse,  
(r) iypo—horicontal, vertical, or inclined V

34

35

(J) Yea • installed  1958 161
(g) m„0„um,  8 units Baldwin Lima Hgmilton. 8 units Ill] is-Cl;almers.

tel

2 Generators

(a) Name plate rating in anwolt.amperes 60
tel

Name•plate rating in rieu.,watts 57 19

Name.plate rating—power factor .95 401

(b) Continuous overload capacity in percent 1 41

(c) Voltage - an kilovolt  13. 42

(d) Phase and frequency or d c. 3-60 43
lc) Year Installed' 1958 44i

(/) Manufacturer G. E. 45i

v.

E. STATION STEP-11P TRANSFORMERS

Data are to be furnished for each transformer or group. I. e., one or more banks, of Identical tranvformers, Including spares

Numbet of identical transformers: (a) In service

(b) Spare  1
Type: If auto, specify  No No No
Phase and frequency  1-60 1-60 1-60
Capacity of each transformer in tare:

(a) Normal rating  86 86

cm Maximum continuous rating with forced cooling
(if installed)  N.A. N.A. N.A.

Voltage, in kv.. Prirnary Cfl)  243.a3. 243.2 a.3
Secondary  230 115 115/230

Tertiary 

Bank connection(A, V. V. grounded Y, or other):
Primary 

Secondary 

Tertiary 
Bank capacity, in awe Primary  258 258

Secondary  258 258
Tertiary  

Delta

Grd.Y

Delta

Grd.Y

86

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group S

2 Banks 2 Banks Spare fdr
3

6 6 both groups 44!
411

441

49!

so!

SI

52

51

54;

se
59
60

I. Report   Ole units on schedule 4-A.
3. If not new *hen Installed, show also by footnote the Y.I•r end,. ,•buill•

parate 13.2 1/ wIn lngs
and one high-voltage winding per transformer.

AI 

....... .....
Rev. (12-75)
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statement Powor of  the 5l.rr 1" York . few the year 3.1,„jed Decen,b, 1975
. 

Schdoile 4 
............................................................................................................................................

HYD ()ELECTRIC Pt ANT DATA

ra, 19.25 and 7,11) fifth /far therraf,r (5934 59 5, 15190, tot) th ntite schedule should be filled cowp.',reir for each conven-
hydroelectric plant of 10 r. wntt installe capacity trr weatet. Do not infer to previously repotted data in repotting for every

d), ,tc.)rlats schedule should he filled in for tech such plant as referred to
.ti t1, preceding paragraph, 

.1

(') " 
Which

i11 mat ca‘V:rt,1‘.(4:ritti,,s,"'cii;a;:4;--'i le
eased 
staerr'dwtle!Cl's,licrt!„'..t'r':tit'ilt-is,n;„byotttit; rcTirpl;n7i: idnusttiiinli'ert',‘cre'int1.:11, „moved from

(b) seWrvicce, woar'otherwise: chvard , " "
(a) Whose Lapability v.-as modified ay a result of changes durinc Ow year in dams, spillways, eat Otitcr SI,CttlfeS of the project. or

in available storai,e at or 07.0VC thr or

id) Which was not prevlously teported.
ttortrefate those plants in sylii.11 rvi changes occurred t -i4r of the data last repotted under this wiledule and make the
,,jug notation for each: -Data for this plant last repotted ii. V": 1.,1-111 Nn. 12, 19 , is correct as of Devernlier 31 of the herein

ucod year.- Make thi; referee,- to such last reported data only in r ring for the intermediate years. Use addendum sheets as

.....

Sivar on which located.
New Yor ',1ate

(I)

A. :-LANT LOCATION
N

....

Plant  1.11"-1, (loses 

(2)

County Niagara 

Post office  Niagara Falls, New York 

• B. STATION DATA

total installed generator capacity-- name-plate ratings (including auxiliary units)- • sin'..

I Net plant capability under the most favorable operating conditions— m w  2615° 

Net plant capability under the most adverse operating conditions mw  2,400* 

Estimated average annual potential output on basis of present installed capacity— my-A__

If adequate records are available, specify which year of stream flow may be used to deter-

mine both the magnitude and distribution of the average annual potential output 

Estimated over-all water use in c. I. s. per kilowatt and corresponding head for the follow-

ing loads under headwater conditions which approximate average conditions. Give the

; megavatt output for each load:

One-half station load fuejawatts  1,1110 ) 

I Three-fourths station load (,,awatt, 1,700 ) 

1 Full station load ( watts R.15  )
i Method of operation—automatic or remote control (A), semiautomatic (SA). manual (M)._

Number of future units provided for in present plant 

Planned ultimate generating capacity—cm 

•' C HYDRAULIC DATA

0e- inage area—square miles 

Pondage or storage available at site:
1. Area of pond at normal full pond level—acres 
2. Maximum draw-down from normal full pond level—feet 
1 Storage or pondage from MixiMUT draw-down—acre-feet 

Head—in feet, with full pond and full station load:
i 1. Gross head (Pond elevation minus tailwater elevation)   feet
; 2. Effective net head (Gross head minus intake and conduit losses)

Elevation.
1 Normal full pond elevation—designate datum 
2 Pond elevation used in estimating water use in lines 11: 12., and 13

Developed storage above site (list):
1. Location and drainage area 

(a) Usable volume—acre-feet 
2 Location and drainage area 

(b) Usable volume—aere•feet .•
3. Location and drainage area 

. (C) Usable volume—acre-feet  ........ .............................................
............................. .....
!Should igree vrIth sum of columns 4 and S. Schedule I be ee ee.ti time ,
1CapabIlIty to be based on powy factor ...on norms I o

1,950 MW
Power Fector..9.0_. Percent

.11,40.Q..000*
See notes to Sch.?

  feet

Is. Per Kw

Corresponding Head
—Feet

Gross. Net

3

.04227

.04252

.011321

313.32
311.32
309.32

302.07
300.07
298.07

SA

indefinite

indefinite

260,000 sq.mi.

Run-of-river plant

Run-of-river plant

4

7

9

10

11

12

to

1S

16

17

le

19

20

25

22

23

2S

26

27

211

1Ovne4V,:g Ind tirn°' Ye'r' • • • • • • • Y• • • • • ? • • • •, • •.• • • l'171"VViarre'VtiVeincr,TAZV.1°
eeee en7zenitrestetiale.vitdere=1=eleth pond 11,101,11•i or ..... ge enevadon.

lisv. (12-75)
( 2)
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•••,

,

1 Hynacn,Le.c.:1,(1( '. rt. A NT DATA —Ca' ..,iri ..... d .:
.•

D. IN:;TALLATION DATA :
-•
:
:•Name of pi,„,, i:ciburl, Motley, — 1'1 ifkrr,..11..t _Name of System   Po•kcr..11.j4t.tm..11..;.,-... . _ . . i

!
Number f - units .13 Aary generating urt.„ . (1,dirate below which a, J 'Mary

....

!

Fur each Imo. i. ;r.vid.of identical unit; show tic' folio Ana
(if nec,...1-y •tt additional sheets):

7,9,11

Nor. 13 

8,10

vnit

•
•1. Wateiwli ...Is

(a) —feet 300 300 •
31

(b) Op' or,;, ,peed--revolutions per mina., . 120 RPM 32!
(c) Ma horsepower capacity at dosi.,oi h.:ad 200,000 200,000 31
(4) Type of runner—Francis (F), fixed propeller F ••

(F. P.). automatically adjustable propeller
(A. P.), impulse  34

(a) Type—horizontal, vertical, or inclined. V V al
(f) Year installed' Baldwin Newport ssi
(g) Manufacturer Lima News Pi

2 Generators , hamilton
:

(a) Name-plate rating in oeqavolt-amperes 167 167 MI
Nameplate rating in megawatts 150 150 391
Name-plate rating—power factor 0.9 0.9 a;

(b) Continuous overload capacity in percent 15% 15% 411.
(r) Voltage - in kilovolt  13 .8 13.8 42i
(4) Phase and frequency or d. c. 3 phase 60 cycle ol

. i fe) Year installed' 196172 44 i
(I) Manufacturer 

i
Westinghouse i oi

.
I E. STATION STEP-UP TRANSFORMERS :
i Data ore to be furnished for each transformer or group, I, e., one or more banks, of Identical transformers, including spares iI

!

I
I Numb.; of identical transformers: (a) In service 
1.  (b) Spare 
; Type: If auto, specify .
i Phase and frequency 
I Capacity of each transformer in nva-
••.•
.• 

(a) Normal rating 
r (b) Maximum continuous rating with forced cooling:
:. (if installed) 
I Voltage, in kv Primary  (iv.) 

Secondary  (11.V • ) 
Tertiary 

i. Bank connection(A. V. Y. grounded Y, or other):

Group t

7
None

2 —vanding
3-60

180

N.A.

13.2
120
None

Group 2

6
None

3-6o

180

N.A.

13.2
240
None

Group)

—
1

3-6o

180

N.A.

13.2
120/2)40

None

GrOup 4 Group) E

a!

46,

49 i

.•

soi
.•.

st I..

sal
oi
s4!

Primary  ( I,• V • ) Delta Delta Delta .•
SS i

Secondary  ( H.V.) Gnd.Y Gnd.Y Gnd.Y
Sosi

Tertiary 
27 iBank capacity, in ova.. Primary  ( L•V V. ) 

Secondary 
Tertiary  

180 180 180
se i
soi
eo i

I Manufacturer Ferran:Li Ferr/inti
i

, 1. ft•oort reversIble units on eche.. 4-.6.
' ' ...........................................................,...............

2 If not new when Installed. show •Ito by footnet• the year equ!.......................,....,............. ................. . ..• R.,.......i.i.;.:;.;„,..1

(12-A)
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_Pow'r Authority of New  Yoli,   few the V, era dlnusenbar 31, 196

Scherlai, •' A •.•
PUMPED ST(il.,C.i! DATA t •'

ani every fifth yr, • l9t35, 1793, shceild held:es: in ..eit•I•cet, for etch pumped

. • of 10  t011 •••• ,pacit Of itreisttit on not :41 lIme..iously reported dd., tiff -c roil St1,11 814,

ght(Itt, ta' • t •5- 7-F-9, 1981-2-3-4. riic.) rhis heilule should be filled in (or cli sui.1, plant as referred to

• • pen:ding par igrapli:
‘ Whit-1k WAS 

rurch,,ed, or leased and placed in oi-v-ati..n by the respondent iturins

• 

 year; ur

Which ma% ytar--i.e., water wheels. •sr other eq:iipmecu cut.). '-I, ratri:',..,ed, removed from

service, Of Otiffesv,,
! capahiliv a result of chang r: donne, dams, spillway h tt l. the pioject,

av sz.,ia‘r ai I 7 .ths• the elte; Of

Whith wac not prrvio,::,
• no changes occurred whi.1, a 1, c' date last recori,1 tInt I hrdule and mak, the

i,ation I I plant last repor:c., ir,I 2 rortat I 31 of the herein

v-ar.- Make tin: rtf•P . ' such last reported di:, only ,•• fir the interme,liat- Use rUdendum sheets as

. •

...
(1)

PLANT LOCATION

S,•hohari c Creek

... .

Glib,. (2)

4

Schoharie
,

en which located
New York

• `!“•

Vest office  
Grand Gorge, New York

B. STATION DATA

Total installed generator capacity—name-plate ratings (including auxiliary units)—mw  

Net plant capability at maximum head— mw  
1,148 

t;et plant capability at minimum head—mw

! Estimated average annual generation— irwti

1-,t;niated average annual pumping energy— nwh 

Method of operation—automatic or remote control (A), semiautomatic (SA), manual (M) 

= Number of future units provided for in present plant 

lianned ultimate generating capacity— inei 

stimated over-all water use in c.f.s. per kilowatt and corresponding head for the following

loads under headwater conditions which approximate average conditions. Give the kilo-

! watt output for each load:

One-half station load (megawatts 500 c  f.s. Per kw 

Three-fourths station load (megawatts .750  ) c f s Per kw 

Full station load (megawatts )  c.f.s. Per kw 

Overall conversion efficiency— awh output •-t- ftwh input 
= full station load pumping-megawatts 

C. HYDRAULIC DATA

Pondage or storage available at site:

I I. Area of pond at normal full pond level—acres.  

2. Maximum draw-down from normal full pond level—feet 

3. Storage or pondage from maximum draw-down-acre—feet 

Elevation :

Normal full pond elevation—designate datum  
USGS 

Head—in feet, with full station load: (gen. cycle)

I 1. Gross head (Upper pond elevation minus lower pond elevation) lest...

2 Effective net head (Gross head minus intake and conduit fosses) felt

Storage in upper pool.

1. megawatt hours 

2. Hour use of net plant capability 

Pump starting method Direct connected Starting 

 Motor op each Unit 

1,026

1,000

Power Factor _99._ percent'

1,200,000

1,715,000

none

1,000

Mexlmurn
Heed

Minimum
Head

.0120 .0134

.0120 .0134

.0120 .0134

0.70 0.70

1104 1200

Upper Pond

390

48

15,000

2003

Lower Pond

42o

40

12,700

860

Maximum Heed

1143

1088'

2

3

4

5

6

8

9

10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

1055 1 2,

1001 24

12,000

12
25

26

27

Comptet. this schedule for pure pumped store. pl•nts For plants with both conventional and pumped storage facilities report only the eudlalin
data tint are not reported on schedule 4

'Should agree Aith sum of columns 4 and S. Schedule
'Capability tub, based on power fact°, condition normally lair expected at time of suite In peak State power factor in spare provided

(13) Rev. (12-75)
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Power System Staocwnt of  (lieu YOr).  l'owor Author    Icy the Year Endul I.,tember 31, 1975. . . . . . . . .......................... . . .......................
PIIMPW STORAGE PLANT DATA--Courimied

D. INSTALLATION DATA
N vno, of r.,1 Blenheim-Gilboa 

Name f Syst  Power Author':in

Number of fool.. generating units   Number of auxiliary generating units ..... (Indicate below which am, auxiliary units)
...• ,.• • • • . • • 

.• . 1 ....•

Fa ccc tin:: or group of identical units f.how the following
(if additional sheet,,)•

I. Water,I, of Hydraulic 1 Li:bine/1'unit,

• .1.• ..• • I• •

Unit

Nos.

1, ..• • •

11.11 unit
.•, •

U.

 Nos

...• • •••.•

cii

(a) DeNI; ii head—leot  1,085
28

(b) Oier.,Oci need—as turbine—rpm  ...... .... 257 29(c) Operatin need--as pump—rpm 257 30(d) Maximum horsepower capacity at design head 
(e) Type of runner—Francis (F), fixed propeller (F.P.),

autoMatically adjustable propeller (A.P.), im-
pulse (I), tubular (T)  

350,000

Francis

at 1002 ft. hea 31

32(f) Type—horizontal or vertical or inclined Vertical
33(g) Year installed • 1973
34(h) Manufacturer Hitachi
352. Generators or Generator/Motors

(a) Name-plate rating in neoolt-amperes—Generator.__ 278
36(b) Name-plate rating in meyarolt-amperes— Motor 272
37(c) Name-plate rating in megawatts--Generator 250
38(d) Name-plate rating-power factor —Generato  • 90 39(e) Name-plate rating in horsepower—Motor 365,000
40(0 Voltage- in kilovolts 17.0
41(g) Phase and frequency or d.c 3-60 cycle
42(6) Year installed I. 1973
43(i) Manufacturer Hitachi
443 Separate motor-driven pumps

(a) Name-plate rating in horsepower 
45(b) Name-plate rating in meuavolt-amperes.  
46(c) Phase and frequency or d.c  
47(d) Operating speed—rpm 
48(e) Type of pump 
49(f) Year installed  
so(g) Manufacturer 
51

E. STATION STEP.UP TRANSFORMERS
Data are to be furnished for each transformer or group, i.e., one or more banks, of identical transformers, including spares

Group I Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group S

Number of identical transformers: (a) In serviCe._ 4
52

(b) Spare 
53Type, If auto, specify No 54Phase and frequency 3-60
55Continuous capacity of each bank (with forced cooling if in-

stalled) 

Bank capacity, in mva Primary 

Secondary 

285
285 56

57Tertiary 
58Voltage, in k v Primary 16.2
59Secondary 3115.
60Terti•ry. .. 
61

I If not new when metalled, show also by footnote the year equipment was manufactured and on year rebuilt. Rev. (12-75)... ................................................................................................................................................................................... .......... . ................ ............... .....

(13-A)



156

Sckekdo 1 I

STEAM-1A.ECTRIC, INCLUDING Mir l'...ti.NR. PLANT DATA 
i:
I

,,,. ;9,5 Arad terry fifth yr4r th...,,,f,m i lc. ). 1993. /99'. HO 
thi, cioi.- .,!:,(155le should be filled in ,,,,,oktr:...or each steam. i•

,,,, •., on..luding 
nuckar) ',Lint of ',s „,...,,watt I stalled capaoty or great-'. 1)0 not refer to previondy icportsil i!..if4 in reporting

mi. t fifth Year• 
I

of the in:wow:Irate ),..1 . - ..- -'-s• •,81-2-3-4. etc.) this -.:iicchile should be filled in for cod, 
• iuli ;AAtt as referred 1

i , . ,:se aeceding 
paragraph: I

A) '..s'hich 0355 ons
truoe-I, ia,,---1,,,.:•....l, .u. !•:,0e.I and pl.s t.d in rit.ersU.ai iiv r:,.... -scondent during the yes, so 

-

Wh" ... al""""''"3 '1'. 'fc" -I•e•• ...enentors, tvii:, iiiii., ..; "Oct equipment installed,
 !es. ..I:, ••:. removed from i

i
. sCrviCe, or other wi.e Lh.iii,d, , a i

•:,:liiise capability vess in. :dined as a e....•:: .4 id int i:sie,,, .1.4;;:•A he i.eii, •4 E

• i • .• lin h waS not previni.sly ...,
,,,,,l !

! , , .•, laic those plant' iii •,..114:i :,,1 !:1,{1,,,,. Ot t.,I,I,'d win, li ,,,ect .:31, .i: .:ie 
,..lt s reported under rho. s• he 1,, 2 and make the ;
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A. Pl.lort I.00AtON 

  .
E

, 1:., York 2',
I
:

• ,..,!go

'''' 116iqba
; 0,1.a•

IS
4t

B. STATION DATA

itotalled geneeator capacity—maximum name-plate ratings (including auxiliary

i.e,t1)- oat'  88-i S

Namber and capacity of future units provided for in present plant 
 NA

883 
67

Planned ultimate generating capacity-megawatts 

S../JrCli of condenser water supply and type of cooling 
 Lake Ontario a

Minimum available condenser water inc. I. s  
785.75 9

G,ve the duration of the period and the time of the year when plant 
capability is normally

limited by condensar water or ambient temperature 
ghanges with Lake Wateo

Water Temperature
Foe consumption in Btu per kilowatt-hour of net station output Assume the most efficient

combination of units (for M and 34 load) and give the megawatt output for each load:

(a) At one-half station load (-seg....Rs 

(b) At three-fourths station load (aeJawatta 

(c) At full station load (mac,,Awatts 

hate whether steam produced at this plant is sold or supplied to other departments or to in-

dustrial companies 

II coal is used, from what State is it procured 

It t u content of fuel as fired:

Coal (Btu per pound) 

0,1 (Btu per gallon) 

Gas (Btu per cubic foot) 

10409

10167

10178

Lake Water

Not applicable steam

used for Power

Generation

Not applicable since

nuclear reactor

11

12

11

14

IS

C. PLANT NET CAPABILITY UNDER SPECIFIED CONDITIONS

Net plant capability (excluding plant use),
1. When NOT limited by condenser water or

ambient temperature:

For loads of:

(a) One-hour duration 

(b) Two-hour duration  

(Sc) Continuous duration  Bated 

2. During periods when limited by cond 

water Of ambient temperature:

For loads of

(a) One-hour duration 

Win Alt EQUIPment In With Largest C•neratIng With Larg•st Boiler Unit

01141= 
liNengTwof.,%vice 

?g%!:4T.

P."." %Ten's

846

at 40°F Lake

Water

((S) Two-hour duration. ea  820 00
d

...... Continuous d_uration ... ..    

N/A

N/A

19

21

22

21

24
1.

'Should agree with sum of columns 4 end S. Schedule 1.
i Csostaity to be Dosed on power factor condition normally mob. expeCted errat, of system peas. State caviar factor In spas, provided

(15) Rev. (12-75)

a

•

•

or
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27,11 tyateoc Statement a  PowER ALPTBORITY OF   for the Your aided December 31, 59/5

STEAM-ELECTRIC, INCLUDING NUCLEAR, PLANT DATA—Continued
D. INSTALLATION DATA

Name of plant  .1 :%. tzPatrick  Name of System  ro‘ver Authority
I Number of main generating unite Number of auxiliary generating units  '  (Indicate below which are auxiliary units)? 'i...a.C.Ii...U.n.et"..;...iii;;;1";.S.;Wi.i.;;;If;ii 4::,-ii;;"1,;ff;':;i•;,i''' --"6;;;i------6",;;i"'""" ""--6Z"""'" ""--6;W..................•' h •rw'''''''''-, of necessary attach additional sheets): .. ".. ,:-.. . Ni,  ......_ NA* ... _ _  No. "..Xenerator Data:
: Manufacturers maximuin ...in-:plate. ra,tiag in toitgawatt.i. • 25
; Hydrogen pressure—p, gate 41.. 0. ..PB1 ..... ...._.... ti II i 

',4
0anufscturers minitmun nAineplate rating inert ga watts 21

; Hydrogen pressure—psi *Age  irt
N.9: Mrnufacturers namepbta— power factor  117

Generator coolant—Air (A), Hydrogen (H). Liquid (L). .   .:' .i.: f.,2);'.,;: -6;0'- l' it 1
Generator voltage in kiluvults
Generator phase and freq. •iicy  

31

3:! Manufacturer General  Electric GE 
33

i Turbine Data:

i 34 Turbine nameplste rating- nw  850

! Single casing, tandem compound, cross compound. etc  Ttind,sti 
35

i Operating speed—revolutions per minute COMpOUnp 
36

, 800 psi:8 Throttle pressure—psi gage  1 37
Throttle temperature -degrees F  54(4)/ 38
Reheat temperature, if applicable—degrees F., .   514 F 391
Exhaust pressure--psi gage or inches of mercury'  40 i

1.5 Hg

Full load steam w 12.387 Ilbs/kwh rate in pounds per kilo att-hour  41 i
@ 4.0°F for lake wate 42fFull load heat rate in Btu per kilowatt-hour  rated  10178 

1
43 iManufacturer.   GE

Year installed    1972-73
Turbine-Generator Data: 

44 I' 

Maximum gross capability in sieglwatts  846
Hydrogen pressure—psi gage  60

Give for each boiler or group of identical boilers the following: L......____ No, 
Steam ! Steam pressure—psi gage :REACTOR

I Maximum continuous steaming capacity- 1000 lbs. per lir,
i Kind of fuel (coal, gas, oil. etc.) :Nuclear Fuel
1 Method of firing 

!
1 Year installed  ;1971-73

Manufacturer 

: I 

! GE
E. STATION STEPUP TRANSFORMERS

P.?!  .40,. _

Data ere to be furnished for each transformer 01 group, I. e., one or more banks, of Identical transfix-mem Melodies sores

Number of identical transformers: (a) in lat9i.•  2 
(b) Spare 

Type If auto, specify 
Phase and frequency 

Capacity of each transformer in sea :
(a) Normal rating 
(b) Maximum continuous rating with

forced cooling (if installed) 
Voltage. in kv. • Primary 

Secondary 

Tertiary 

Bank connection (A. V. V. grounded Y. or other):
Primary 

.•.• Secondary .•
Tertiary 

Bank capacity, in siva : Primary 

4 Secondary 

Tertiary 

iSnot e.o wh.n Installtd, thew also by teetaet• the yese seetereent eras manufactwrio4 and the yur rebont.

3 Go

445 MVA 12 1!5

498 MVA 498 MVA,

Same Same

22.8kV 22.8kV

345kV 345kV

451
461

47 •

451

491

50!

51

52i

531

54 I

55

56

57i

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65
66

67

83-385 0 - 77 -- 11
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Se- ni.1, 8

PART A.-ENERGY DWVER1E TO D'ECIRED SYSTEMS AN
D ENERGY rIANSACT1ONS

POIter€K-L1NE CUSTOMERS 

1. Show in column 6 the amounts of energy delivered for resale to each 
class Ill and cl,rs, V system

2. If the respond,rit's &mem delivered eased/ to
 ,ostomars of another syst ere (.ornet.mes known as "border.l.ne

1..nere") such delieerins also should be included in Coltiletto 6.

3. If customers of respondent received energy directly from another system for the ,
ccuuot of the respondent f!

receipts). such Is insists o/rall be entered in colurnn ii. If pert of the er.enly delivori•s vd,env aparcified in 4,01'1.0,, 1of

re,,,,,ted in column 6 ate r-ceiverl beck into ihe coca, tin, system through another i.it,rcoe 
• ...lion, such receipts

entered in column 5. All other receipts should be ont,r in column 5, part 8, of schedule

4. Energy delirer.ei 'dy respondent's system Is "border-line custom
ers." or vice . • (•mergY delivored to roaPutulerd's

customers by ...other keit 400), shoulci he identified by i000rting -border-line"i
o columir 2.

111

5. Indieete by Jyyropriate notes

e. The totols 4:lown on line 40. column

Hansa of. Other Comm,' or Si...

(1) 

Municipalities

thooe syst,ms sviin..e full
5 and 6, should be carried

Scene., Point

(2)

Akron
Andover

requirements
over

C"O:;;0"1.;:a;
Location

pronSLIV
(3) 

ware

to line 13,

";;;,;;"
or Sc, on

TZVer
(4)  •e

146p4 A4 ,tondOnt.

caluoino 5 ..ncl 6, respectively,

-----------.-------------

(nor
II r,,Or005lao 31

Veyaw.11. :Apure)

(5) 

of schedole 14.

Energy OblIr
,(InstructIone 1 eld 21
Vegawatt,..our.)

(6) 

17, 592
4, 140Akron

Andover
Angelica Angelica 4,813

Arcade Arcade 63, 062

Bath Bath 37,720

Bergen Bergen 7, 904

Boonville Boonville 37, 331

Castile Castile 4, 503 It

Churchville Churchville 6, 673
1

Endicott Endicott 32,963 I.

Fairport Fairport 144, 795

Frankfort Frankfort 12, 319

Groton Groton 13, 163

Hamilton Hamilton 35, 209

lion lion 47, 037

Lake Placid Lake Placid 34, 612
It

Little Valley Little Valley 14, 343 2

Marathon Marathon 8, 821

Mayville Mayville 15, 493 2

Mohawk Mohawk 13, 718 2

Penn Yan Penn Yan 37, 734 2

Philadelphia Philadelphia 5, 366

Plattsburgh Plattsburgh 331, 317
2

2

Rouses Point
Salamanca

Rouses Point
Salamanca

32, 699
42,919 •

Sherburne Sherburne - 26, 747

Silver Springs Silver Springs 2, 608

Skaneateles Skaneateles 17, 699

Solvay Solvay 225, 635

Spencerport Spencerport 33, 201
1

Theresa Theresa 4, 303

Tupper Lake Tupper Lake 36, 306

- ;re". ----------

(20) Rev. (12-7
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Sched.Le 8--Cvntinmeti

PART A.-6N1=KCi'l DFJIVERIES TO 1•PC:1.14i•O YSTEMS AND ENE2.(rf CrO)yam BORDFA.-Ii.S.S CUSTOMERS:
(See Page 19 for General Instructions)

1 1. Show in column 6 Or, amounts of energy delivered fur r...•,.0 • to each class III and cl.,-,.. Vi 2. If the respondent's ,ystem delivered onerjy to cu.tsn...rs of nnother epttsm (sornetim•• : , ...,•ori as "Ituners) such deliveri,i Om ...10-.14.1 he includrx1 in column 5.
3. If customers of rss,ndomt r.,ceivdd one.rgy dir,,tly from ..olhur t.y.31,m far tfre. ta..t.,,nnt( f I', • r • .;u116I rnoipts). such transfers sholl I. • 4mtnr,KI in column 5. If l•art (4 ':... morgy dlivari as to ty.1,rn..: -7: .4 in it'..: re.yrrted in column 6 err r:.•••niv -I 1,404 into the racortinn sist..r. :•rou:/h another intercunn,:in, •.....•.L enterA in column 5. All olio, :.••. •:pt. ahould ba ontorej irt cr.Innin 5. port 11, of ti-he-dub., P.' 4. Eneray dol;vvr...1 5i ; ,,.....snd mi.. stitern to "lot..rel..r.l.t, zu-..torners," or rico star ca (...ri,,jI. cuatomnrs by another ay AI :m). :lowly, be ickntifisd by ins...tio3"bsrd.er-line" in column 2.••. 5. Ind:cate baypto:•riat.. nutes those systons whose full rt.,,:rsrnents wars. ouppli,3 hy r • ,i.,.:•: mt.k 6. Thetotila shown on line 40. column 5 and 6. should be csrri ..4 uvar to lin e 13. columns 5,1.4 3.. • •;,..n.li.r417.I:

I
i 

,C,,J10040 Firm g') ,,,,,,,t,,ci,,,,....,ationw 

4,74,F,)., 
 

61,,net,91':.i
MM. CI Gt.( comp.ny Of SWIM" Transfer Point on PrIllp I 

...

rain 

i  (1) (2)  (3) (4) (5) r
Municipalities (con't.

Watkins Glen
Wellsville
Westfield

Subtotal 
(1)

Cooperatives 

Allegheny Elec. Coop.
Chautauqua- Catt.
Delaware County
Oneida-Madison
Otsego.
Steuben

Subtotal 
(2)

Total billed as of
Power Plant
Switchyard (Total(1) <

Advanced a/c above
service

Net Delivered

Watkins Glen
Wellsville
Westfield

NY-PA. State ine
NYSEG Systen

rid (2) )

(20A)

it
4t
It

_ ,45t,

79

2:
1(
2:
3!

33.

„ 37:
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Power ut, 1. t• i t.y f he StRto  York  fix the Yew loYsieel Dec+inhee 31 1975

. 
....... . ....... . ......... ... ....... ..... .... . .................... ei .....

Scheduk 8---Contint.4

ryoI B.—OTHER ENERGY TRAI.ISEEKS WITH ELECTRIC 111 iLsTY SYSTEMS AND RECEIPN FX0MINDUSTRIAL COMPANIES:

ltisort in column 5 all e
owl 'adularia' companies

7. 1•1•.•ail in column 6 the
;so supply during th/

in Schedule 10 and
all points of inter

mode, whether there
rind 6 should be zero.

A VI, totals shown on line

sche '.•

O.. of 0.r Coo9,4111 07 SY.M

(I)

(See Page 19 for Geners1 Iowa..  • )

nargy (ex,apithui reported in Sch edu)a 8, i'not A, Column 5) rocerivod from ornor olweiric Witty
, .
conounit of energy delivered for r,nle to ond class II systems w:eicii °Stained a port
yaca /rani iheir ae.n generuting plants. Eneiw delivered to industrial iasiablishniiints should

nal in ;his schedule.
connectioa 15rough which energy frac...1,s (,//hi61 would proparly be inc1ulled in 5) could

VIA, cloy fortolf ars during the yaw or :rot. Where no transfers w,re ,':.d, ihe entries in

40, colorant 5 and 6, should Lee curried oi,er to line 13, columns 3 and 4, respectively, of

%ia,;ara Mohawk Power

Corporation

York State Electric

& Gas Corp.

,heter Gas & Electrio

Corp.

'-%tral Hudson Gas &

Electric Corp.

ity of Jamestown

'Alic Service Board

! of Vermont

! wange & Rockland

,,ntario Hydro

i 'linage of Springville

'nnsolidated Edison

1 Long Island Lighting

i Advance a/c "Expansion

Power" Consumers

Advance a/c FitxPatrick

1 Utility Customers

Trantfor Point

(2)

'Coo ..n. Firm (-I
loc•tion r iluritirrn

(Me gawa t t flours)

(3) (4) (5)

NT'

NE

NE

NE

F

NE

NF

F

IF

NF'

*Pumped Storage Service

... .. ....... . ... .. .......................................
(21)

558,711

198,859
0

144 , 221

0

67,429

0

99,220

4

9

12

14

IS

16

17

mi
no
ni
21

24

ni
ml
270

280

290

DOI

11

22

220

240

...
En.  sr, 77,11vor40

0.4,==
(6)

10,304,537
706,342
538,059

3,657,694
250,976
181,074

1,693,703
178,311
58,020

18,401
88,586
70,557

116,447

1,153,595

15,059
40,199

255

29,166

176,767
492,795

61,826
173,930

344

23

4112

er.



161

5CTLF1AJLE 8-c

Ener,2 deliveries to PAN. Customers sc:i,ed by Wheelinj, ACAALLAll Firm Energy- (Mw

Municipalities Served rpm Niagara MohJA 2:ystein

Enervs :3ur,1).:.L1%.(;red to Delj!, ,Tes to as or Pow
lien lit

Customer Wheli:; Acct.
Akron JG,,;44 17,415 17,59Andover 3,894 4,099 4,140Arcade 55, 11 62,4) 63,06?Bergen 7,4:54 7,8!) 7, 04Boonville 34,399 )6,208 37,331Churchville 6,277 6,609 6,673Fairport 136,181 143,350 144,795Frankfort 11,352 11,951 12,319Ilion 43,344 45,625 47,037Lake Placid 31,893 33,571 )4,612Little Valley 13,490 14,201 14,343Mayville
Mohawk

14,570
12,641

15,337
13,307

15,49
13,718Philadelphia 4,944 5,205 5,366Salamanca 40,365 42,489 42,919Skaneatales 16,310 17,167 17,699Solvay 207,922 218,867 225,635Springville 27,431 28,874 29,166The 3,964 4,172 4,303Tupper Lake 33,456 35,?17 36,306Wellsville 42,737 44,986 45,441Westfield

Jamestown
42,538
109,519

44,778
116,L[47

45,229
116,447

Totals 920,516 970,133 987,530

Municipalities Served From NYSE&G System
Bath 35,835 37,720 37,720Castile 4,277 4,503 4,503Endicott 50,356 32,966 32,966Groton 12,505 13,16) 13,163Hamilton 30,759 34,154 35,209Marathon 8,379 8,821 8,821Penn Yan 35,841 37,734 37,734Rouses Pt. 30,51b )2,124 32,699Sherburne 23,351 25,945 26,747Silver Springs 2,477 2,605 2,608Watkins Glen 14,867 15 649 15,649

Totals 229,151 245,387 247,819
Municipalities 6erved from Rochester Gas & Electricpystem

Angelica 4,526/ 4,764 4,813Spencerport )1,225' 32Z67 33,201
Totals 35,751 37,631 38,014
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New York Power Authority Year Ended Dember 31, 1975

Schedule. 8-C continued Energy Deliveriel to Specified
Systems (PAS-OY Customers
Served Wheeling. All Firm
Energy. (My: S)

V. Rumtl Cooperatives served from New York State Eler_:lric & Gas System

r • •Juita ta -- Gat t 3,491 07b
25,070 27, 856
9,355 10, 393

c.•3e-jo 25,246 28, 0 52
1.! euben 34 078 35 873

3,675
28,717
10,718
28,919
35,873

Subtotal 97, 240 105,849

rved to Allegheny Cooperatives*

Niagara Mohawk System 590, 858* 641,199
".t NYSE&G System 145, 873* 158,301

107,902

641,199
158,301

Subtotal 736, 731* 799, 500 799,500

'..r,rice to City of Plattsburgh
. a Authority System Only 325,520 325,520 331,317

MMARY

Delivered at Customers point of receipt 2,344,909
Losses on Wheeling Systems

Niagara Mohawk 99,958
New York State Elec. & Gas System 37,273
Rochester Gas & Electric 1,880

Delivered to Wheeling Systems 2,484,020
Losses on Authority Systems 28,062
Total delivered as of Authority Switchyards 2,512,082
Advances withdrawn and billed 5, 555
Total delivered exclusive of Advances withdrawn 2,517,637

*Customer received delivery at N.Y. State line for further transmission
in Pennsylvania.



163

'meet llrysteta 8reaseroent of ... _PAW': .i.: _ Aullio..city of tic= !:1:1-3,1 r-, f,c Now York  far Ow .e..., ....1.4i December 31, 19.15i

StActrurir 9 i
iSYSTEM ENERGY ACCOUN TING FOR THE YEAR i•

lileij voatt.hours
 il

.6.7=1.12" Oeigvawlid :(I) 0) (3) 
,

,
A. 39. Generation of SYstem Plants (from column B. line 36, schedule 1) --

.•
' Summary of Energy Transfer. With Other Systems:

(from schedule B. part A pica psrt B):
(I) Private systems._ ....

(2) Municipal and other publicly owned systems 

(3) Rural cooperatives 
(i) Industrial compani,

, Total (fines 2 to S. inclusive) 

26,006,971

969,220

-26,976,191

4,597,495
(Should •fir•• with .• S.

i Schedule10) ' 4 D. Total Energy Delivered to Ultimate C.onsuiners,  ,218,273
E. Transmission and Distribution Losses and Energy Unaccounted for

(line 7 minus line 8)  
379,222

18,707,209
2,764,085
907,402
XXXXXX

2,378,696 

Exclusive of ••Dorder line — deliveries to CuStomers of other utilities and inclusive of —Donde, line" receipts from other utilitiesSE id an nd int 'departmental deliveries' such deliveries should be included in Schedule 10.

Schedule 10

ENERGY DELIVERED TO ULTIMATE CONSUMERS
(E•clusive of ',order line- deliveries to customers of other utilities)

INSTRUCTIONS
The enerRy use classifications employed in this schedule ale defined or clarified below for those classifications which may notbe self-explanatory .

FARM, EXCLUDING IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE PUMPING.—In order to facilitate reporting this clAsification ofenergy, farm may be defined in accordance with respondent's own interpretation. For guidance, the Bureau of the Census'definition of a farm may for the purposes herein be redefined briefly as a tract of land which produces or has the poten-
t ial for the production of agricultural goods totaling $1,000 or more, annually; .the land operatedby each tenant, renter, cropper, or manager is considered a separate farm Respondent stiuuld report farrns served rather thanfarm dwellings served in the column for number of customers. Estimates should be furnished for this classification if enactinformation is not available.

IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE PUMPING.—Estimates should be furnished for this classification if exact information isnot available
NON FA RM• RESIDENTIAL —Energy supplied for nonfarm-residential and domestic purposes. including cooking and waterheating Where electric energy was supplied through a single meter for both residential and commercial purposes include itin the one or the other. according to its principal use. Exclude energy supplied to farm customers
ELECTRIFIED TRANSPORTATION.—Energy supplied for the propulsion of cars, locomotives, or coaches Energy lotoffice buildings, depots, shops, signal lights, etc., should be reported under "Commercial" or "Industrial.- as appropriate
ALL OTHER —Energy delivered for ultimate consumption that does not fall within any of the specific classifications listed rin this schedule. Included in this group should be deliveries for rnuniciapl water pumping . oil and gas pipe hoe pumping. military r,camps and bases, and public buildings such as schools, police stations, and post offices

•
•
•
 •
 •
•
 •
 •
 •
•
 •
 •
•
•
•
•
•
 •
•
•
•
 •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
 •
•
 •
•
•
•
•
•
 

.
•
 •
 •
 •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
 •
•
•
•
 •
•
•
•
•
•
 •
 .
•
 
•
 •
 
•
.
 I 
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
 

. 
er of a watt.hours .: 

:

i

1
.• Classification of Energy Delivered to Ultimate Consumers ' 

custo 
Numb

mers •i
Meg

End of Year.

. 
.

.- (I) (0) (3) 
i•Far, excluding irrigation and drainage pumping 

Irrigation and drainage pumping 
Nonfarm - residential 
Commercial 
Industrial  11
Street and highway lighting 
Electrified transportation
All Other (give details, if relatively large) 
Total Energy Delivered to Ultimate C.onsumers (should agree with line 8. schedule 9). 14

4,175,574

42,699
4,218,273

t

122) Rio. (12-75)
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ricnrer Spy. Women* at  " "4449/10.4:  ' • 4 4•••,

Schedule 13. .
DEMAND ON OENERATINO PLANTS. POWER RE.CE1VOID, AND POWER ' DELIVERED, TO,I. RESiiTHE TIME Oli SYSTEM !VAX LOAD OF THE YEAR

I. This schedule an, schedules 14 and 15 are Intended to show the load characteristics of the respondents systhst avoids duplication with simslar data for other systems. For tins purpose ths respondent's "system toad" for aClook-bour interval is defined as being equal to the aggregate of the energy supplied during that interval :

113 Too ;Pe'rnsyastteecmcisrlr'teedrinofectibleedr:lsePir fliserr;ti i. e„ to dun 3 III and class V 'systems 'c) To other departments of the respondent ; and, for transmission end distribution losses and energy
for on the respondent's system; and, for the respondent's electric utility operations (exclusive of j

Note that the system load es here defined does not include the demseds of other class 1 and class II sys:emsrequirements during the year were not wholly supplied by the r,apiondent's system. I. a., which obtained a port ofmeets from their own generating fa,cilitias or from sources other than the respondent's system. Deliveries to sach 8;Is "D" below, must be excluded in order to avoid duplication.
2. Class I and class It ',mew, should furnish the information requested below for the 60-mlnuts clock•hlur it

which the system peak load of the year occurred,
' 3. All of the demand data called for in this schsclule should show integrated nowatt demands for the '.0-mint
Internal during which the sy.itern peak load of the year cccurred. Where integrated demands lor 51-minute clock-I
are not available, it is desired that available data be adjusted Co approximate the integrated demand for 60.minsintervele. Adjustments mats should be explained in footnotes. When such adjustments cannot be made. dome:be furnished in the form available

4. Estimated quantities (noted "Est.") should be furnished where measured data are not svallable.

Date and hour of system peak load of year  January 3, 197 7 • P.A.  uyist.ss
Demand Into

A. Combined not demand on system gsnsrutinj plants (from tot. 11, line 36. schedule .. ...
B. Itemized accounting of power received from other systems and industrial companies, except "border-

line receipts entered on line 40, schedule 8 part A.
Name of other system

Total of lines 2 to 10, Inelusive 

C. Demand on generating plants plus power received (line 1 plus line 11)------

D. Itemized accounting of power delivered to other systems for resale, except to those listed In schedule
8 part A

Nu= of other system

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp.
New York State Electric & Gas Corp.
Rochester Gas & Electric Corp.
Central Hudson Gas Electric Corp.
Public Service Commission of the

State of Vermont
City of Jamestown
Village of Springville

_14

-o

2O93
5so
262
50

153
zo

'Total of lines 13 to 21 inclusive I 310
••••••••••••••••••••••••............,..

E. System peak load of the year (C minus D). This entry should agree with the peak load of the year
at shown in schedule 14, using the some demand interval 

10.4001.1.1.00110.6001440.41.01.....10••••••••••••••••••••••••MWMITIWW.01.1••••MMOIM.0.10.1.0.11011.101110.•••••14.

(24)
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d  Power Ntqierity  of the Slat', (,;• New York  fi,tb,y,,,F,„1„,i m 1975

Schedule 14

NET GENERATION, ENERGY 'CEIVED AND DELIVERED, AND fi?STEM PEAKS

BY MtINTIIS FOR THE YEAR

; toloinn 2, show the total net gmeration of sys
tem

ir•-• months for the year The end,/ on line 13 of this

• ..hnuld agree with the entry LI, line 36. tote on
 8.

1

,slunins 3. 4. 5 and ft. the rnonthly distribution

transfers reported in ...C.11.dUlt, 8, parts A and It.

Is shown on line 13 should :riven with the 
totals

schedule 8

column 8 the entry on lina 20 Lhould agree with the

. one 7 of schedule 9

;—..3."01`,,Gh°0"..70;"*"

2,090510 
• 1,830, 793

2,171, 031
LV 1, 9p2, 999

2,142, 665
• 2,064,626
,.„ 2,313,873
., 2,311,103

2,173, 090
2,352,469
2,283,979

to,

p..,. IC:1=M=
'14L7=6)

(8) 
1132%0

Om 63802
405688,...

... 347920
Me, 372194
.... 339134

e 35-773Pyl 

tug 03 0370
ix, ,:55516>, 

5

109858
— 389969
,.. 425112 
!I!!. ... 1J597495

4. In column 10, show the ;ea ximuiriv,,....vatt loud on the

oysters Inr esch month of the year. Load dati in this column

shook] bu the maximum integre:ad d,rn Ind of the energy

tabulat-it in column 9 for 60-minute 01,1' hour intervals.

Whe, interated demands for 60 .mintit.; hnor intervals

are not av.tilahle. it is desired that be adjosted

I' arnroxide such intervals. 7djustin-i.... rn.ide should be

in footnotes. Where such ,djo....trnerit.; cannot be

rna;le, load data should be furnished in fo•rri available.

TI; • eribry on line 26 of column 10 should ...free with the

critry on line 23 of schedule It.

ENERGY TIANSFERS FROM SCHEDULE 6

Part B (Page 21) Pm1A(Pmen,

(4;5)!=
126-,503
117,206
97,571
101,771
62,724
37,268
46,979
75,354
39,203
68,933
9',191
98,517

ehi'44141'..°J,.;') ril.:=-(rò2 (147:" ,ot";‘)

2186)4):;" )1,566,156
1,362,660 

(5) 

37
1,650,287 Ug
1,551,470

i1,656,486 176709

, I1,EXi, 
1,668,571 

Irg1,822,931
197323

  1; 774930; 0817[80  212898 

.. MOSLUDimir__ ......... _ ..... ___?..(g 4

Notto.eg (0,10.4
(Col 2pu.00l.3

(9)  
651;J7
585,339
618,315
543,300
548,90.5
524,381
558,969
571,660
543,722
598.471
587,292
6 8,010 

6,9 9,519

Peek Loud

Demand 1 I ....... Load Factor.
(From cols. 9

(Me gawatts) * .(Date) (Ciptir gricrn)t)

(10)  (in  Ile

991 Jan. 3 7:0O"141'
On

88.3" 1.
973 Feb. 10 11:00 Al 89.5 .,,,
959 Mar. 4 11:00 Ali 86.7 to
851 Apr. 21 12 Noon 88.7 ,7
847 May 2 1/:00 AM 87.1 is
830 June 10 11:00 AM 87.7 :,9
849 July 21 11:00 All 88.5 2.3
901 Aug. 4 11:00 All 85. 21

874 Sep. 25 11:00 Al, 86. 2?

929 Oct. 10i 12 Noon 86. 5 as
928 Nov. 24: 12 Noon.. 87.9 24

974 Dec. 9 1 6:00 PM 88.04 25
91 Jan. 3T-700 PM- "8'C5').... 26

•
9

10

12

Report Minimum Hourly Load Experienced During the Month

.........

li,esSa (Megawatts)
s.... ........ 05)  

Ira. (Mellor)

lea

.....

July 643

'rob 774 Aug. 652
er• 681 642A 

Sept.
let. 6)9 Oct. 711

ilay 636 Nov. 728

628 ,D.c. 722

mu

Percent  NN energy for load (Col 9)X130 

load factor Pima load (Col. 101000urs In month for yesr)•

•
Calculate the load fsctor to the neerest tenth of one percent
If hours used In calculating the load factor for • month clItlipr
from the ...oder hours in that month, report the num., of
hours used In calculating the load factor.

...•

27

16

29

30

It

32

(25) R.. (22-n)

* Excludes load of the Village of Springville with  an annual peak of iteernr-  6N
lv 
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12- 1

1- 2

2- 3

3-4

4- 5

5-6

6-7

7- 11

6- 9

9-10

10-11

11-12

Noon

112- 
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Schedule 15

SYSTEM LOAD DATA FOR SPECIFIED WEEKS

Load data should be furnished by all class I systems Class II systems may omit this schedule unless otherwise ire

1. Show the 60-minute integrated ro,grawatt demand for
each clock-hour of the days specified in this schedule, deter-
nriried (as for the peak how ir• schedule 13) from coincident
demands as follows,

(a) Combined net demand on all syatem generating plants.

(b) Plus: Power recei.ed from othcr systems and indus-
trial companies listed irr part 0, column

r 5.

((4 Minos : Poorer for rosale, to each class I :Intl
class II system that oht iirti,d a part of its power sop.
ply during the year fro, its own generating facilities
or from system, ot:ier Ii. or the respondent's. The,:
systems are listed in schedule 8, part B column 6.

(d) Total net demand for load data .(a) plus (b) m.nuu (L).

Note that power delivered by the resoondent to armIII -or class V system is incluclad in tire re,ponclent,load for purposes of this schedule.

2. Where integrated demands fm.60 roirtrite clock
b-rvals are 'not available, it is
adjii,t,1 to approximate tire irriel.a, • I door.red for&
cle,k-hour intervals. Adjuidraents !nada should be t
in fo.dnott,.. Where such prlostor,nts cannot be rh,
rids should be furnished in the form available.

3. I he loads represented by ti,-.damand., to beer
this schedule will, in accurdarica with imtructien 1,0sales for resale to systems listed in schedule 8, part

4. State whether the system operates on Eastern, Central, Mountain, or Pacific time . .
S. tithe system operated on daylight-saving time during the year, give beginning and ending dates of the dayligla

period 
6. If any of the reported data are given in daylight-saving time, indicate which reading, are so given 

7. If unusual conditions (storms, floods, industrial disturbances, etc.) greatly affected the system load characterio
ing any of the specified weeks, describe such influences briefly on an addenda sheet and give the dates affected.

Schedule 15

SYSTEM LOAD DATA FOR SPECIFIED WEEKS*
Demand Interval  

Time 
Interval

ngFirst Full Week of April Starti With Sunday (Indicate dates)

(1) 
Su(n2d)sy Mond,
 (3) (4) 

Tuesday Wed(n5e)sday Thu(r6s)day 71;sy Sat,

0
Apr. 6 Apr. 7 Apr. 8 Apr'3. Apr. TO Apr. II ......Apr:
670 684 671 694 696 699 69
670 667 675 691 688 683 68
665 664 669 678 684 686 68
645 664 667 681 694 688 68
660 664 668 687 685 697 68
659 685 685 693 696 704 69
674 739 717 737 735 746 72
689 780 769 777 783 781 76
717 819 814 820 812 830 80
728 828 819 818 815 821 80
736 837 835 824 826 836 81
742 833 829 830 822 838 81

739 802 806 803 796 809 78
1- 2 722 801 817 826 810 822 78
2- 3 712 787 800 801 800 796 77
3-' 699 789 802 801 803 794 77
4- 5 721 793 793 810 812 809 75
5- 6 738 798 824 812 791 808 78
6-7 755 808 818 828 821 817 80
7- a 780 825 843 837 833 831 85
0-9 777 809 807 835 837 828 80
jil-10 772 802 800 808 806 806 78
to-1, 729 761 774 775 773 778 76
11-12 686  724  739  740  734  739  71ree l ... 7, 085 18, n63 .8,44l 18,606 1B 552' • 1.8 -.646 18.25

Note.—In order that sys ours may collect d. lnedceno..e =et In the following year *III be selected for schedule 15.
 •••••••••• .1.1.6.01.10.11.10000•00 ••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••“•••••••••••

(26)
*Includes load of the Village of Springville with an annual peak of =Toxin%
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„,,,..,,,,,..6,,,,.„,.....,..:;z:v,cat:,,,,:)....j:::2..c.,1,,..,:._.,..2f:Itm _s1,,,,,7_,,f__vir,,__„,,.irl____ Mr Ube 1 elt 1,0.11 iPe',,F11110ef all. 1.,,, '
S‘bek,l, 15—Conti.9.I

SYSTEM 1.0AD DATA FOR SPECIFIED WEEKS*
Den""4 Int".r.'7,71

----------
Fir.. rub %L .k of A4gu3t Starting With Sonday ii,i,rtn date,/

' 

ii 

t.undsY MantlaY T 4sday Wednoaday Thursday

(1) (S)_ ___
—AliCi. 6”

(6)._ _

---Aii-i. -7-.. —.II.n...._
i. , . • ... It ;. ..... 73,11

.
g
P
.
)
4

'707

 firs
701 160 '"749759

i - 2
1- 3

';. .....il
7?.3
122

741
739
717

735
'120
711

742
734
719

731
730
718

, • 1

L. •

e.. :

7. :

1`-:2
713
•().4

14'1
fic)

727
733

87062
860

727
137

'1','00(21
027

724
728
:71,092

831

720
'137
'104
806
844

1..1,

I: ti

ti -I2

7:14

793

321

875
907

881

862
8 10
891

869

88974

870
880
902

Ir .a.
it- t
t- :

795
789

899
892

881
874

872
879

869
881

7 t 772 888 876 867 870
t- 4
4- S

766
771

882
880

861
871

854
864

855
861

S • 6 787 861 873 854 861
6- 7 788 871 863 856 854
3 - e

4- 9

0 .10 

8709(1).
822
812

850
861
868
836

851
854
858
837

841
846
854
830

830
846
846
823

It -12 770 804 802 788 778

-
!

i
FrIJ ay Saturday •

i

—Awl -13—

7'41 '/32 11
727 'i 23 21
711 708 ,i

'''':;i7:': ((::`,.3)::::1';: :.
GE

098 4 I
715 sE
714. ts:
754 7.1:
798 !
641 91
859 81,3 loi

886
892 330 121

1875 841 it,
880 863 s14 F.
874 850 13E1
854 844 :16 t
861 858 7!'
863 855 is!
857 842

19 I
E

848 830 =23i
857 847
854 836 

21 i

820 824 i
23 t •786 781 :
24:.

.,.., 0i ,1990, ..., -.1,.,.../..1 . ....,4%..PM - . f165 ,....,..,..... :1.-gacif -.....: - -E.).-M---.: 29'
',..1;;:.'ifr. vt.., w.i.,.i.,.;...;..b.. Start; rtg t'rZay (Indicate da)a.;

.  SF9FIY _Monday Tuesday , Wednesday Thuroday Ft-Id.)tu Sarday

SJ ueeila ' A ' e . er• IDW. -8— 1150c. .0 Pec. - TO— -Dec. 1T" -Dec. 17" Dec. 1-3-
12- 1 796 811 793 800 813 807 806
3-2 777 793 799 791 796 793 798
2-3 764 784 759 775 782 781 787
1- 4 766 789 784 769 779 781 779
-S 763 775 776 781 776 780 785
S-6 765 797 790 796 796 800 797
6- 7 ' 774 846 822 826 824 824 833
-0 785 893 885 882 866 890 872
0-9 807 916 918 896 902 919 .890
040 835 933 911 915 923 932 911
to-li 838 954 934 923 931 937 924
3347 841 936 930 934 925 939 927

231
i

291

90 E
?

31 I

321

33!

341

331

MI

371
faaaa 
12-3 830 927 909 905 916 919 - 002 s1

3-2 824 
al

2-1 816 
935 921 '909 916 928 915 lo t.
933 909 914 916 908 900 ot

1-4 823 922 907 895 901 907 896 I41,
4-S 842 927 937 918 926 923 924 142s-6 901 979 980 971 962 973 968 4,i
6-7 910 957962 963 958 964 959 441
7-0 896 957 944 932 937 942 943 „1
0-9 895 936 934 938 935 935 941 461
9-10 878 917 go 905 916 ii!
10-11 860 882, Mi gn

Ihn 833 851 848 840 846 NA g 
49 i

49
II.. •Tp.4-8T9---- 21-3'58 , .....2T;r4U  .11.0135 ...., 7,1i1-23 'at '71'9-- 21 

... 

1-112— to I
eludes load of Eht,_ irD-i- — ̀ ' • t;
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Schtdult lb..... . Continued

SYST1'.24 fliii'ENDAPLE AND ASSURED CAVACITY
A. CAPACITY AT END OF YEAR COVERF.1 7IY (NB REPORT.

ASi11111iP ; a continuance of the rellii ,•• • „usal and hourly variations of IA.id fiat occurred during the yore ofin it.7..1 b. 3% ,rived below. what MAXIMUM 1I.tillAL SYSTEM LOAD coidif 1,1r.-iv1 with the sy..tem facil,tios on:for the puichs, or sale of firm po.ver Vi,y exiAted at the end of year coui•red tle this report with allow co 1,1f re;thootct,ally re quired: (See detail,...1 in .1, r, •.ii ;inn 28)

0,1able capacity availabh
(ri) Sy 'cm fuel plants of .pai "squired for statio..
(L) cunrentional hydro id no..

;Jumped storage
(.1) Soh., (a) plus (L) (‘)

2. C • lity .,ailable from firm purch7...,.
From:

Total 
3. Firm obligations to systems listed in sciurclule 8, part B:

—o See supplemental schedule 16A •

Meg ,teiltt,•,)

:WOO

i c 

1
/ Total 

I 4. Net dependable capacity plus net purchases (1 (d) plus 2 minus 3) 

ii 5. Reserve capacity required (exclusive of revere for load growth):
(a) Total reserve for system (a) 

1 

 

o) AR:aseilravbelecathrough into, -.hange or emergency agreements' fa)  
requirad to be supplied by own system (a) minus (b) 1.4)

I ...Net ?r!1!%,trT --
, It FUTURE CHANGES IN CAPACITY.
. 

. .. .I 1. List below all SCHEDULED alterations, additions,or retirements in system generating plants, and changes in firm ii with other systems.
1 

Ii    ?: rnr Of CharSa  
(Mon-1,Year) Contract C

-P
h
l
aante. 
 

. Efect in teglweti•
mi.efteiMV.:pyfti.nsndiotation

( Rglit•Inafts): where applicable) Start Com Me pletion Net dependabl• Res•rre

(3) (4)  i  
C•posry 

capi(6c) 
ity

I

1

I See supplemental
schedule 16B

2. In addition to the SCILEDULED items in 8.1 above. list below all NON-SCHEDULED generating cops city bitfor installation to meet estimated loads reported in schedule 19.

Give type of plant and approximate
Location, if known

(I)

Name-Plate
Rating of Unit
(iiegawattt)

(2)

Number
of Units
(3)

Estimated I?

Sun
Construction

(4)

the seas..nal and hourly vir1.110. In load •re •spected to chanii. -materilifij those experienced durIns the year 0(i,ren may be bs sod on the •spected load shape. •spleining In a footnote.I 2. each snurcy of capacity and the •rnount evallable. sis specified In Instruction 4 (b) on oats 214.

(29)
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Suppl(4ental Schriit!le 16A

itudson 1G
!' hted Edison 44.

Lighting Corniriny 1./
State Electric (.as

Mohawk 198)
;.• Rockland 4
•..ter Gas g.5 Electric 343

150
21
7

3420

Reserve capacity for hydro plants is provided by
capability which is not normally utilized for firm
deliveries except under emergency conditions.
Reserve for the FitzPatrick Plant is provided by
restricting firm sales to approximately 85% of net
capability, and selling the energy associated with
the reserve capability to the seven other major
electric utilities in New York State in exchange
for supporting energy when the unit is out of service.

(29M
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James A. FitzPatrick Nuclear

.;CHEDULk;

(3)
4776

(,.

(A)
246

(5)
Yir6

Power Plant (uprate)
Town of Scriba, NY

Sale 4/76 210 -210

James A. Fitzpatrick Uprate ,

Sale

5/76

5/76

123

105

121

-103

Indian Point #3 - Nuclear 7/76 462 482
Buchanan, NY

Sole 7/76 47 -47

Indian Point #3 Uprate 9/76 391 391

Sale 9/76 38 -38

Astoria #6 - Oil Fired 12/76 800 800
Astoria, NY

Sale 12/76 78 -78

Indian Point #3 Uprate 9/77 92 92

Fitzpatrick Plant Uprate 10/77 42 42

Sale 10/77 35 -35

Purchase of Quebec Summer 10/77 800 800
Diversity Power

Sale of Summer Diversity 10/77 800 -800
Power

Indian Point #3 Uprate 9/79 68 68.

Pumped Storage 11 (1) 5/82 1000 1000'
Prattsville, NY

Arthur Kill - Coal. Fired (2) 9/82 700 700

Greene County Nuclear Power 9/64 1200 1200
Plant, Cementon, NY (2)

(1) The identified site represents preferred site in licensing
proceedings before the Federal Power Commission.

(2) The identified site represents the preferred site presented
. in Article V111 proceedings before the New York State
Public Service Commission.

(29B)
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Power Systems Statemwost of  few fits Yew Ended Drauestrber 31,• • ---- • - - „ • •

S,hedule 18

SYSTEM MAPS AND DIAGRAMS

I Attach tom!, of mt.., cupirs of Ow pawn rysteyn staieene. tote ynint nult of the following:

I (a) Sy:stiatsTV:tz,;.(o:arzg L:hoofw eff::=Fy sst;tr,'„'• aPI:n:CYrrn;t4'4':ating capecity of one megaae If or more.
(b) 'schematic switching diagram (or diagrams) showing the electrical connections of lines and facilities outlin.in (a) above.
(c) esneral characteristics of facilities.

411 as more specilicaliy outlined below:
-
1. Maps and diagtams should show all lines arid the Stsbstetions supplied therefrom. operating at voltages of 22 kr. andexcept radial and low capacity distribution citcuits in metropolitan areas.
2. In general, svstein maps or diagrams or both should tie of such scale as to be easily mad and should show (a) Location1 name of all gener•ting plants and of those substations and switching stations specified in (1) and (3); (b) names of conirn,.• ties s 'rived by respondent: (c) location and name of each interconnection with other milky systems (d) location and nOming.• voltage of each high voltage line of 22 ho. and above or any other line regardless of voltage- which constitutes the tie lee,•

between generating stations or from generating Lrations to high voltage systems of 22 ho. or above, indicating frequeocynumber of phases where other than 60 cycle or 3 phase.
3. Substations and switching stations in the following classes, together with facilities for supply from the main system, shoullbe shown on both the soap and diagram even though the voltage of the supply lines may be below 22 ho.

(a) Principal substations and switching stations within metropolitan areas.
(b) Substations and switching stations connecting with other utility systerns or to industrial plants having generatir,capacity of 1 co or more (connections for minor "border-line deliveries" need not be shown).

4. The following information should be shown on single-line schematic diagram or on supplemental tabulation for substationand switching stations specified in (I) and (3) above and for generating plants of 1 to capacity or greater:
(a) COnneCtiOns of major electrical equipment such es generators, conversion equipment, main and auxiliary busescircuit breakers, disconnecting switches (other than for instrument transformers), power transformers (specify A.V. Y. Or Y grounded, etc.), voltage regulators, phase shifters, high voltage lines of 22 kv and above.
(b) Principal connections from generating stations and principal substations (regardless of voltage).
(c) Nominal voltage of buses and equipment.
*(d) Continuous co, rating of rotating equipment, transformers (normal and with forced cooling where installed), recti.fiers, condensers, and voltage regulators.
Meter, control and house circuits need not be shown. Characteristics of station step-up transformers given in schedules4, 5, and 7 need not be repeated to comply with this instruction.

5. The following information should be shown for high voltage, tie, and substation supply lines:(a) Number of circuits installed (if space for additional circuits, so note).
(b) Operating voltage (and design voltage if different).
(c) Length of right-of-way between terminal points.
(d) Type of construction, i. e., overhead, underground or submarine cable.

**(e) Type of structure, i. e., steel tower, wood H-frame, steel or wood pole and equivalent spacing of conductors.
(0 Conductor material and size.

6. blassial furnished under this schedule shall carry the notation "Correa as of December 31, 19 (or a later date), and be initialedby • respectible employee of respondent.
i 7. Existing maps and switching diagrams prepared for administrative purposes, load dispatching, or other operating uses, supple-mented by such ink or color notations or tabulations as required, may be furnished.i
1 B. If system maps, single-line diagrams and supplemental tabulations previously furnished meet the detailed requirements1 outlined above and are wholly correct es of the close of the year of this report, such information need not be repeated,
I 

but a notation should he rnade as to the accuracy and year submitted, as follows. Maps, diagrams, and tabulations sub
1 mitted with ITC Form No.   for the year 19  correct as of December 31 of the year herein reported.

•Need not b• furnished for substations of total rating 4ss than 300 kve.
••Need not be furnished for lines und•r 43 kv. If the maximum transmiesion voltage of the system Is greater than 69 ho.

.........

(31) Rev, (12-r

83-385 0 - 77 -- 12"
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ttcri State 
Power Authority Year Ended

CHARACTERICTECI.;' OF TRANSMISS1OU LIhES

December 31, 1975

ConductorCircuit Voltage

Y
Miles KV Structure Spacing Size tl,terial.1.1h4_

115 S 13'min 795 ACSRf 6..i3

• ;ir:..:!1.:;)
•:.yl-lat.WL,(L33P)

1 6.69
( 0.90

115
230

W.H.-Fr.
S

126"
20'min

795
795

ACSH
ACSR IR.!7'......:....-. -

t 1.1)4 230 S 20'min 636 ACSR
17.24 230 S 20'min 795 ACSR

.- !. -(2 circuits) ',154.54 230 W.H.-Fr. 23'8" 500 Copper..!
( 1.79 280 S 20'min 795 ACSR:..•
1 69.01 230 P.11.-Fr. 19'6" 795 ACSR

4.. D-S (2 cir.) [.70 115 s 13'min 954 ACSR
,,,r 5-1 

pi ..-•.-Yt.State Line

0.85 115 S 13'min 954 ACSR

F :re..-Cumberland Head 7.5 115 W.H.-Fr. 12'6" 954 ACSR

P. r ;.•. !))'ad-Vt . St. Line:
14).1 1.63 115 1/ 2/ 500 Copper

L 1.67 115 1/ 3/ 1000 Copper

It; -ril:Air Force Base 6.36 46 W.H.-Fr. 8'6" 2/0 ACSR

ti.,5• -Saz•anac
{ 3.65

4.29
o.h8

140.4

115
115
115

345

P.5.-Fr.
W.H.-Fr.
P.5.-Fr.

S

12'6"
12'6"
12'6"

345"

477
• 4/0
477

795

ACSR
CW

ACSR

ACSR
vv.. fwi:)-Edic
v.t1.3t.er (2 circuits)

r- 7! ,ty 78.6 345 S 34'5" 795 ACSR
1,,,,,!annell 17.0 345 S 34'5" 795 ACSR

61.6 345 S 345" 795 ACSR
1- (..' circuits) 100.2 345 S 34'5" 795 ACSR

11- :.171-1nt. Boundary I 1.4 230 S 20' 1158.4 ACSR
) 0.1 230 S 20' 1158.4 ACSR
L 2.4 230 S 20' 1158.4 ACSR

r- ',::.ilfr._ 33.9 345 S 29' 954 ACSR

el,.L2y_ccot1and 31.8 345 S 29' 954 ACSR

gyr,j6:-Edic 68.3 345 s 29'. 1113 ACSR
q:..- rick-Nine Mile Point .5 345 s 29' 1113 ACSR

" oil-filled submarine cables.

4' on shore, 6' under water.
4, 4' on shore, 50' under water.
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The foregoing ..teteinAra .riust be attested by 1 44p01101K. Jr ,gin., or executive officer .4 re•pondent, ni
of respondents olxore. statement ia blat, •..tiri.d :And duly authoriml to ')xxprairnup.n
preparation of this statement And to certify its accu r completene4a and truthfulne•s.

Attest

em 

and

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
Moms or Roroondrnt or a on• of Rorpoftdonb)

(Title of Any OfPloo or PootOon, or nArgont.)

(Name of Any °Thor Roreendents)

I am qualified by training and experience and am charged with responsibility for, and have
tvopliated 

ised the preparation of t he foregoing statement and as such an officer or employee and agent of responsupery 
(Strike ono)

certify that the foregoing statement is boned upon, and is as full and complete as can be supplied from the
of respondent (s) and that the statement is true and accurate, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

(35)

Nan/dors otA

EDWARD J. BROWN
011U. Iip;v;rfftWOVKlaar -----

PRINCIPAL ECONOMIST
Affester3

May 3, 1976
 16,7t4
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ENCLOSURE No. 3

POWER AUTHORITY CuSTomERS

January 1, 1976

Contract

St. Lawrence Project Contracts

Contract
Demand (Kw)
1/1/76Customer

Municipal Systems

S-3 City of Plattsburgh 76,000 (enclosed)

S-8 Village of Boonville 8,500 (enclosed)

S-9 Village of Solvay 42,000 (same as S-8)

S-10 Village of Rouse's Point 7,000 (enclosed)

S-12 Village of Theresa 1,000 (same as S-8)

S-13 Village of Philadelphia 1,200

S-14 Village of Ilion 11,000 
11

S-15 Village of Mohawk 3,300 
IV

S-16 Village of Hamilton 7,200 (same as S-101

S-17 Village of Skaneateles 3,400 (same as S-8)

S-18 Village of Frankfort 2,700 .

S-22 Village of Sherburne 5,900 (same as S-10)

S-23 Lake Placid Village 7,500 (enclosed)

S-24 Village of Tupper Lake 8,200 (same as S-23)

Coopemtives

S-19 Delaware County Electric Coop. Inc. 7,700 (enclosed)

S-20 Oneida-Madison Electric Coop. Inc. 2,800 (same as S-19)

S-21 Otsego Electric Coop. Inc. 7,200

Industrial Contracts

Aluminum Company of America (Firm) 174,000 (enclosed)S-1
(Interruptible) 65,000

S-5 Reynolds Metals Co. (Finn) 200,000 (enclosed)

(Interruptible) 39,000

S-11 General Motors Corp. 12,000 (enclosed)
"i.
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Contract 

Utilities

S-6
S-7

Other

S-2

S-4A
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St. Lawrence Project Contracts (Contd.) 

Customer 

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. (Firm)
New York State Electric & Gas (Firm)

Public Service Board of the State of
Vermont

United States Air Force

Municipal Systems 

NS-2
NS-3
NS-4
NS-5
NS-6
NS-7
NS-8
NS-9
NS-10
NS-14
NS-15
NS-16
NS-17
NS-19
NS-21
NS-22
NS -23
NS-24
NS-25
NS-26
NS -27
NS-28
NS-31

Niagara Project Contracts 

City of Salamanca
Village of Andover
Village of Akron
Village of Wellsville
Village of Fairport
Village of Little Valley
Village of Arcade
Village of Springville
Village of Bergen
Village of Westfield
Village of Mayville
Village of Churchville
Village of Spcncerport
Village of Watkins Glen
Village of Bath
Village of Endicott
Village of Angelica
Village of Silver Springs
Village of Marathon
Village of Groton
Village of Castile
Village of Penn Yan
City of Jamestown

Contract
Demand (Kw)
1/1/76

115,000 (enclosed)
20,000 (enclosed)

100,000 (enclosed)
10,000 (enclosed)

8,500 (enclosed)
700 (same as NS-2)

4,000
10,000
33,000
3,500
15,500
7,200
1,700
10,000
3,800
1,600
8,500
3,200
8,000
7,000
1,100
600

2,100
4,000
1,300
8,200
21,000

(enclosed)
(same as NS-19)

(same as NS-2)
(same as NS-19)

If

(enclosed)
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Niagara Project Contracts (Contd.)

Contract
Demand (Kw)

Contract Customer 1/1176 

Cooperatives 

NS-12 Steuben Rural Electric Coop., Inc. 12,160 (enclosed)
NS-29A Allegheny Electric Coop., Inc. 130,000 (enclosed)

Utilities

NS-1 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. Firm 322,000 (enclosed)
Replacement 445,000
Expansion 233,500
Peaking 108,000

Peaking 86,000 /a

NS-11

NS-13

Other

NS-20

Industries /b

• New York State Electric & Gas Firm 276,000 (enclosed)
Expansion 16,550
Peaking • 92,000
118 Peaking 74,000 /a

Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. Firm
411B Peaking

142,000 (enclosed)
40,000 /a

Public Service Board of the State of
Vermont Firm 50,000 (enclosed)

Firm 2,632 /a

J. A. FitzPatrick Plant Contracts

FD-1 Aluminum Company of America 20,000 (enclosed)
FD-2A Hooker Chemicals & Plastics Corp. 9,300 (enclosed)

1113 power and energy is supplied when available pursuant to paragraph B of

the General Power Contract Provisions. The price is $1.00 per month per
kilowatt of billing demand plus 2.67 mills per kilowatt hour.

a. Contract demands for FitzPatrick industrial customers are the amounts listed

plus losses from the FitzPatrick switchyard to the customer's point of delivery.
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J. A. FitzPatrick Plant Contracts (Contd.)

Contract
Demand (Kw)

Contract Customer 1/1/76 

Industries

FD-3 Air Products & Chemicals, Inc. 10, 000 (enclosed)
FD-4 Reynolds Metals Company 26, 000 (enclosed)
FD-5 Airco Industrial Gases 2, 000 (same as FD-2A)
FD-6 Airco Speer Carbon-Graphite 7, 500
FD-7 Buriox, Inc. 7, 500 It

FD-8 E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co. 5, 000
FD-9 Dresser Transp. Equipment 14, 000
FD-10 Olin Corporation 2, 600 "
FD-11 /c Airco Industrial Gases 11, 500 (same as FD-3)
FD-12 7-6 Airco Alloys Div., Airco Inc. 14, 600 (same as FD-2A)

Utilities

UD-1 Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. Contract (enclosed)
UD-2 Consolidated Edison Company of N. Y. Inc. demands
UD-3 Long Island Lighting Company vary by
UD-4 N. Y. State Electric & Gas Corp. season
UD-5 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. and from
UD-6 Orange & Rockland Utilities, Inc. year to
UD-7 Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. year.

See contracts.

Blenheim-Gilboa Project Contracts /d

PS-1 Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 550,000 (enclosed)
PS-2 New York State Electric & Gas Corp. 200,000 (same as PS-1)
PS-3 Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. 150, 000
PS-4 /e Central Hudson Gas & Electric. Corp. 100,000

Not presently being served, service will commence on or before the last day
of 1976.

Zd_ The rate for Blenheim-Gilboa capacity is $1.35 per month per kilowatt of
contract demand rather than the amount listed in the enclosed contract.

Central Hudson's share of 131cnhcim-Gilboa capacity has been assigned to New
York State Electric & Gas Corp. on a temporary basis.
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ENCLOSURE No. 4

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

State of Vermont Public
Service Board

V.

Power Authority of the
State of New York

Docket No. E-8746

PRESIDING ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE'S INITIAL DECISION
IN COMPLAINT PROCEEDING

(itty 15, 1975)

APPEARANCES

William I. Harkaway, Averill Laundon and Richard Saudek for
Vermont Public Service Board

Scott B. Lilly, John C. Mason and Peter A. Giuntini for the
Power Authority of the State of New York

Richard A. Solomon, Peter H. Schiff and Howard J. Read for the
Public Service Commission of the State of New York

William C. Wise and Marian Schwalm Furman for Allegheny Electric
Cooperative, Inc.

Scott M. Duboff and Robert A. Nelson, Jr. for the Staff of the
Federal Power Commission

DC-35
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LEVANT, PRESIDING ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:

This proceeding arises upon a complaint filed with the
Commission by the State of Vermont Public Service Board (PSB) on
April 22, 1974, as amended June 6, 1974. The complaint alleges
that 30 megawatts (mw) of power from the Power Authority of the
State of New York's (PASNY) Niagara Project (FPC Project No. 2216)1/
should be allocated to PSB rather than to the Allegheny Electric —
Cooperative, Inc. (Allegheny) and that the Niagara Project has
more power for allocation to out-of-state preference customers than
the 180 mw presently made available by PASNY to such customers
pursuant to the terms of its license and the Niagara Redevelopment
Act (Act). 2/ As noted by the Commission, this controversy pre-
sents a cas-e- of first impression for the Commission as it has not
been previously called upon to adjudicate a dispute over allocations
of preference power from the Niagara Project.

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

The Commission set the matter for hearing by order issued
August 23, 1974. In that order the Commission denied motions by
Allegheny and American Municipal Power-Ohio, Inc. (Amp-Ohio) seek-
ing dismissal of the complaint and a motion by PSB requesting a
stay of performance of the contract pursuant to which PASNY allo-
cated 30 mw to Allegheny. The Commission also deferred its ruling
on a motion by PASNY to limit the issue in this proceeding to the
question of the proper allocation of the 30 mw, pending a develop-
ment of the record. PASNY has elected not to renew its motion.
Allegheny, Amp-Ohio and the New York State Public Service
Commission (NYSPSC) intervened in the proceedings. A prehearing
conference was convened September 19, 1974. Hearings were held
November 25, 26, and December 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11, 1974. P58 filed
an initial brief on January 20, 1975. Allegheny, NYSPSC and Staff filed
briefs on February 12, 1975. PASNY filed its brief on February 14,
1975. PSB, PASNY, Allegheny and Staff filed reply briefs on
February 28, 1975. On March 6, 1975, Amp-Ohio filed a motion for
leave to file a reply brief out-of-time. Its motion was granted
March 28, 1975.

1/ 19 F.P.C. 186 (1958).

2/ The controlling provisions of the Niagara Redevelopment
Act are set forth in Appendix A.
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State of Vermont Public Service Board 

PSB is the utility regulatory and planning agency of the
State of Vermont. 1/ In addition, it has been authorized by the
Vermont legislature- to be the power marketing agency of the State
of Vermont and is designated as the agent of the State of Vermont
for the procurement of electrical energy from PASNY as well as from
other sources. In furtherance of its responsibilities it has
contracted with PASNY to purchase St. Lawrence Project 2/ power and

Niagara Project power. PSB, in its role as power marketing agency
for the State, seeks to acquire both the additional 30 mw of power

now allocated to Allegheny and such additional power as may be
available from PASNY. 4

Both with respect to its purchase of 100 mw of St. Lawrence
Project power and of 50 mw of Niagara Project power, PSB has
sought to assure that rural and domestic consumers within the

State of Vermont are benefited by the low cost power made available
by requiring the Vermont utilities, whether investor owned, munic-

ipals, or cooperatives, to effect rate reductions.

Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Allegheny is a non-profit member cooperative formed under the

Electric Cooperative Corporation Act of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (15 P.L. 124, gt sgg.) to obtain the lowest possible

wholesale cost for electric power for its members. It is owned
and controlled by its fourteen members. These member distribution

cooperatives operate electric distribution systems in rural areas.
Thirteen of the members operate in Pennsylvania and one in New

Jersey. The Pennsylvania members are incorporated under the same

Act as Allegheny and are also non-profit member-owned cooperatives.

On July 20, 1966, Allegheny entered into a contract with
PASNY for the purchase of 100 mw of Niagara Project power. At
the time PASNY entered into the contract with Allegheny it also

entered into contracts with New York State Electric & Gas
Corporation and Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation to wheel the
power and energy sold to Allegheny from the Niagara Project to

the New York-Pennsylvania state line. Allegheny entered into

contracts with Pennsylvania Electric Company (Penelec) and Metro-

politan Edison Company (Met Ed) for the transmission of such

power and energy from the New York-Pennsylvania state line to
the delivery points of its member cooperatives.

1/ PSB was formerly denominated the Vermont Public Service

Commission.

I/ FPC Project No. 2000.
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Upon learning that PASNY was willing to allocate an additional
30 mw of power. Allegheny filed a formal application. After pro-
ceedings before PASNY and approval by the Governor of New York,
an amendment to its contract, dated August 23, 1974, increasing
the contract from 100 mw to 130 mw was executed by PASNY and
Allegheny. The delivery to Allegheny of the additional 30 mw
commenced on September 1, 1974.

Power Authority of the State of New York 

PASNY is a corporate municipal instrumentality created by the
laws of the State of New York and as such is a public body with
governmental and public powers. 1/ PASNY has major hydroelectric
projects on the St. Lawrence and Niagara Rivers. It has trans-
mission lines extending throughout the State of New York and has
contracts to sell power to industry, investor owned utilities,
municipals, cooperatives and out-of-state customers. It has an
obligation under the Niagara Redevelopment Act to assure that at
least 50 percent of the project power shall be available for sale
and distribution for the benefit of the people as consumers, partic-
ularly domestic and rural customers. 2/ PASNY is further required
to make a maximum of 20 percent of such preference power available,
or in effect 10 percent of project power, for use within reason-
able economic transmission distance in neighboring states. 3/ It
operates under the direction of five trustees who have the auty
inter alia, to assure that sales are made from the Niagara Project
in a manner consistent with the Act and its license issued by the
Commission in 1958. The Act authorizes the Commission to resolve
disagreements concerning the allocation of preference power arising
between PASNY and power marketing agencies in neighboring states.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

PASNY in its brief presented the following historical back-
ground of the Niagara Project:

The Niagara Project (Project No. 2216) was constructed
by the Authority pursuant to the provisions of the Federal
Power Act 3/ and as a result of an act of Congress known

3/ 16 U.S.C. § 791a, et seq.

1/ See New York Power Authority Act, Section 1002.

2/ Act, Section (b)(1).

3/ Act, Section (b)(2).
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as the Niagara Redevelopment Act. 4/ The Niagara
Redevelopment Act was passed by Congress in 1957
after a long controversy over what entity should be
permitted to develop the full hydroelectric potential
of the Niagara River which was made available to the '
United States by a Treaty between the United States
and Canada Concerning Uses of the Waters of the Niagara
River, signed at Washington, February 7, 1950 (TIAS 2130).

The Treaty required that a minimum of 100,000 cubic
feet of water per second (cfs) flow over Niagara Falls
during the daytime during the tourist season, and that
a minimum of 50,000 cfs flow over the Falls at all other
times. 5/ The Treaty further provided that, except for
certain designated portions of the outflow from Lake Erie,
all of the remaining water was to be divided equally be-
tween the United States and Canada and could be used for

power production.

In ratifying the 1950 Treaty, the Senate attached a
reservation which provided that no project for the full
utilization of the United States' share of waters of the

Niagara River could be undertaken until it was specifically
authorized by an act of Congress. A long controversy
ensued over who would build a power project at Niagara
Falls and over the terms under which the power would be

marketed. Various conflicting bills were introduced in
each Congress beginning in 1950 to provide for develop-
ment of a project either by private enterprise, by the
State of New York or by the Federal Government. Some
of the bills included the preference provisions governing
the sale of power produced at Federal projects contained

in Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 6/ while
others had no preference provisions.

On August 20, 1956 the Authority applied to the
Federal Power Commission for a license to construct a
power project to use the United States' share of the
Niagara River contending that the reservation the
Senate attached to the 1950 Treaty was unconstitutional.
On November 30, 1956 the FPC dismissed the Authority's
application on the ground that it was not authorized

4/ Public Law 85-159, 71 Stat. 401, 16 U.S.C. §6836, 836a.

5/ The tourist season lasts from April 1 to October 31
each year. See Article III of the Treaty, and transcript

pp. 103-04.

6/ Act of December 11, 1944, Ch. 665, 58 Stat. 53-4, 16
U.S.C. §825s.

100



189

-6 -

to rule upon the constitutionality of the Senate's
reservation to the 1950 Treaty. The Authority
appealed and the United State Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia on June 20, 1957 set aside
that order of dismissal and remanded the matter to
the FPC for determination of whether on the merits
such a license should issue to the Authority. Shortly
thereafter, an appeal was taken by the FPC to the
United States Supreme Court from the Court of Appeals'
decision. 7/

Meanwhile, on June 7, 1956, a rock slide had com-
pletely destroyed the 365 mw Schoellkopf Hydroelectric
Plant (Project No. 16) of the Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation (Niagara Mohawk). The Schoellkopf Plant
then contained approximately two-thirds of the
generating capacity on the United States side of the
Niagara River. A large number of electrometallurgical
and electrochemical industrial facilities in the
vicinity of Niagara Falls had depended upon the low
cost hydroelectric power produced by Niagara Mohawk.
These industries constituted the principal sources of
employment in the Niagara Falls area and were consid-
ered by Congress to be vital to the national defense. 8/

The destruction of the Schoellkopf Plant and the loss
of its generating capacity and the Court of Appeals'
decision voiding the Treaty reservation accelerated
resolution of the controversy over who was to build a
power plant an the Niagara River in favor of the Power
Authority and the only remaining disnute related to
'the application of the Federal power preference policy
in the marketing of Niagara power, and the extent to
which Niagara power should be required to be made
available in the States of Pennsylvania and Ohio'. 9/

/7-15n November 18, 1957 after the Niagara Redevelopment
Act became law on August 21, 1957 the judgment of the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit was vacated on the ground that it
was then moot and the case was remanded to that court
with directions to dismiss the petition.

8/ H.R. Report No. 862, 85th Cong., 1st sess., p. 2 (1957).

9/ Id. at p. 3.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 13
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The controversy over the marketing of Niagara

power was resolved by a compromise which was 
em-

bodied in the terms of the Niagara Redevelopment

Act. The Act was passed by the first session of

the 85th Congress, and approved by President

Eisenhower on August 21, 1957.

The Power Authority promptly began constru
ction

of the Niagara Project. First commercial production

of power occurred on February 10, 1961. The last

of the Project's 25 generating units was avai
lable

for service on October 11, 1962. Except for outages

for maintenance purposes, both scheduled and 
unsched-

uled, the Project has been in full operation si
nce 1962.

ISSUES 

There are two principal issues to be determined in t
his pro-

ceeding, viz.:

(1) To whom should the 30 mw of Niagara Project p
ower be

allocated, Allegheny or PSB?

(2) What comprises Niagara Project power from whi
ch allocations

are to be made to preference customers in neighborin
g states?

In addition, a number of subsidiary issues have
 been raised

Which are hereinafter addressed.

POSITION OF THE PARTIES 

PSB believes that it represents the preferred market
 for the

30 mw of Niagara Project power. It also maintains that there are

additional quantities of power to be made available 
by PASNY to

neighboring states and requests that such power be a
llocated to it.

Allegheny asserts that PASNY's allocation to it of 
the 30 mw

of Niagara Project power was altogether proper. It takes no

position with respect to project power issue. 
1/

PASNY states that its decision to allocate the 30 mw
 to

Allegheny is reasonable, in the public interest, and in 
accord

with the terms of the Niagara Redevelopment Act. With respect

to the project power issue, it contends that it unnece
ssary for

the Commission to consider in this proceeding what ac
tually

constitutes project power because the firm power being 
delivered

to PSB at system load factor at the Niagara Project 
switchyard

constitutes PSB's reasonable portion of Niagara power. 
It asserts

that the facts and the law support that "project power" is 
1800

mw. In the event the Commission desires to require PASNY 
to make

1/ By letter of March 3, 1975, Allegheny advised the 
Administrative

Law Judge and all counsel of record that it is 
in a position to

purchase additional project power.
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more Niagara power available to out-of-state customers, PASNY
contends that the Commission must first have an environmental
impact statement prepared by Staff pursuant to Section 102(2)(c)
of the National Environmental Policy Act and then conduct hearings
thereon. It urges that PSB's complaint be denied.

The Commission Staff urges that PASNY be required to sell the
30 mw of firm power, presently sold to Allegheny, to PSB. On
the project power issue Staff recommends a finding that 1880 mw
(75 percent load factor), 200 raw of firm peaking power (12.5
percent load factor), 200 mw of currently available firm peaking
power (12.5 percent load factor), and variable quantities of
peaking interchange power sold to non-PASNY entities, comprise
project power within the meaning of the Act.

Amp-Ohio in its brief requests that recognition be given to
the rights and interest of Amp-Ohio and the public agencies it
represents and asserts that no allotment could be validly made
that did not provide for the transfer of the allotment to Ohio
when wheeling arrangements are made.

NYSPSC expresses a position only with respect to the project
power issue. It states that there is no statutory requirement
that any additional Niagara Project power be sold by PASNY out-
side of New York State and that it would be unreasonable and con-
trary to the public interest to so require. It argues that in
any event no consideration can be given to any such proposal until
and unless the procedures mandated under NEPA have been fully
complied with.

Neighboring States 

Allegheny contends that the legislative history of the
Niagara Redevelopment Act makes it emphatically rlear that only
preference customers in Pennsylvania and Ohio were intended to
be given the right to share in the Niagara Project power and that
Vermont has no right whatsoever to any Niagara power. It devotes
much of its brief to this issue. Allegheny states that the Senate
held hearings on the bill which became the Niagara Redevelopment
Act. As noted by Staff, the Senate did not hold hearings upon
the bill which became the Act. It did, however, hold hearings
on two bills, S. 512 and S. 1037, before deciding on a compromise
bill, S.2406, which became the Act. There is no indication that
S. 512 and S. 1037 were used as models for S. 2406. Hearings on 
S. 512 and S. 1037 Before a Subcommittee on Public Works, 85th
Cong., 1st Sess. 1-4 (1937). Indeed, the main issues which
necessitated the compromise bill, S. 2406, were the preference
and out-of-state allocation provisions.
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The language used by Congress in the Act, 1/ cannot reason-

ably be interpreted to exclude Vermont as a "nerghboring state".

Under the common definition of neighboring, to wit, "immediately

adjacent or relatively near," Vermont is a neighboring state.

The Act must have bin zo int'rpreted in the earlier allo-

cation of power to PSB. lnough the legislative history makes

specific reference, in a number of instances, to Pennsylvania and

Ohio, there are indications that other states were intended to be

beneficiaries of Niagara Project power as well. For instance, as

noted by PSB, Senator Chavez in introducing the debate on S. 2406
,

the bill which ultimately became the Niagara Redevelopment Act
,

stated "The New York and New England area has the highest powe
r

rate of any section of the country. It is hoped that the Niagara

Project will provide an adequate yardstick and permit power ra
tes

and greater use of electricity over a large part of the no
rth-

eastern section of our country" 2/.

Staff in its brief points to a statement in the House debates

by Representative Miller as follows:

The other 50 percent will be subject to the

preference clause, and 20 percent of that, or

10 percent of the whole, will be available to

New York or the neighboring States. Any neigh-

boring State, such as Massachusetts, if it makes

application before the Federal Power Commission,

will receive its reasonable share of this power

if it can prove that the power can be transmitted

to such State and be sold there under economic

conditions and that they can utilize the power,

and that it is cheaper there than power which they

themselves can generate by steam power. Then they 

would be entitled to a portion of this power. 103

C.R. 13204 (1957) (emphasis added.)

If Congress had intended to restrict the plain meaning 
of

"neighboring states" in the Act, it would have done so 
specifically

as it has done in other acts. 3/ Allegheny's contention is found

to be without merit.

1/ 16 U.S.C. 8836(b)(2).

2/ See 103 Cong. Rec. 14438 (Aug. 12, 1957).

3/ Section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act, 43 U.S.C.

$617d(c) provides a preference in the generation and pu
r-

chases of electric energy for the States of Arizona,

California, and Nevada specifically.
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Preference Customers

Allegheny raises another question with respect to whether
PSB qualifies as a preference customer under the Act which provides
that the power available under the preference provision thereof
shall be sold to "public bodies and non-profit cooperatives". It
maintains that PSB is not such a preference customer since it
sells approximately 80 percent of the Niagara power at wholesale
to non-preference customers. Allegheny contends that PSB is
actually used to thwart the will of Congress by serving as a
conduit to get Niagara power into the hands of the investor
owned power companies.

The Act directs PASNY to "give preference and priority to
public bodies and non-profit cooperatives within economic trans-
mission distance". Allegheny concedes that PSB is a public body
of the State of Vermont. There is no prohibition in the Act pre-
cluding the distribution of Niagara Project power to those intended
to be benefited under the Act by investor owned utilities. The
record contains ample evidence indicating that the ultimate consumers
are benefited by the low cost Niagara power by means of appropriate
rate reduction. Allegheny's allegation is rejected.

ALLOCATION OF THE 30 MW

Substantial evidence was presented on the allocation issue.
In their respective presentations the parties have attempted to
show by comparative benefit analyses which applicant would obtain
the greatest benefit from the 30 mw of hydroelectric power. No
party contends that it has an immediate requirement for the 30 mw
of Niagara Project power for which there is no substitute. The
principal attractiveness of this block of power to any power
consumer is unquestionably its low cost.

PSB proceeds with its analysis of the issue on the basis of
three points, to wit, (1) who would benefit more economically
by the acquisition of additional Niagara power; (2) which system
has more built-in reliability and therefore less of a need for
Niagara power; and (3) which system will have other power supplies
more readily and economically available in the future? PSB states
that on each point the decision must be made in its favor with
respect to the 30 mw now being sold to Allegheny, as well as for
any additional power which may be made available to neighboring
states.

Allegheny argues that it should receive the 30 mw of Niagara
Project power for the reasons that, (1) PSB cannot use the 30 mw
at the present time; (2) PSB has a greater availability of future
power supply than Allegheny; (3) Allegheny will derive greater
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economic benefits than PSB; and (4) on the basis of Congressional
intent PSB has no claim to the Niagara power. 1/

Staff in arriving at its position that PSB should receive
the 30 mw of Niagara Project power analyzes the following factors:
(1) present and future need for 30 mw of power; (2) current and
projected loads of competing applicants; (3) resources available
to meet current and projected loads; (4) present and future alter-
natives available to applicants; (5) transmission considerations;
and (6) beneficiaries of the 30 mw of Niagara Project power.

PASNY urges that substantial weight be given to the reascns whereby
the PASNY Board of Trustees decided to allocate the 30 mw to
Allegheny. These reasons, it asserts, are contained in the PASNY
General Manager's Report which concluded that the total benefits
will be on the same general order with respect to either appliaant,
but that more of the benefits will flow to the consumers through
preference type agencies by allotment to Allegheny. It further
concluded that New Jersey, another neighboring state, will benefit
in some degree and that Ohio may also benefit from an allotment to
Allegheny. Another consideration cited is that the allotment to
Allegheny would bring relative amounts of PASNY power (St. Lawrence
and Niagara Projects combined) allotted between Vermont and
Pennsylvania more closely in line with the relative populations
and power needs of the two areas. Even with the 30 mw allocated
to Allegheny, PASNY asserts PSB still would have a far larger share
in proportion to Vermont's population.

Examined below are the various bases upon which the parties
assert the relative merits of allocating the 30 mw to one applicant
rather than the other.

Projected Loads 

In addressing the respective needs of PSB and Allegheny, Staff
considers the estimated load growth of the State of Vermont and of
the Allegheny system. It concludes that they will not be sig-
nificantly different. PASNY concurs. Allegheny states that the
Pennsylvania load grows at a rate considerably faster than that
of Vermont. As noted earlier, neither PSB nor Allegheny has a
present critical need for the power. The load growth projections
herein do not establish significantly different requirements. 2/
Moreover, load growth projections do not provide a meaningful
basis for a resolution of this issue, since there is no showing
that these projections would not be satisfied by other means in
the absence of an allocation of 30 mw of Niagara Project power.

1/ This contention has been addressed supra, pp. 8-10.

2/ Exs. 3, 34, 37, 42, 44, 73-77 and 93.
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Available Resources

Considerable evidence was presented on the resources avail-
able to the respective applicants to meet current and projected
loads. Witness Schultz testified that, for the winter of 1974-75,
Vermont has power resources of 563 mw within the state and is
currently committed to take 544 mw from out-of-state sources under
joint ownership or contractual agreements, 1/ for a total of 1107
mw. Vermont expects to have resources of 970 mw, 941 mw, and 1227
mw to meet peak loads in the winters of 1975-75, 1976-77 and 1977-
78. 2/

PSB witness Stensrud testified about a number of projects in
the planning stage or awaiting construction permits as well as
presently available power resources. As shown in Exhibit 41
the New England Region which includes Vermont has a reserve margin
for 1974-75 of 38.5 percent which reduces in four years to 16.8
percent.

Allegheny witness Rogers testified that Allegheny owns no
generating capacity. Allegheny purchases all of its requirements
from PASNY, Penelec, Met Ed, Jersey Central Power and Light
Company and West Penn Power Company. 3/ Allegheny's contracts
with Penelec and Met Ed allow Allegheny to reduce its purchases
of supplemental power from these companies when PASNY power is
taken. Not until 1980 would the alternative of participating in
joint ownership of a nuclear facility be more economic than
purchasing supplemental power from its current suppliers, except
for PASNY.

On the basis of testimony by witness Savage, Staff in its
brief shows the reserve margins of Mid-Atlantic Area Council (MAAC)
which furnished 83 percent of Allegheny's December supplemental.
power needs as follows:4/ 1974-75 - 55.2 percent; 1975-76 - 54.2
percent; 1976-77 - 49.9 percent; 1977-78 - 46.2 percent; 1978-79 -
47.7 percent. In considering the question of reserves in a regional
context, Staff asserts that the allocation of the 30 mw of PASNY
capacity to PSB will increase the reserves of the New England Region
during the period 1975 through 1978 and will particularly aid New
England in 1978-79 when the Region's supplies will be, in witness
Savage's words, "at the low end of the range usually considered
desirable". 5/ On the other hand, Staff maintains, MAAC and East

1/ Tr. 61.

2/ Ex. 3, Table III.

3/ Tr. 150.

4/ Ex. 44.

5/ Tr. 191.
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Central Area Reliability Coordination Agreement (ECAR) have "fully
adequate reserve generating capacity through 1978-79. It contends,
that the allocation of the 30 mw to PSB will thus improve the
reliability of the New England region to a greater extent than the
MAAC-ECAR regional reliability would be improved if the capacity
were allocated to Allegheny.

PASNY asserts that regional reliability is not an appropriate
consideration under the Act or the legislative history. It main-
tains that comparison of the MAAC and ECAR regions with New England
is improper. If regions are to be compared, it contends the
appropriate comparison would be between MAAC-ECAR and Northeast
Power Coordinating Council (NPCC) of which New England is a part.
The record shows the 1974-75 capacity of (1) MAAC as 43,557 mw 1/;
(2) ECAR as 72,012 mw 2/; (3) the New England Pool as 19,566 mw 3/
and (4) NPCC as 67,918 mw. 4/

Allegheny argues that serious consideration may not be given
to Staff reliability arguments as the impact of 30 mw is so de
minimis as to be absolutely meaningless. Allegheny's argument is
well taken. The impact of 30 mw upon system reliability would
be questionable when measured against the system capacities shown.
Moreover, there is merit to PASNY's contention that there is no
basis in the Act for comparing regional reliability in a deter-
mination of the allocation issue. Assuming arguendo that such a
comparison were proper, it would be unreasonable to allocate
the 30 mw of Niagara Project power on the basis of a de minimis 
impact on the reliability of these systems.

Cost Savings Comparisons

PSB initially asserted that 30 mw of PASNY power would save
Vermont consumers approximately $1,900,000 per year when PASNY
power is fully assimilated.5/Witness Schultz estimated the total
annual cost of PASNY power at $1,208,088 (capacity charge of
$378,000, energy charge $515,088, transmission charge $315,000)

1/ Ex. 44.

2/ Ex. 43.

3/ Ex. 41.

4/ Ex. 45.

5/ In Exhibit 3, it is indicated that if the 30 mw of PASNY

power were available in 1974, Vermont could only absorb the
power by selling some part of its higher cost resources for

a year or two during which time the savings would be less.
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based on existing demand and energy charges of $1.00 per kw a
month and 2.67 mills per kwh, respectively. 1/ For his cost
comparison witness Schultz chose Middletown No. 4, the most
recently installed fossil-fuel generating unit in New England. 2/
He arrived at an annual cost of $3,137,364 for Middletown No. 4—
and then subtracted the Niagara Project power cost for 30 mw to
obtain the $1,900,000 savings. An updated study, taking into
account cost escalations, forms the basis for a claim that savings
to PSB consumers would now be at least $3,312,000 annually. 3/
Even after paying continuing demand charges under its contra-as,
upon the substitution the Niagara power for presently contracted
power, witness Schultz testified that the savings would be over
$3,000,000.

Allegheny argues that it would obtain greater economic benefitsthan PSB. It states that immediately upon receiving the 30 mw of
Niagara Project power it experienced savings of $1,219,064. 4/
These savings are to increase to $1,400,000 after forthcoming
Penelec and Met Ed rate increases. 5/ Witness Rogers challenges
the annual savings shown by PSB asserting that the $1,900,000
would be reduced to only $583,762 were the "redundant" power takeninto account. Allegheny in its brief asserts that PSB's savings
should be reduced by at least $600,000 to cover fixed charges.
Moreover, it maintains that the Schultz study based on the Middle-
town No. 4 is erroneous since PSB does not plan to replace Niagara
Project power with Middletown No. 4 power on a continuing basis
or at a similar load factor. PSB's contract for Middletown No. 4
expired in May 1974.

PASNY states that the estimate of cost savings of PSB are
not comparable in that the PSB estimate relates to the total
savings to be achieved within the entire state based on the
incremental cost of power from an alternate source which is a
relatively new unit, while Allegheny would buy alternate power
at the average cost of the utility systems supplying such power
to produce and transmit it. It maintains that the correspondingincremental costs for the utilities supplying alternate power to
Allegheny must necessarily be considerably higher than the average
cost.

1/ Ex. 3.

2/ Ex. 3, p. 8.

3/ Tr. 82.

4/ Tr. 151.

5/ Tr. 167, 175.
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Staff is of the view that substantially equal benefits would

accrue to both PSB and Allegheny by 1980, since the alternative to

both would then be nuclear power. It is between 1975 and 1980

that Staff believes there would be a substantial difference which

favors PSB. It asserts that even with an increase of 50 percent

in Penelec and Met Ed's rates the savings to Allegheny would only

increase to approximately $2,500,000 while it credits PSB with

savings of $3,312,000.

PSB witness Schultz showed savings of $3,825,401 upon a

comparison utilizing nuclear power. 1/ A study by Allegheny's

Mr. Rogers showed a savings of $3,427,321 to Allegheny 2/ with

nuclear power.

The savings of PSB and Allegheny have been computed upon

different bases. PSB has used the incremental cost of a partic-

ular unit, while Allegheny uses the average system cost of its

suppliers. The record does not provide PSB's suppliers' average

system costs for comparison. On the basis of the Middletown No. 4

unit cost comparison, the savings shown by PSB would be offset

substantially by PSB 's obligations to continue to pay demand charges

under its contracts.3/In this regard, PSB argues that the extent

-to which demand charges would offset savings from Niagara Project

power would depend upon the unit that would be displaced at a

given time t_4/Yet, for its savings computations, it uses one

relatively high priced fossil fuel unit rather than an average

system cost. The use of the Middletown No. 4 unit alone does not

reflect the alternative operation intended and, therefore, does

not accurately reflect the savings to PSB. It may reasonably be

expected that the difference in savings between PSB and Allegheny

would be significantly less than claimed by PSBif it were base
d

on a uniform systemwide comparison. As Staff notes, this would

be particularly true after 1980 when nuclear power would be the

alternative in either case.

The differences shown for savings comparing purchases from

PASNY with nuclear generation are likewise inconclusive. Ninety-

five percent of the difference of $403,000 is due to differences

1/ Ex. 72.

2/ Ex. 33 as corrected at Tr. 573.

3/ Tr. 348-351.

4/ Tr. 639 shows the demand charges for various sources of power.
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in nuclear annual capacity unit costs between Allegheny and PSB. 1/In turn, the Allegheny estimate is lower as a result of lower —
finance costs, that is, the components of the fixed charge ratio. 2/

Once again there is substantial evidence that, upon analysis,
contributes very little to the resolution of the allocation issue.
What does emerge from the evidence of alternative power resources
available is that Allegheny, having no generating capacity of its
own, is dependent upon purchases from suppliers at rates demanded,
while PSB has a number of alternative sources of power upon which
it can rely. PSB would, therefore, have greater opportunities to
obtain more economical power resources than Allegheny.

Transmission Considerations 

The feasibility of transmitting 30 mw to either Pennsylvania
or Vermont is not in issue. Witness Schultz indicated that the
total cost of transmission to Vermont's distribution systems was
$20.00 per kw-year. The total cost of transmission to Allegheny's
member cooperatives was calculated to be $21.871 per kw-year.

PSB indicated that transmission losses would be 5 percent to
the Vermont border and 2.6 and 5.5 percent of kwh and kw respectively,
between the border and the distribution points. On cross-exam-
ination witness Rogers stated that Allegheny incurs transmission

1/ ($126.00 - $113.30) (30,000kw) i $403,000 95 percent.

2/ A breakdown of the respective costs per kw of $126 and the
$113.30 shows that costs other than annual capacity costs
are partially off-setting as follows:

Allegheny Vermont Difference 
Ex. 33 Ex. 72

Annual Capacity Costs
Other Costs

Total Costs

Capacity Costs are
Products of
Investment per kw
Fixed Charge Ratio

$94.43 $110.23 $15.80

4444; 41244; (3.10)$12.70

$700 $612
0.1349 0.18012
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losses of 3 percent of kwh in New York and 5 percent of kwh between
the New York border and the delivery points of Allegheny's member
cooperatives. Staff witness Savage testified that transmission

losses to the Vermont border are 66.7 percent greater than trans-

mission losses to the Pennsylvania border. PASNY corroborates

PSB's and Allegheny's transmission losses within New York at 5 and

3 percent, respectively. Thus, the percentage of kwh transmission

losses between the Niagara Project and the distribution points

average out to 7.6 for Vermont and 7.9 for Allegheny.

PASNY states that in any calculation of the savings to be

achieved within each state from an allocation of Niagara Project

power, the cost of transmission within the state would be a

constant cost. Therefore, it contends the only transmission costs

which are relevant in this proceeding, are the costs of transmission

and losses within the State of New York for Niagara Project power

and possibly the cost of transmitting alternative power to either

Pennsylvania or Vermont.

In considering economic transmission distance it is logical

to consider the distance between the Niagara Project and the

preference customer's point of distribution. Since transmission

losses are relevant to an economic determination, it follows that

transmission losses should be measured for the entire distance

rather than to the state line. When overall transmission losses

to distribution points are considered it is seen that the difference

between PSB and Allegheny is insignificant,

Beneficiaries of the 30 mw 

Consideration is given in the record to the potential

beneficiaries of Niagara Project power in Pennsylvania and Vermont.

Witness Schultz testified that all the direct benefits of Niagara

Project power accrue to residential and rural customers within

the State of Vermont by means of PSB supervision over their rates.
Rate benefits are made available to residential and rural consumers

whether the distribution is by a privately-owned or publicly-owned

distributor. 1/ Witness Stensrud also testified as to rate r
educ-

tions resulting from the purchase of Niagara Project power. 2/

With respect to the allocation of PASNY power, witness Stensru
d

indicated that such power was allocated on a kwh basis rather th
an

on a per customer basis.

1/ Exs. 12, 14 and 78. The few instances where the benefits

were reflected by other means than rate reductions invol
ved

relatively small utilities, which either used the funds to

strengthen their systems or had not had rate increases 
for

many years.

2/ Tr. 91.



201

- 18 -

Allegheny's witness Rogers testified that power obtained by
Allegheny is sold to its member cooperatives and is classified as
seasonal and rural residential sales, public street and highway
lighting sales, public authority sales and sales for resale.
Allegheny notes that, while it makes no allocation of %ales for
industrial or commercial customers among its rural customers, there
have developed commercial loads such as cross-road stores, schools,
garages, gasoline stations etc. and a few small industrial loads.
One such load identified in the record was a Tennessee Gas Pipe
Line Co. 350 kw booster station. Allegheny experienced a reduction
in overall exnenses of approximately 3 percent when it first
received Niagara Project power. Witness Rogers indicated that all
customers of the cooperatives benefit irrespective of any rate
change because such cooperatives are owned by the customers and
any increased revenues ("margins") are allocated back to the
customers. When the financial situation permits, these margins
are refunded. 1/

Witness Savage testified that under PSE's proposed allocation
of the 30 mw 76.7 percent would be allocated to privately owned
systems, 16.3 percent to municipal systems and 7.0 percent to
cooperatives. 2/ In Vermont 87.3 percent of all customers are
residential an farm customers. Of these residential and farm
customers, 78.4 percent are served by privately owned systems,
15.6 percent by municipal systems, and 6.0 percent by cooperatives. 3/
Allegheny, on the other hand, sells 88.9 percent of its power to —
residential and farm customers. 4/ Witness Savage also prepared an
exhibit 5/ showing that, an the asis of out-of-state PASNY power 64
in 1973 Vermont received an average of 6.3 mwh per residential
and rural customer while Allegheny received an average of 4.8 mwh
for the same customer classification. On the same basis, witness

1/ All amounts received from the furnishing of electric energy
in excess of operating costs and expenses are r,2ceived from
the members as capital. At the end of each year all such

..,amounts in excess of expenses are credited to the capital
' —account of each member and are returned in cash to the members

when the cooperative is in a financial position to do so.

2/ Ex. 37.

3/ Ex. 46.

4/ Exs. 47 and 32.

5/ Ex. 77.

6/ Both Niagara and St. Lawrence project power. Tr. 977-78.
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• •
Savage showed that, if Allegheny is allocated the 30 mw,the
average mwh per residential and rural customers would be 6.31 for
both Vermont and Allegheny. He further stated that Vermont pre-
sently receives 30.8 percent more PASNY energy for each residential
and rural customer than Allegheny. 1/

Allegheny in its reply brief takes strenuous exception to the
implication that its rural commercial and industrial sales are not
in compliance with the terms of the Act. The record fails to
support any such implication. Those commercial and industrial
sales referred to are small and rural loads that are very much a
part of the customer service in a rural area. There has been no
showing that the types of ultimate customers of Allegheny differ
substantially from those served by the privately owned systems,
municipals, and cooperatives to which PSB furnishes PASNY power. 2/

The record evidence with respect to beneficiaries of PASNY
power fails to clearly favor either applicant. It would appear
that both PSB and Allegheny contribute similarly to the imple-
mentation of the intent of the Act in their respective distribution
of PASNY power.

Amp-Ohio's Claim 

PASNY in its rebuttal brief asserts that Staff in arriving
at its conclusions has ignored one of the considerations upon
which PASNY based its decision to allocate 30 mw to Allegheny,
to wit, that it would facilitate possible reallocation of the 30
mw to Ohio preference customers if they are able to resolve their
wheeling difficulties.

Amp-Ohio in its brief states that on January 19, 1973, it
filed an application with PASNY for 30 mw of Niagara Project
power in competition with similar applications filed by Allegheny
and PSB. During the pendency of the PASNY proceedings upon these
applications, Amp-Ohio and Allegheny reached an agreement, signed
October 8, 1974, which provides that when and if Amp-Ohio secures
the necessary transmission facilities or contracts therefor
Allegheny would relinquish all but 7,216 kw of the 30 mw allocation
by PASNY. 3/ Amp-Ohio states that it has since diligently attempte<
to negotiate the necessary wheeling arrangements with Cleveland
Electric Illuminating Company, the necessary link for delivery of
PASNY power to the City of Cleveland, Ohio, but the negotiations
have not proved fruitful to date. However, Amp-Ohio notes that it
is pursuing the matter through the Anti-Trust Division of the

1/ Tr. 976.

2/ Exs. 37, 46 and 47.

3/ Ex. 82.
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Department of Justice. It states that its engineering consultantsare confident that the City of Cleveland is within economic trans-mission distance of the Niagara Project and that such power canbe economically and effectively utilized by Amp-Ohio member systemsincluding the City of Cleveland. Amp-Ohio urges consideration ofits contingent interests in this proceeding.
Conclusion 

The evidence of comparative benefits offered by PSB, as wellas by the other parties, does not provide a sufficient basis uponwhich to predicate the allocation of the 30 mw. It appears from
the record that both PSB and Allegheny would be comparably benefited,especially after the first several years. Staff, a party withouta direct interest in the determination of this issue which engagedin an extensive analysis of comparative benefits, states that the"allocation of the 30 mw to either PSB or Allegheny will result insubstantially equal benefits to both applicants in 1980". Its
conclusion that PSB should, nevertheless, be the recipient of the30 mw, rests on highly tenuous grounds. Staff relies on four
factors, i.e. regional reliability, power costs savings, trans-
mission losses and ultimate customers,in support of its position
that PSB would receive greater benefits than Allegheny in the
years 1975 - 1979. As discussed supra, a review of these factors
does not reveal significant differences in benefits clearly support-
ing an allocation to PSB rather than to Allegheny.

It is, therefore, necessary to weigh other factors which maytip the scales in considering the public interest. While the
Commission in this proceeding has undertaken to consider the allo-
cation issue de novo upon a comparative basis, it is not foreclosed
from weighing otETF—pertinent factors which were considered by
PASNY in arriving at its determination to allocate the 30 mw to
Allegheny. Indeed, it is only reasonable that contentions of PASNY,the agency charged by Congress with administering the preference
provisions of the Act in the first instance, be given appropriate
weight.

One of those factors which is most compelling here is the
opportunity of making available a substantial portion of the 30 mw
Allegheny allocation to Amp-Ohio at such time as wheeling arrange-
ments are achieved. The possibility of making PASNY power avail-
able to the neighboring state of Ohio is an important consideration
in the implementation of the provisions of the Act as evidenced by
the numerous references to Ohio in the legislative history. Further-
more, there is evidence that New Jersey benefits in some measure
from the allocation to Allegheny. 1/ Another factor considered by

1/ PASNY power is not actually delivered to Allegheny's one
member cooperative in New Jersey, however, to the extent
that Allegheny is benefited by PASNY power its member
cooperatives are also benefited.
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PASNY is the relative magnitude of PASNY power already being sold
to the applicants and the impact of the 30 mw sale upon existing
allocations. 1/ It is reasonable to assume that in the allocation
of preference power to neighboring states by PASNY, Congress did
not intend substantially disproportionate allocations that favor
one neighboring state within economic transmission distance while
excluding another, where similar benefits are to be realized.

It is concluded that PSB has not made a compelling showing
that its customers and the ultimate consumers will derive greater
benefits from the allocation of the 30 mw of preference power to
it, rather than to Allegheny, or that the public interest will
be better served thereby. On the contrary, it is found that the
allocation of the 30 mw to Allegheny, thereby permitting a future
reallocation to Ohio preference customers, is reasonable, in the
public interest and consistent with the intent of the Act.

NIAGARA PROJECT POWER

Both the Act and the license provide that in the event of
disagreement between the licensee and the power marketing agencies,
the Commission is empowered to "determine and fix the applicable
portion of power to be made available and the terms applicable
thereto." At issue here is not how much power the project produces.
The quantities of the different categories of power produced by the
project and marketed by PASNY are a matter of record and are not
disputed. The thrust of PASNY's position is that for a number of
reasons all of the power produced by the project, or marketed by
it, is not subject to the preference provisions of the Act. Its
reasons are examined below.

Staff suggests that the proper focus for examining project
power is the evidence bearing on the marketing of Niagara Proj-
ect power, rather than simply the production of power at the
Niagara Project. The legislative history appears to support the
idea that project power is not wholly dependent upon the vagaries
of Niagara river flo,,s. 2/ The record shows, that excess energy

1/ The allocation of 30 mw to PSB would have given Vermont
180 mw of PASNY preference power as compared to 100 mw for
Pennsylvania.

2/ The House bill, H.R. 8643, was passed in lieu of the Senate
bill, S. 2406, even though both bills were identical. U.S.
Code Congressional and Administrative News, 85th Cong., 1st.
Sess. 1S5 (1957). The House Report, on this subject, contains
this language:

The proposal now contemplates a project with a total
installed capacity of 2,190,000 kilowatts. Of this
1,800,000 will constitute firm power on a 17-hour day

(contd.)
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from the St. Lawrence Project is used to firm up commitments of the
Niagara Project, particularly during the months of April and
October. 1/ PASNY notes that the Niagara Project in turn assists
the St. Lawrence Project during its minimum flow months. Staff's
suggestion presents a reasonable basis for determining what portions
of Niagara Project peer should be subject to the preference pro-
visions.

Protect Power Definition 

PASNY has put in issue the definition of the term "project
power". In its brief PASNY takes the position that the term
"project power" was intended by Congress to apply only to "firm
power", citing passages from the House 2/ and Senate 3/ reports
on the bill wherein references are made to firm power. PASNY main-
tains that if Congress had intended that the preference provisions

2/(continued)
basis. It is anticipated that in order to achieve
this amount of firm capacity, pump-storage and pump-
generating facilities will be required. With an
interconnection with the St. Lawrence project the
total firm capacity during a 17-hour-day period would
amount to 2 million kilowatts. H.R. REP. NO. 862,
85th Cong., 1st Sess. p. 7 (1957).

The Report further states,

On this basis, if we assume that ultimately the
Niagara project will produce some 2 million kilo-
watts of firm power, 1 million kilowatts would be
subject to the preference provisions and 200,000 
kilowatts would be available for neighboring States.
Id. at 9 (emphasis added).

1/ Tr. 814-17, Item A, p. 13.

2/ H.R. Report No. 862, 85th Cong. 1st sess. (1957).
S. Report No. 539, 85th Cong., 1st sess. (1957).

3/ S. Rep., pp. 3-5; H.R. pp. 5-7.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 14
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of the Niagara Redevelopment Act apply to both capacity and all
the energy produced by the Niagara Project it would have adopted
language similar to that found in the Flood Control Act of 1944, 1/
and in the St. Lawrence Project License. 2/ It would have requited,
PASNY asserts, that the Niagara Project "Tower and energy" or the
Niagara Project "power capacity and power output" be subject to
the preference provisions. PASNY further contends that the House
Report refers to concern over the ability of PASNY to market bonds
to pay for the project and that, therefore, it is reasonable to
assume that Congress intended the preference provisions to apply
only to "firm power", thus allowing PASNY flexibility in marketing
other types of power in order to facilitate the financing of the
project.

PSB counters that "project power" by plain definition means
such power as is available from the project. It submits that had
Congress intended to include only firm power it would have said so.
PSB states that the inexorable logic of PASNY's position, is that
PASNY has no obligation to make energy available and that its
obligation is limited to making only capacity available for use in
neighboring states. PSB further argues that even if one were to
accept the premise that Congress intended "firm power" only, one
would be forced to question how PASNY excludes from project power
firm power at 12.5 percent energy load factor, i.e. firm peaking
power or firm paragraph B peaking power 3/ which—We firm power
commitments.

Staff likewise maintains that "project power" is not limited
to firm power. It argues that the use by Congress of the term
"firm power" in committee reports indicates that it was familiar
with the term and that in using "project power" in passing the
Act, it intended something other than firm power.

PASNY's position on this issue is not persuasive. The
legislative history makes references to 1,800,000 kilowatts of
firm power and to two million kilowatts of firm power. It also
refers to an installed capacity of 2,190,000 kilowatts of which
1,800,000 kilowatts would constitute firm power on a 17 hour-a-day
basis. This would indicate that the total capacity of the project

1/ Act of December 22, 1944, Ch. 665 58 Stat. 890, 16 USCA
§825S.

2/ Article 28, FPC Project No. 2000, 12 FPC 172, 192-93.

3/ Discussed infra p. 28.
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was contemplated to be somewhat greater than firm power. While
certain assumptions with respect to the power available for
allocations to neighboring states are referred to in terms of
firm power, there is nothing in the legislative history indicating
that the project power to be made available to preference customers
was to be limited to firm power. It is evident that the general
intent of the Act was to make 50 percent of the power from the
Niagara Project available to preference customers. The minority
views expressed by Senator Richard C. Newberger of Oregon provide
an insight into what was intended. He stated:

The committee bill embodies a basic contradiction.
On the one hand, it earmarks 50 percent of the power
for preference customers. This in itself is a departure
from customary full preference, but I believe it is
supportable in the Niagara area. However, even the 50
percent that the bill gives with one clause it takes away
with another. The effectiveness of the 50 percent
reservation is vitiated by another clause which limits to
20 percent of the 50 percent (or 10 percent of the total)
the amount of power which can be marketed to preference
customers outside the borders of New York State. 1/

On the basis of the plain intent to make 50 percent of project
power available to preference customers, it cannot reasonably be
argued that something less than 50 percent of the power derived
from the Niagara Project should be made available to such customers
because a particular category of power devised and offered for sale
by PASNY is not snecifically referred to in the legislative history.
Such a result would ignore the statutory purpose of the Act. Cf.
S.E.C. v. Ralston Purina Co., 346 U.S. 119, 124(1953).

The preference issue received much attention in Congress. If
Congress had intended the preference provision to apply only to
"firm power" it would undoubtedly have imposed such a limitation.
In the absence of a showing in the legislative history of such a
limitation, effect must be given to the plain meaning of the Act.
See Labor Board v. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S. 1, 30(1937);
United States v. Menasche, 348 U.S. 528, 538-39(1955).

Lewiston Pump-Generating Plant 

PASNY contends further that Congress did not indicate that
the peaking output of the Lewiston Pump-Generating Plant was to
be subject to the preference provision of the Act. As noted by
Staff in its reply brief, Congress likewise did not specifically

1/ S. Report No. 539 supra, p. 11.
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indicate that the outout of the Robert Moses Niagara Power Plant
or any of the 25 individual generating units at the project would
be subject to the preference provision. Congress did say:

The Federal Power Commission is expressly
authorized and directed to issue a license
to the Power Authority of the State of
New York for the construction and opera-
tion of a power project with capacity to
utilize all of the United States share
of water of the Niagara River permitted
to be used by international agreement.
16 U.S.C. §836(a).

It is apparent that Congress authorized and directed the
Federal Power Commission to license one project to utilize all
of the United States share of the waters of the Niagara River.
The Lewiston Pump-Generating Plant is licensed as part of the
Niagara Project. Moreover, the legislative history indicates that
it was anticipated that pump-storage and pump-generating facilities
would be required to achieve 1,800,000 kilowatts of firm capacity.
H.R. Rep. No. 862. Thus, there is no basis for excluding power
produced by the Lewiston Pump Generating-Plant from the preference
provisions of the Act.

Project Capability, Generation, and Sales

The capability of the Niagara Project,
facility, to generate power is dependent
the generating units and how much water
The normal net plant capability under the
conditions is 2,615 mw. 1/

a hydroelectric
upon the capacity of

flows through the project.
most favorable operating

Moses Lewiston
Plant Plant

1/
Description Total

Number of units 13 12

Unit capacity - mw
Nameplate 150 20
Operating 175 28.33

Total capacity - mw
Nameplate 2,190 1,950 240
Operating 2,615 2,275 340

Tr. 101-02; Tr. 108-09; Ex. 60.

4‘,
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PASNY and Staff apparently agree that the dependable capacity
of the Niagara Project evaluated in the context of the New York
Power Pool under adverse flow conditions is 2400 mw as consistently
used in reports to the Commission by PASNY. Fluctuating quantities
of water flowing through the project over the years have resulted
in variations of average annual project capabilities 1/ and average
annual generation. 2/

As of September 1, 1974, PASNY made the following sales in
kilowatts to three private utilities as shown in Exhibit 4.*

To To To
From Niagara Power Project NMPC NYSEG RG&E Combined

Non-withdrawable Firm 250,000 220,000 130,000 600,000
Withdrawable Firm 105,000 83,000 27,000 215,000
Replacement Power 445,000 -- -- 445,000
Expansion Power 233,500 13,250 246,750
Interim Industrial Power 38,600 -- 38,600
"A" Peaking Power 108,000 92,000 -- 200,000
"B" Peaking Power 86,000 74,000 40,000 200,000

1,266,100 482,250 197,000 1T45,350

* See footnote on page 28 for names of utilities.

1/ Ex. 57 shows the following capability data separately for the
Moses and Lewiston

Year

Plants for 1963

Moses
Plant

- 1970:

Lewiston
Plant

1963 2,047mw 219mw
1964 2,127 237
1965 2,301 290
1966 2,337 304
1967 2,375 273
1968 2,396 315
1969 2,396 315
1970 2,379 315

Ex. 57 shows total capabilities for 1971-73:

1971
1972
1973

2,546mw
2,623
2,626

2/ Ex. 56 shows average annual generation at the Moses Plant as
follows:

Year 12.7.21/

1963 1,199
1964 1,111
1965 1

'
262

(contd.)
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As shown in Exhibit 4, as of September 1, 1974, PASNY had contracts
for the sale of 339 mw to preference customers both in and out of
New York State. In addition, it sells 215 mw to those New York
utilities on a withdrawable firm basis to permit future allocation
to preference customers.

Categories of Power 

There is no auestion that 1800 mw of firm power is available
for an allocation of 10 percent to out-of-state preference
customers. 1/ Staff contends that, in addition, there is 80 mw
of firm power, as well as 200 mw of firm peaking power (12.57. load

- factor); 200 mw of currently available firm paragraph B peaking
power (12.5% load factor); and all peaking interchange power not
made available to other PASNY projects. It urges that 10 percent
of all these categories of power should be made available to out-
of-state preference customers. PSB takes the position that PASNY
has a minimum of 2400 mw available, at times exceeded by about 200
mw, and that 10 percent thereof should be made available to out-of-
state preference customers.

PASNY shows that it currently makes sales in these categories.
It argues that Staff's approach does not take into account the
utility of power other than firm power, the costs of delivery, the
benefits which out-of-state preference customers might obtain from
non-firm power or the relationship between the marketing of non-
firm energy (including peaking interchange) and PASNY's marketing
arrangements for other classes of power. PASNY further asserts
that Staff's approach is contrary to the marketing plan for Niagara
Project power which was presented to Congress by PASNY and which
was before Congress when it passed the Act. 2/ Neither the Act
nor the legislative history indicate that the preference provisions
are tied to the PASNY statement cited. The various categories
referred to are hereinafter examined.

2/(contd.) 1966 1,425
1967 1,527
1968 1,649
1969 1,794
1970 1,682
1971 1,696
1972 1,831
1973 2,016

1/ PASNY states that it has actually made 182,631 kw available
to out-of-state preference customers.

2/ Hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Public
Works, U.S. Senate 85th Cong., 1st Sess. on S. 512 and

S. 1037, April 10, 11, 12, 13, 1957, pp. 69-79.

4
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Additional 80 mw of Firm Ppwer 

It is asserted by Staff and PSB that for marketing purposes
within New York, the 1800 mw is increased by 80 mw because the
actual total coincident peak requirements of the project are
generally 80 mw less than the total amount of firm power PASNY
has contracted to sell. PASNY states that this 80 mw is made
possible by diversity in the loads of New York municipal and
cooperative customers amounting to approximately 50 mw. Since
Vermont and Allegheny contribute nothing to the diversity, PASNY
contends that there is no reason they should share in any portion
of the extra 80 mw made possible by diversity.

• PASNY introduces a criterion with respect to this 80 mw
that has no basis in the Act. When the Act was enacted there was
no way of knowing the diversity contributions of any out-of-state
preference customers. Moreover, there is no reason to assume that
either Allegheny or Vermont will be the recipients of such addi-
tional project power. The 80 mw is a legitimate part of the
project power and.therefore, 10 percent thereof should be made
available to out-of-state preference customers.

Firm Peaking Power 

In addition to firm power, PASNY has contracted to sell 200
mw at 12.5 percent load factor to three New York State utilities.1/
PASNY argues that the advantage of such power to either Vermont —
or Allegheny is questionable and not set forth in the record. It
notes that the cost of transmission to the Vermont state line at
an annual transmission charge of $10.50 per kilowatt year and
5 percent losses would bring the costs to approximately $23.70 per
kilowatt year plus 2.8 mills per kwh, equaling about 25.4 mills
per kwh. It would be only slightly less to the Pennsylvania state
line. PASNY, therefore, questions whether the delivery of power
at 24.5 mills per kwh constitutes a "use within reasonable economic
transmission distance in neighboring States" as contemplated by
the Act. It compares the 24.5 mill cost to a cost of 13.6 mills
per kwh to New York customers at the Niagara switchyard. Accord-
ingly, PASNY concluded that 10 percent of this power is not part
of the "reasonable portion" of preference power required to be
out-of-state.

PASNY's argument is made on the assumption that the firm
peaking power in question would go to PSB or to Allegheny. How-
ever, the issue of what properly constitutes project power must
be determined independently of any future allocations. The

1/ Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Rochester Gas and Electric
Corporation and New York State Electric & Gas Corporation.
This category is also referred to as paragraph A peaking power.
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question of whether a particular out-of-state applicant is within
economic transmission distance would arise only upon the filing
of an application, It is entirely possible that a riven applicant
for such power may show it is within economic transmission distance.

PASNY further questions the reasonableness of causing it to
abrogate contracts, entered into in 1961 and to run until 1990,
with the three upstate utilities in order to make 20 mw of such
power available out-of-state. PASNY's ability to contract for
the sale of Niagara Project power to these utilities is subject
to the provisions of the Act and its license. The consequences
of compliance therewith, as may be ordered herein, does not bear
on the determination of project power issue. As for the effects
upon PASNY's New York customers of a finding which enlarges the
amount of project power to be diverted to out-of-state preference
customers, they will be dealt with infra.

Paragraph B Peaking Power 

PASNY takes issue with the 200 mw of power characterized by
Staff as "currently available firm paragraph B peaking power
(12.57. load factor)" and which Staff maintains is part of project
power. 1/ PASNY asserts that this is not firm power since it is
under no obligation to provide it if river flows are not adeauate
to generate it. In any case, it notes that its limited commitment
to supply it expires in a few months. It argues that this class
of power would be less useful to neighboring preference customers
than the firm peaking power because, since it is non-firm, the
purchaser could not avoid the installation of redundant capacity
to protect against the one year out of four that paragraph B
peaking power would not be available.

Again the concern is whether the power in question is part
of project power to be made available, rather than whether a
particular out-of-state applicant may wish to apply for an,,
allocation of such power. It may very well be that there 'Would
be no applicants which would find such power useful under the
circumstances. But the question remains whether as part of
pro.iect power it should be offered for sale. It is found that
such power is part of the project power, and, therefore, 10 percent

thereof should be offered for sale to out-of-state preference
customers.

1/ This is peaking power supplied under paragraph B of PASNY's

contracts. It is energy delivered in excess of contract
requirements on an as-available basis and withdrawable when

PASUY decides to do so. (Tr. 121-22).
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Peaking Interchange 

Another power category at issue is that denominated "peakinginterchange." 1/ PASNY explains that its strategy in marketingenergy in excess of minimum firm energy obligations has been tocoordinate the sale of such excess energy with the procurement ofsupplemental energy which is needed to support firm loads duringlow flow periods. PASNY had an understanding with the threeutilities purchasing Niagara power that it could requirethem to return 1.3 kwh of energy to the project in off-peak periodsfor each kwh of peaking interchange supplied to them from theProject. Due to high river flows in recent years, however, theutilities built up a substantial debt to PASNY in kwh. As aresult, PASNY has sold the peaking interchange to the utilities forthe past few years rather than adding further to their obligationto return kwh to PASNY.

PASNY argues that in order to utilize this energy mostefficiently it must have flexibility to dispose of peaking energyquickly and conveniently on short notice. It contends that, ifsuch project power were required to be offered to all preferencecustomers, it would immediately double from three to six thenumber of customers that would have to be contacted. In the future,it maintains the number of such customers would be virtuallylimitless. 2/ PASNY states that additional personnel would berequired to—handle peaking interchange transactions. More impor-tantly, it asserts that it might prove to be impossible, because

1/ "Peaking interchange" has been so designated because it isnormally made available in peak hours by diverting water inoff-peak hours into the storage reservoir and sold at apremium because of the additional cost of such storage.2/ In support PASNY indicates the following:Sections 1001, 1005, subd. 6 of the Public AuthoritiesLaw contemplate that the Authority's New York preferencecustomers be supplied with power from the Authority'sFitzPatrick Nuclear Plant when Niagara and St. Lawrencepower is no longer available. PASNY is presently consideringapplications from two relatively large and one small LongIsland municipal electric systems which do not now receiveAuthority power. In addition, the Town of Massena has votedto condemn Niagara Mohawk's facilities within the Town andhas notified the Authority that it intends to establish amunicipal electric system and to apply for Authority powerand the Counties of Erie (City of Buffalo) and Niagara (Cityof Niagara Falls) are studying the possibility of establishingpublic electric distribution systems and applying for Authoritypower. Four other small New York municipalities which do notnow purchase Authority power have either applied for power orindicated a firm interest in doing so.
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of time constraints and administrative complications, to dispose of
peaking interchange energy in accordance with PASNY's present
policy which is "to maximize the amount of energy produced during
periods of peak demand while minimizing the waste of water avail-
able for power production consistent with meeting the Authority's
minimum contract obligations."

Staff takes the position that PASNY should not be required to

make up the 10 percent of the peaking interchange produced at the

project available for out-of-state allocation. To require PASNY

to do so might impair its use of Niagara peaking interchange to

meet contract commitments at its other facilities. Just as other

PASNY facilities supply peaking interchange to the Niagara Project

to maximize Niagara's firm capacity, so also should Niagara peaking

interchange be used to maximize firm capacity at other PASNY
facilities. To the extent that peaking interchange produced at

the Niagara Project is sold to non-PASNY entities, however, Staff

urges that PASNY be required to make up to 10 percent of the power

which is sold available to out-of-state customers.

Staff's position has merit. When peaking interchange is
offered for sale to non-PASNY entities, there is no valid reason

that it should not be offered to preference customers. The con-
tentions made by PASNY regarding the actual mechanics of disposition

of such power do not appear insurmountable and are not founH to be

a sufficient basis for exempting the peaking interchange available
for sale from its inclusion as project power. In any case, it is
premature to pass upon the problems that may arise with respect to

the sale of such power to a preference customer. When an application

is made for such power, PASNY will have ample opportunity to deter-

mine whether or not tho preference customer is in a position to

utilize the power upon short notice. A potential customer's in-

ability to do so would presumably affect PASNY's action on the

application.

Load Factor 

Staff asserts that the 1880 mw of Niagara Project firm power

is available at a load factor of approximately 75 percent and,
therefore, out-of-state preference customers should be supplied

at that load factor.

PSB maintains that PASNY has failed to provide firm power to

it at 100 percent load factor in accordance with its contract,
without a determination that there is an insufficient supply of

firm energy under Article 1, Settion 3 of the contract. 1/ PSB

currently receives power from PASNY at an average load factor of

about 70 percent. PSB states that 100 percent of the energy can

be furnished in at least seven out of ten years.

1/ Ex. 10, Tr. 884.
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PASNY claims that these load factor arguments completelyWore the fact that Congress in the Act required PASNY to furnish445 mw of Niagara power to Niagara Mohawk to replace the powerwhich Niagara Mohawk gave up the right to produce by surrenderingits license for the older developments on the Niagara River whichproduced power at a load factor of approximately 95 percent. Thisreduces the average load factor at which the remaining NiagaraProject firm power is made available to approximately 71 percentbased on a coincident peak load of 1800 mw or to approximately 67percent based on a non coincident peak load of 1880 mw whichbrackets the load factors at which Vermont and Allegheny are pre-sently supplied with Niagara Project power.

Additionally, PASNY notes that under New York Public AuthoritiesLaw 1/ it is authorized, from the 50 percent of Niagara Projectpower not subject to the preference provisions, sales to industryfor the purpose of securing "a sufficiently high load factor andrevenue returns to permit domestic and rural use at the lowestpossible rates (I.e. expansion power). It states that 197 mw aresold to industry 63r that purpose at a 95 percent load factor andthus a total of 642 mw represents power which it is not requiredto make available to preference customers. PASNY states thatbecause of its obligation to supply 642 mw of replacement andexpansion power at 95 percent it would make it impossible to supplyVermont at 100 percent or to supply 1880 mw of firm power at anaverage of 75 percent load factor as advocated by Staff, withoutdiscriminating against other preference customers 2/ and the peopleas consumers.

PASNY's position with respect to the load factor at which it serves
itspreference customers is reasonable. Service at 100 percent loadfactor for 1880 mw firm power would be impossible, since therewould not be enough energy (water) available on a 24-hour-per-daybasis.3/While neither the Act nor the license prescribes a loadfactor—at which preference power is to be made available thelegislative history refers to the availability of firm power onthe basis of 17 hours per day. This represents a load factor ofapproximately 71 percent. Service to out-of-state preferencecustomers at their average system load factor which apparently hasbeen the case since 1969 provides for an equitable discharge ofPASNY's obligation under the Act. Neither Staff nor PSB show howa revision of the load factors presently utilized by PASNY isnecessitated by the terms of the Act. As for the energy which may

1/ 1005, Subd. 5.

2/ PASNY's New York preference customers are currently servedat about a 60 percent load factor.
3/ Ex. 25.



216

-33-

be available in some years over and above that required to meet
1880 mw of firm power and other commitments comprising project
power, 10 percent thereof would be available to out-of-state
preference customers in the various power categori,s. Accordingly,
Staff's proposed 75 percent as well as PSB's 100 percent load
factors are rejected.

Allocation of Project Power Over 180 mw 0

In its brief PSB requests that additional quantities of power
above 180 mw found available for allocation to out-of-state
preference customers be allocated to it. 1/

Staff takes the position that, in view of the number of
parties that may be interested in the additional Niagara Project
power, no disposition thereof should be made in this proceeding.

From PSB's initial complaint, as amended, it anpears that
allocations of specific amounts of power over the 180 mw to
particular preference customers were not placed in issue. The
Commission's order setting the case for hearing addresses only
the 30 mw allocation issue and the project power issue. It does
not direct that a determination of specific allocations above the
180 mw be undertaken in this proceeding.

This is consistent with the Act, as well as the license, which
provides in pertinent part that the Commission will act only in
the event of a disagreement between the licensee and the power-
marketing agencies of the neighboring states. In view of the fact
that the power marketing agencies have not had an opportunity to
file applications with PASNY for the quantities of project power
to be made available pursuant to the order herein, and that PASNY
has not made an initial determination thereon, it would be contrary
to the Act and the license and wholly inappropriate for such
specific allocations to be made in this proceeding. In any event,
since additional allocation issues were not tried in this proceeding
there would be no evidentiary support for a determination thereof.

1/ By letter to the Administrative Law Judge, dated May 2, 1975,
with copies to all parties, PASNY has made available corre-
spondence from PSB to PASNY and from PASNY to PSB with
reference to a request by PSB for additional PASNY power
and service at 100 percent load factor.
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New York State Public Service Commission 

NYSPSC's participation in this proceeding primarily concernsthe project power issue. NYSPSC supports PASNY's position thatthe sale of 180 mw of Niagara Project power to out-of-statepreference customers fully satisfies its obligations under theNiagara Redevelopment Act. It contends that there is no implicationin the Act that the amount of power required to be diverted shouldbe the maximum allowed by the Act. This contention would implythat the 180 mw of out-of-state preference power already divertedis something less than the maximum allowed by the Act. Withrespect to whether the maximum allowed by the Act is actuallyrequired, though the Act does not speak in terms of a requiredmaximum, it does say that no more than the 20 percent maximum maybe required. It may, therefore, be reasonably inferred that some-thing up to the maximum up to 20 percent may be required. More-over, the provision of the Act which requires licensee to make"flexible arrangements and contracts providing for the withdrawalupon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough power to meet thereasonably foreseeable needs of the preference customers", wouldstrongly indicate that the requirements of the preference customerswere expected to grow to a point at which the 50 percent limitationfor all preference customers and the 20 percent limitation forout-of-state customers would apply. The requirements of out-of-state preference customers appear to be at a point where they areable to take their full entitlement of Niagara Project power.Under consideration here is what the maximum out-of-state preferencepower should be.

NYSPSC further argues that there are sound operating reasonsfor diverting only firm power out of New York and that there isno showing in this record that diversion of peaking power to PSBrather than keeping it in New York would be in the public interest.First the project power issue is not tied to a diversion to PSB.Secondly, it is late to argue that diverting 10 percent ofNiagara Project power to an out-of-state preference customer withineconomic transmission distance is not in the public interest.Congress has already determined that such a diversion is in thepublic interest in enacting the legislation. Of concern in thisproceeding is to what extent has the Act been implemented. Asfound suora, there are additional quantities of power, comprisingNiagarrject power under the Act that should be made availableto out-of-state preference customers who in turn will make suchpower available "to the people as consumers".

NYSPSC opposes additional out-of-state diversions of powercontending that it will further raise electric rates for New YorkState ratepayers. It offered the testimony of witness Tarler whoshowed that an additional diversion of 30 mw of firm power at a
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70 percent load factor will result in added costs to New York

State utilities and hence ratepayers ranging from $3,858,125 to

$6,268,253. 1/ This is based upon the installation of additional

oil fired capacity. If an additional 30 mw of peaking power is

diverted, costs to New York state ratepayers would be increased

proportionately. At a load factor of 12.5 percent (the same as

presently sold by PASNY for paragraphs "A" 2/ and "B" peaking
power energy)and capacity costs will be increased by $1,500,000

to $1,837,000 3/. Mr. Tarler calculated that 345,000 barrels of

oil would be needed annually to generate 30 mw of firm power at a

70 percent load factor while 91,000 barrels of oil would be needed

to generate 30 mw of peaking power at 12.5 percent load factor. 4/

NYSPSC asserts that residential customers being the chief

beneficiaries of Niagara Project power, will be hurt if additional

power is diverted to neighboring states. It further contends that

additional diversion will result in New York residents' subsidizing

rates in neighboring states.

While it is true that Niagara Project power diverted to

neighboring states would no longer be available to New York

customers, it has not been shown that this would have a direct

impact upon New York customers. When compared to the total

capacity of the New York Power Pool, 5/ the impact of the additional

amounts of power in question would be de minimis. The quantities

in question may well be offset by the available reserves within

the Pool. Assuming that new capacity is reauired 6/ to provide the

limited quantities of power involved, the rate impact within

New York would be insignificant.

NYSPSC's position overlooks PASNY's obligation to comply

with the preference nrovisions of the Act which are of long

standing. Those utilities which purchased Niagara Project power

under withdrawal provisions were undoubtedly aware of PASNY 's

obligations to out-of-state preference customers under the Act.

It may not now reasonably be argued on their behalf that PASNY

should be excused from its obligations under the Act becaus
e

giving up additional quantities of Niagara Project power may

require the substitution of more costly power.

1/ Tr. 693.

2/ Firm peaking power available at 12.5 percent load factor.

Tr. 121.

3/ Tr. 696.

4/ Exhibit 84 contains a calculation showing increased energy costs

based upon a mix of oil and coal fired generation.

5/ 26,000 mw.

6/ Exhibit 85 shows the carrying charge for 30 mw of
 new capacity.
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Environmental Considerations 

NYSPSC asserts in its brief that a decision by the Commissionwhich would require the diversion of additional Niagara Projectpower from New York State to neighboring states would clearlyconstitute a major Federal action significantly affecting thequality of the human environment and, therefore, require thepreparation of an environmental impact statement pursuant toSection 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of1969 (NEPA) and further hearings thereon. PASNY adopts a similarposition. The contentions of NYSPSC and PASNY are found to bewithout merit.

. The provisions of NEPA are interposed in support of a desired
•

exemption from the requirements of the Niagara Redevelopment Actwhich antedates the enactment of NEPA. Section 104 of NEPA pro-vides that the Act does not eliminate any duties already imposedbv other "specific statutory obligations". As held in Calvert Cliffs Coordinating,Committee v. AEC, 449 F. 2d 1109, 1115, theprovisions of NEPA 'must be compfg7 with to the fullest extentunless there is a clear conflict of statutory authority". Theparties urging compliance with NEPA have not offered any validreason for disregarding the specific statutory obligations underthe Niagara Redevelopment Act.

On the contrary, as shown herein with respect to the 30 mwissue, the impact of the diversion of the additional quantitiesof power in question on the power supplies within the New YorkPower Pool would be de minimis. If replacement power were required,there is no reason to assume, as witness Tarler has done, thatsuch power would be obtained from fossil fuel generation ratherthan from nuclear generation or other less polluting sources ofgeneration, or that such generation would necessarily have anadverse environmental impact. Accordingly, there is no basisfor concluding that the Commission's action with respect to thedetermination of- "project power" under the Act, represents amajor Federal action significantly affecting the quality of thehuman environment.

Furthermore, a determination of the environmental impactresulting from possible future diversion's of additional NiagaraProject power, as determined herein, would not only be prematurebut highly speculative. The mere determination of what constitutesproject power under the Act for out-of-state allocation does notrepresent a tangible proposal having a potential environmental
impact until a particular applicant has mqde a specific application
to PASNY for initial determination. In that event, PASNY wouldbe in a position to consider any environmental issue raised with
resnect to such an out-of-state diversion. In the absence of adisagreement between the applicant and PASNY resulting in a

rqb
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complaint to this Commission, there would be no case before the

Commission requiring a Federal action.

It is, therefore, concluded that the establishment herein of

PASNY's obligation under its license with respect to availability

of project power to preference customers in neighboring states

does not require compliance with NEPA.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
A

Upon consideration of the entire record in this proceeding,

the evidence adduced, and the briefs filed, it is f
ound and

concluded, in addition to the findings and conclusions
 herein-

above stated, that:

(1) PASNY is a licensee for FPC Project No. 2216 an
d subject

to the jurisdiction of the Commission.

(2) The allocation of 30 mw of Niagara Project powe
r to

Allegheny by PASNY is consistent with the provis
ions of the

license,the Act and the public interest.

(3) The Niagara Redevelopment Act and the Licens
e for Project

No. 2216 require PASNY to make available up to ten 
percent of

Niagara Project power to out-of-state preference 
customers. Project

power for purposes of compliance with the Act and t
he license

comprises those categories of power as found herein)
irrespective

of any future modifications of such' categories.

ORDER

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, subject to review by the 
Commission

on appeal, or upon its own motion as provided in the 
Commission's

Rules of Practice and Procedure, that:

(A) The allocation of 30 mw of Niagara Project powe
r sought

by PSB in its complaint be and is hereby denied.

(B) PASNY shall, in compliance with the terms of 
its license

and the Niagara Redevelopment Act, forthwith make u
p to ten per-

cent of all project power, as found herein, available 
for sale to

out-of-state preference customers.

Michel L 4 t
Presiding Administrative Law Judge

•

a
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APPENDIX A

Statute and License Provisions

The following provisions of the Niagara Redevelopment Actand of the license for Project No. 2216 are pertinent to a
determination of the issues herein.

Act

(1) In order to assure that at least 50 per centum
of the project power shall be available for sale and
distribution primarily for the benefit of the neople
as consumers, particularly domestic and rural customers,
to whom such power shall be made available at the lowest
rates reasonably possible and in such manner as to en-
courage the widest possible use, the licensee in dis-
posing of 50 per centum of the project power shall give
preference and priority to public bodies and nonprofit
cooperatives within economic transmission distance. In
any case in which project power subject to the preference
nrovisions of thic paragraph is sold to utility companies
organized and administered for profit, the licensee shall
make flexible arrangements and contracts providing for the
withdrawal upon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough
power to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of the
preference customers.

(2) The licensee shall make a reasonable portion of
the project power subject to the preference provisions of
paragraph (1) available for use within reasonable economic
transmission distance in neighboring States, but this
paragraph shall not be construed to require more than
20 per centum of the project power subject to such pref-
erence provisions to be made available for use in such
States. The licensee shall cooperate with the appropriate
agencies in such States to insure compliance with this
requirement. In the event of disagreement between the
licensee and the power-marketing agencies of any such
States, the Federal Power Commission may, after public
hearings, determine and fix the applicable portion of
power to be made available and the terms applicable
thereto: Provided, That if any such State shall have
designated a bargaining agency for the procurement of
such power on behalf of such State, the licensee shall
deal only with such agency in that State. The arrange-
ments made by the licensee for the sale of power to or
in such States shall include observance of the pref-
erences in paragraph (1) of this subsection.

Articles 20 and 21 of the license are restatements of paragraphs
(1) and (2), respectively, of the Act.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 15
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ENCLOSURE NO. 5

UNITED STATES OP AMERICA
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

NIAGARA REDEVELOPMENT ACT

Before Commissioners: Richard L. Dunham, Chairman;

Don S. Smith, John H. Holloman III,

and James G. Watt.

State of Vermont Public )

Service Board )
v. )

Power Authority of the )
State of New York )

Docket No. E-8746

ORDER AFFIRMING INITIAL DECISION

(Issued March 12, 1976)

This proceeding grows out of a complaint filed by the

State of Vermont Public Service Board (PSB) on April 2
2, 1974,

as amended June 6, 1974. PSB alleges that 30 megawatts (mw)

of power from the Power Authority of the State of New Yor
k's

(PASNY) Niagara Project No. 221621 should be allocated to
 PSB

rather than to Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc. (A
llegheny)

and that the Niagara Project has more power for allocatio
n to

out-of-state preference customers than the 180 mw present
ly

made available by PASNY to such customers pursuant to the ter
ms

of its license and the Niagara Redevelopment Act (Act).?../ 
This

Act sets forth certain conditions which were to be incorp
orated

in a license which the Commission was directed to issue to 
PASNY.

1/ 19 F.P.C. 186 (1958).

2/ 16 U.S.C. §836 (1957). The following provisions of the Act

which are pertinent to a determination of the issues here
in

are quoted in full:
•

(b) The Federal Power Commission shall include

among the licensing conditions, in addition to those

deemed necessary and required under the terms of the

Federal Power Act, the following:

(1) In order to assure that at least

50 per centum of the project power shall be

available for sale and distrik.ution primarily

for the benefit of the people as consumers,

particularly domestic and rural customers,

to whom such power shall be made available

(footnote continued on next page)

DC-24
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In the event of a disagreement over PASNY's allocation of power
to out-of-state preference customers, this Coranission is

[footnote continued)

at the lowest rates reasonably possible and
in such manner as to encourage the widest
possible use, the licensee in disposing of
50- per centum of the project power shall
give preference and priority to public
bodies and nonprofit cooperatives within
economic transmission distance. In any case
in which project power subject to the pref-
erence provisions of this paragraph is sold
to utility companies organized and administered
for profit, the licensee shall make flexible
arrangements and contracts providing for the
withdrawal upon reasonable notice and fair
terms of enough power to meet the reasonably
foreseeable needs of the preference customers.

(2) The licensee shall make a reasonable
portion of the project power subject to the
preference provisions of paragraph (1)
available for use within reasonable economic
transmission distance in neighboring States,
but this paragraph shall not be construed to
require more than 20 per centum of the
project power subject to such preference pro-
visions to be made availabe for use in such
States. The licensee shall cooperate with
the appropriate agencies in such States to
insure compliance with this requirement. In
the event of disagreement between the licensee
and the power-marketing agencies of any such
States, the Federal Power Commission may, after
public hearings, determine and fix the appli-
cable portion of power to be made available
and the terms applicable thereto: Provided,
That if any such State shall have designated a
bargaining agency for the procurement of such
power on behalf of such State, the, licensee
shall deal only with such agency in that State.

,The arrangements made by the licensee for the
sale of power to or in such States shall include
observance of the preferences in paragraph (1)
of this subsection.

Articles 20 and 21 of the license are restatements of para-
graph (1) and (2) respectively.
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authorized to "fix the applicable portion of power to be

made available and the terms applicable thereto." 3/

By our order of August 23, 1974 the matter was set for

hearing and interventions were granted to Allegheny, American

Municipal Power-Ohio, Inc. (AMP-Ohio) and the New York State

Public Service Commission (NYPSC). We also denied motions by

Allegheny and AMP-Ohio for dismissal of the complaint and a

motion by PSB for a stay of performace of the contract by

which PASNY allocated 30 mw of Niagara power to Allegheny. 
We

further deferred ruling on a PASNY motion to limit the iss
ue

in this proceeding to that of the proper allocation of the

30 mw for future consideration as the relevant facts becam
e

known during the course of the proceeding. Although PASNY

did not renew its motion in its Reply (Initial) or Rebutta
l

briefs, it has attempted to do so in its Brief on Exceptions.

A hearing was held in November and December, 1974. Briefs

were timely filed and the Initial Decision was issued May 15, 1975.

PSB is the utility regulatory and planning agency of the

State of Vermont. In addition, it has been authorized by the

Vermont legislature to be the power marketing agency of the

State of Vermont and is designated as the agent of the State

of Vermont for the procurement of electrical energy from

PASNY as well as from other sources. In furtherance of its

responsibilities it has contracted with PASNY to purchase

St. Lawrence Proiect 4/ power and Niagara Project p
ower.

Allegheny is a non-profit member cooperative formed

under the Electric Cooperative Corporation Act of the Common-

wealth of Pennsylvania 5/ to obtain the lowest possible

wholesale cost for electric power for its members. It is

owned and controlled by its fourteen members. These member

distribution cooperatives operate electric distribution

systems in rural areas. Thirteen of.the members operate in

Pennsylvania and one in New Jersey. ,The Pennsylvania members

are incorporated under the same Act as Allegheny and are also

non-profit member owned cooperatives.

3/ 16 U.S.C. §836(b)(2).

±/ Project No. 2000, 12 F.P.C. 172 (1953).

P.L. 124, et seq.
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Upon learning that PASNY was willing to allocate anadditional 30 mw of power, Allegheny, together with PSB andAMP-Ohio, filed formal competing applications with PASNYduring 1973. After proceedings before PASNY and approvalby the Governor of New York, an amendment to its contract,dated August 23, 1974, increasing the contract from 100 mwto 130 mw, was executed by PASNY and Allegheny. The deliveryto Allegheny of the additional 30 mw commenced on September 1,1974.

PASNY is a corporate municipal instrumentality createdby the laws of the State of New York and as such is a publicbody with governmental and public powers. PASNY has majorhydroelectric projects on the St. Lawrence and Niagara Rivers.It operates under the direction of five trustees who have theduty, inter alia, to assure that sales are made from theNiagara Project in a manner consistent with the Act and itslicense issued by the Commission in 1958.

AMP-Ohio is a non-profit corporation organized andexisting under and pursuant to the General Corporation Actof Ohio. The Corporation was formed on behalf of its fortymembers, each of which is a municipality and a public agencyof the State of Ohio which owns and operates a municipalelectric system.

During the pendency of the PASNY proceedings upon theseapplications, AMP-Ohio and Allegheny reached an agreement(Exhibit 82), signed October 8, 1974, which provides thatwhen and if AMP-Ohio secures the necessary transmissionfacilities or contracts therefor Allegheny would relinquishall but 7,216 kw of the 30 mw allocation by PASNY. AMP-Ohiostates that it has since diligently attempted to negotiate thenecessary wheeling arrangements with Cleveland ElectricIlluminating Company, the necessary link for delivery ofPASNY power to the City of Cleveland, Ohio, but the nego-tiations have not proved fruitful to date. However, AMP-Ohionotes that it is pursuing the matter through the Anti-TrustDivision of the Department of Justice. It states that itsengineering consultants are confident that the City ofCleveland is within economic transmission distance of theNiagara Project and that such power can be economically andeffectively utilized by AMP-Ohio member systems includingthe City of Cleveland. AMP-Ohio urges consideration of itscontingent interests in this proceeding. 4
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The New New York State Public Service Commission (NYPSC)
filed a notice of intervention in this proceeding in order
to protect the interests of New York consumers on the matter
raised by PSB that additional power from the Niagara Project.
should be allocated to out-of-state customers by PASNY.

The principal issues raised by PSB in its complaint and
set for hearing are first, which of the competing applicants
should receive the 30 mw of Niagara Project power, and second,
what comprises Niagara Project power under the Act from which
allocations are to be made to preference customers in neigh-
boring states. Judge Levant found that the 30 mw should be
allocated to Allegheny. Further, he decided that Niagara
Project power under the Act was not limited to firm power
but includes all power produced and marketed by PASNY from
the Niagara Project. Based upon the record in this proceeding,
including the Briefs on Exception and Briefs Opposing Exceptions,
we have concluded that the Initial Decision is correct and thus
must be affirmed.

We turn now to a discussion of the issues. On its face
the Act does not specify what states are neighboring states
eligible for Niagara power. The parties rely on the legis-
lative history of the Act for their positions that Vermont is
or is not included. Many times in the legislative history
Ohio and Pennsylvania are named as potential recipients of
Niagara power. In two instances, however, the New England
area and Massachusetts specifically are referred to as
potential beneficiaries (I.D., p. 9). Our reliance on the
legislative history, however, is complicated by the fact that
many of the hearings and debates are related to bills which
did not become the Act. In fact, the bill finally enacted
(S.2406) was a compromise bill. Among the primary issues
resulting in a need for a compromise were precisely the
preference and out-of-state allocation provisions (I.D.,
p. 8).

In view of the fact that the literal language of the Act
is not restrictive of the term "neighboring states", that the
legislative history clearly favors no particular state(s),
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and that the Act requires the power to be made available
"in such manner as to encourage the widest possible use," 6/
we agree with the Administrative Law Judge that we should —
follow the plain meaning of the language. This clearly
would include Vermont as a neighboring state of New York.Furthermore, we note that Congress could have specifically
designated Ohio and Pennsylvania in the Act as sole recipientsof Niagara power, but did not do so. 7/ The arguments of
Allegheny and PASNY in this matter are not persuasive.

Further, with respect to Vermont's eligibility to receivethis power, the Act directs PASNY in disposing of half of
the project power to "give preference and priority to public•
bodies and non-profit cooperatives." 8/ Allegheny admits PSBis a public body but then argues that PSB should not receivepower as a preference customer because it sells approximately80 percent of its Niagara power at wholesale to non-preferencecustomers. Allegheny further disputes PSB's showing thatPSB prevents, through its regulatory powers, utility com-panies from making a profit on Niagara power. Allegheny
simply states it is not convinced PSB ensures that all thebenefits of Niagara power flow to the consumers. The Actdoes not preclude distribution of Niagara power throughinvestor owned utilities to those intended to be benefited.The Administrative Law Judge found that there exists amplesupport in the record that the ultimate consumer in Vermontis benefited through rate reduction (I.D., p. 10). We
believe he was correct and that Allegheny's argument is
strained and unpersuasive in view of the plain reading ofthe Act and PSB's rate reduction technique.

No applicant for the 30 mw claims a present criticalneed for the power. Staff and PASNY consider that the loadgrowth of Vermont and Allegheny will not be significantlydifferent. Allegheny argues that Vermont's load growth isnear 6 percent while its own is close to 10 percent.

6/ 16 U.S.C. §836(b)(1).

7/ Congress has been specific in ether Acts, such as theBoulder Canyon Project Act, 43 U.S.C. §617(c) (I,D., p. 9,note 3).

8/ 16 U.S.C. §836(b)(1).



Docket No. E-8746 - 7 -

Accuracy of load growth projections over the short term,
however, is impaired by the influence of events such as
weather and economic conditions, among other things, and
thus not greatly reliable. 9/ It does not appear to us
therefore that the range of load growth differences in the
near future between Vermont and Allegheny is significant
enough to influence the allocation of the 30 mw. We agree
with the Administrative Law Judge in this regard.

An examination of the reserve margins of the New England
region presented in the record shows that it drops from
38.5 percent in 1974-75 to 16.8 percent in 1978-79. These
figures represent reserves for the annual peak which occurs
in winter. Allegheny points out that the Mid-Atlantic Area
Council (MAAC) Region from which it receives the majority
of its power has a summer peak and that MAAC's reserve margins
for this annual peak drop from 23.4 percent in 1974-75 to
20.6 percent in 1978-79. 10/ Allegheny further argues that
the impact of 30 mw on regTmal reliability is de minimis and
thus cannot favor either itself or PSB. 11/ PASNY argues
(and the Administrative Law Judge agreedr—that regional
reliability is not an appropriate factor to consider under the
Act. Staff responds that the Act does not limit the factors
that this Commission may consider in determining an allocation.
The Staff's point is well taken. This Commission should
consider every relevant fact in making its determination,
especially where, as here, the balancing decision between the

9/ Allegheny admits for example that between December, 1972
and December, 1973 the growth in its peak load was very small,
but in the following 12 months it was 10.6 percent.

10/ Staff in making its comparison of annual peaks between PSB
and Allegheny used MAAC's winter peak and thus found a sub-
stantially higher reserve margin for MAAC, leading Staff to
conclude that the 30 mw would improve the reliability in
New England more than it would in the MAAC Region.

11/ The record shows that the 1974-75 capacity of MAAC as
43,557 mw, ECAR (East Central Area Reliability Cordination
Agreement, another of Allegheny's suppliers) as 72,012 mw,
the New England Pool as 19,566 mw, and NPCC (Northeast Power
Coordinating Council, of which PSB is a member) as 67,918 mw.
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applications is very close. Nonetheless the reliability
consideration does not appear to benefit either system
significantly and thus in our view favors neither PSB nor
Allegheny.

The projected savings by PSB and Allegheny from the 30 mw
of Niagara power were the subject of substantial evidence
and are keenly disputed. However, both Staff and PASNY
agreed that by 1980 substantially equal benefits will accrue
to either PSB or Allegheny since the alternative power source
for each of them at that time would be nuclear power.

PSB claimed an immediate savings from PASNY power of
$1.9 million annually (Ex. 3) based on a 1973 study, and a
savings of $3.3 million annually (Tr-. 82) based on an updated
study. PSB chose Middletown No. 4 for comparison, the most
recently installed fossil-fuel generating unit in New England.
Allegheny claims a current annual savings of $1.2 million
(Tr. 151) from PASNY power and states that this will increase
radically as a result of fuel adjustment clauses and because
Allegheny's contracts with its suppliers terminate in
May, 1975 and Allegheny has been informed that they will seek
substantial rate increases. Allegheny also argues that PSB's
cost savings are too high since PSB cannot utilize the full
30 mw until winter 1977-78 and thus must pay for the power
it has contracted for but would not use until then. Allegheny
further argues that Middletown No. 4 cannot be used as a basis
for calculating current savings to PSB. The Administrative Law
Judge agrees with this criticism by noting that PSB in using
Middletown No. 4 has used the incremental cost of a particular
unit, while Allegheny uses the average system cost of its
suppliers. Staff acknowledges that the cost savings to PSB
and Allegheny were computed on different bases, but claims
that this is irrelevant since both parties used the only
valid bases available to them. In this regard, PASNY points
out that Allegheny's suppliers would eliminate the 30 mw output
from their highest cost incremental power (if Allegheny
received the 30 mw from PASNY) and thus the total savings in
Pennsylvania would be comparable to the total savings in
Vermont, even though as between PSB and Allegheny, the former
would save more simply because Allegheny only pays average
system costs.

The Administrative Law Judge's conclusion on this issue
is accurate. He stated:
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Once again there is substantial evidence that,
upon analysis, contributes very little to the
resolution of the allocation issue. What does
emerge from the evidence of alternative power
resources available is that Allegheny, having
no generating capacity of its own, is dependent
upon purchases from suppliers at rates demanded,
while PSB has a number of alternative sources of
power upon which it can rely. PSB would, therefore,
have greater opportunities to obtain more economical
power resources than Allegheny. (I.D., p. 16)

The evidence establishes that transmission line losses
within New York State for Niagara power would be 3 percent to
Allegheny and 5 percent to PSB. However, the losses from
distribution in Pennsylvania are slightly higher than trans-
mission losses in Vermont. Thus, the percentage of kwh trans-
mission losses between the Niagara Project and the distribution
points average out to 7.6 for PSB and 7.9 for Allegheny (I.D., p. 17).

PASNY argues that the losses within Vermont and
Pennsylvania will remain constant whether PSB and Allegheny
receive power from Niagara or from an alternate source. Thus,
the only losses that should be considered are those within
New York itself.

The Act speaks only of making preference power "available
for use within reasonable economic transmission distance in
neighboring states" .1a/ This would seem to indicate that the
entire transportation from point of origin to point of dis-
tribution was meant to be considered. It is a logical
inference and the Administrative Law Judge follows this
reasoning. Thus, the difference in transmission losses
between PSB and Allegheny is insignificant. We concur in
this conclusion.

As noted earlier, Allegheny argues that PSB's status
as a public body serves merely to thwart the will of
Congress since it sells some 77 percent of its Niagara power

12/ 16 U.S.C. §836(b)(2).
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to privately owned utilities. However, the Administrative
Law Judge agreed with PSB's response that PSB ensures that
all direct benefits of that power accrue to residential
and rural customers within Vermont by means of PSB super-
vision over rates. Allegheny in turn is criticized by PSB
because some 10 percent of its load goes to industrial and
commercial customers who thus directly benefit from Niagara
power. Allegheny claims that such users are country stores,
schools, gas stations, etc. and a few small industrial loads
that are always found and needed in rural areas. Allegheny
says such service was within the intent of Congress since
Congress has had many years of experience in providing
electrical service to rural America and that if Congress
did not intend such service, it would not have specified
"domestic and rural" customers, but only domestic. This
point is well taken, and the Administrative Law Judge found
such service to be satisfactory under the Act. We agree
with him that both PSB and Allegheny are out-of-state
preference customers eligible for PASNY power under the Act
and "both PSB and Allegheny contribute similarly to the
implementation of the intent of the Act in their respective
distribution of PASNY power." p. 19)

Turning to AMP-Ohio, its limited participation in the
instant proceeding has been at a great disadvantage. Although
it has asserted its desire and need for the 30 mw of Niagara
power and has applied for it to PASNY, it cannot present a
complete case to be decided on the merits next to Allegheny's
and PSB's because it has been unable to contract for necessary
transmission facilities with Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Company linking PASNY power with its customers.

Fortunately, the interests of AMP-Ohio can be protected
without waiting for the resolution of its transmission
problems. As Staff points out, and as AMP-Ohio itself admits,
the 30 mw can be awarded to either PSB or Allegheny subject
to the future determination of AMP-Ohio's rights to any
of the 30 mw when transmission connections are realized.

lab
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Staff is correct in asserting that the contingent

interests of AMP-Ohio are independent of the decision to

allocate the 30 mw to PSB or Allegheny. We conclude there-

fore that the Administrative Law Judge erred in basing his

decision in favor of Allegheny in part upon Allegheny's

agreement with AMP-Ohio. That agreement should be given

no weight.

In our view the evidence overall does not reflect

major differences favoring either PSB or Allegheny. The

Administrative Law Judge's decision apparently turned on

four factors: (1) the cost savings comparison slightly favors

Allegheny until 1980; (2) PASNY's decision in favor of

Allegheny should be given some weight; (3) allocation of the

30 mw to Allegheny would potentially benefit AMP-Ohio;

and (4) the allocation to Allegheny would make PASNY's total

power allocation (i.e. from the Niagara and St. Lawrence

Projects) more proportionate as between Vermont and Pennsylvania,

where similar benefits are rea1ized.13/

We have previously concluded that as between PSB and

Allegheny no weight should be given to AMP-Ohio's stake in

the allocation. We have agreed with the Judge that cost

benefits until 1980 slightly favor Allegheny not Vermont.

In view of the previous discussion and conclusion that Congress

did not limit the factors which this Commission can consider

in determining the correct allocation of power, we believe

it is appropriate to consider the other two factors relied

on by the Judge.

It is difficult however to give much weight to PASNY's

decision favoring Allegheny because there is nothing in the

record to show that PASNY had any more evidence to consider

than exists in the record before us (see Ex. 82). Furthermore,

13/ Vermont currently receives 100 mw from St. Lawrence and

50 mw from Niagara. Pennsylvania (including the instant

mw) receives 130 mw from Niagara.
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the decision by PASNY's Board of Trustees fails to enumerate
the basis for that decision (Ex. 81). Thus we conclude
that, although we can consider PASNY's original decision,
it is not helpful to us.

The remaining consideration then is the equalization of
benefits to neighboring states.

Staff points out that based on total PASNY power in
1973, Vermont received an average of 6.3 mwh and Allegheny
4.8 mwh per residential and rural customer (Ex. 77). If the
30 mw are allocated to PSB, the averages will be 7.3 mwh for
PSB and 4.8 mwh for Allegheny. With the 30 mw allocated to
Allegheny, the average will be 6.3 mwh for both (Ex. 77).
This comparison includes both Niagara and St. Lawrence power.

The Staff concluded that it is proper to look at the
PASNY allocations from both the Niagara and St. Lawrence
Projects. The rationale is briefly that Niagara and St.
Lawrence both produce more power because of their joint operation
and thus each project's power cannot be considered in isolation.
Staff acknowledged that PSB will continue to receive more
total PASNY power than Allegheny whether or not PSB is allo-
cated the instant 30 mw of Niagara Project power. However on
balance the Staff decided that the benefits of more equalized
interstate distribution of PASNY power are insufficient to
outweigh those factors which favor allocation of the 30 mw
to PSB.

The Judge concluded otherwise and stated:

It is reasonable to assume that in the allo-
cation of preference power to neighboring states
by PASNY, Congress did not intend substantially
disproportionate allocations that favor one
neighboring state within economic transmission
distance, while excluding another, where similar
benefits are to be realized. (I.D. p. 21)

We agree with the Staff that it is proper to consider the
joint operation of the Niagara and St. Lawrence Projects for
determining project power. We also agree with the Administra-
tive Law Judge that Congress did not intend that PASNY power
be allocated disproportionately among deighboring states.
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Therefore, Judge Levant was correct in finding that this
factor favored allocation to Allegheny.

In sum, while the merits of the applications of PSB
and Allegheny are closely balanced, as discussed in detail
above, and while some minor points in the decision as also
discussed above were erroneously relied on. overall we
believe that Judge Levant was correct in finding that 30 mw
of PASNY's power should be allocated to Allegheny and finding
that PSB's complaint on this point must be denied.

The second issue to be addressed is what constitutes
"project power" under the Niagara Redevelopment Act. Judge
Levant concluded generally that project power under the Act
was not limited to firm power, but included all of the
various categories of power marketed by PASNY from the
Niagara Project, such as firm peaking, Pargaraph A and
Paragraph B peaking power (I.D., pp. 21-31). The Staff,
Allegheny, and AMP-Ohio did not take exception to this part
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of the initial decision. PASNY's only exception to thedecision on this issue is that the Administrative Law Judgeexceeded his authority in ruling on it. We believe theAdministrative Law Judge was correct in deciding this issueand we affirm it to the extent indicated below.

The legislative history of the Act supports this con-clusion. Congress used the term "firm power" in its com-mittee reports and was familiar with it. As Judge Levantstates in the initial decision:

The legislative history makes references to
1,800,000 kilowatts of firm power and to two
million kilowatts of firm power. It also refers
to an installed capacity of 2,190,000 kilowatts
of which 1,800,000 would constitute firm power ona 17 hour-a-day basis. This would indicate
that the total capacity of the project was con-
templated to be somewhat greater than firm power.
While certain assumptions with respect to the
power available for allocations to neighboring
states are referred to in terms of firm power,
there is nothing in the legislative history
indicating that the project power to be made
available to preference customers was to be
limited to firm power . . . .

On the basis of the plain intent to make 50 percentof project power available to preference customers,it cannot reasonably be argued that somethingless than 50 percent of the power derived from theNiagara Project should be made available to suchcustomers because a particular category of powerdevised and offered for sale by PASNY is notspecifically referred to in the legislativehistory. Such a result would ignore the statutorypurpose of the Act.

The preference issue received much attention inCongress. If Congress had intended the preferenceprovision to apply only to "firm power" it wouldundoubtedly have imposed such a limitation. In theabsence of a showing in the, legislative history ofsuch a limitation, effect must be given to the plainmeaning of the Act. (citations omitted) •
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Furthermore, as Judge Levant stated,the legislative
history indicates that Congress anticipated pumped-storage
and pumped-generating facilities would be required to
achieve 1,800,000 kilowatts of firm capacity and thus there
is no basis for excluding power produced by the Lewiston
Pumped Generating Plant from the preference provisions of
the Act. We agree with this part of the initial decision.

PSB had two exceptions on the project power issue.
First, it argues that the Administrative Law Judge erred
by not determining the allocation now for the additional
project power over 30 mw; and second, it argues that the
Administrative Law Judge erred by not ordering PASNY to
deliver the firm power already allocated under contract
to PSB at 100 percent load factor.

NYPSC argues on exception that the Administrative Law
Judge was wrong in finding that the Act requires PASNY to
allocate a full 10 percent of project power to out-of-state
preference customers upon their demand. Rather, NYPSC says,
the Act only makes these customers eligible for up to 10
percent of project power.

In response to NYPSC, the Staff does not read the
initial decision as foreclosing a subsequent determination by
PASNY or the Commission that the 180 mw presently allocated
out-of-state constitutes all of the "project power" that is
required to be allocated to out-of-state preference customers
under the Act,and thus Staff concludes that NYPSC's remaining
exceptions need not be addressed.

After review, we believe it would neither be appropriate
at this time to determine the specific allocation of project
power over 30 mw nor would it be correct to order PASNY to
deliver the firm power already allocated under contract to
PSB at 100 percent load factor, essekltially for the reasons
stated by the Administrative Law Judge and as discussed
below. Moreover, we agree with the Staff that the Act does not
require PASNY to sell 10 percent of project power to out-of-
state preference customers, but only that PASNY make a
reasonable portion of project power -- up to 10 percent --
available to those customers.

We believe specific allocations oL available power should
be considered at one time in a future proceeding when all
interested parties may present evidence to support their v.
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applications for the unallocated project power and when the
relative benefits of various classes of power between
in-state and out-of-state customers may be considered. As
the Judge noted, the record is insufficient to allow specificallocation to out-of-state preference customers at this time.As PASNY has stated, other customers both in and out of New
York State are interested in this power who have not partici-
pated in the instant proceeding.

Now that the instant decision makes potential customersand PASNY aware of what constitutes project power under the
Act, all can apply for a share thereof and PASNY can make a
decision on the allocation of such power taking all relevantfactors into account. This would include in our view any
environmental impacts that may be associated with the
diversion of additional amounts of power outside of New
York State.

Since we do not reach the question of how much, if any,
further Niagara Project power must be diverted out of New
York State, we need not determine at this time whether suchdiversion would be a major federal action requiring an
environmental impact statement under NEPA. On the other
hand, diversion of the instant 30 mw would not in our viewresult in a significant impact on the human environment, butrather would have a minimal effect at most. No party arguesotherwise.

We turn finally to PSB's argument that PASNY shoulddeliver the firm power under contract with PSB at 100 percentload factor. The Administrative Law Judge found that whilenothing in the Act or PASNY's license prescribes a loadfactor at which preference power is to be made available, thelegislative history refers to the availability of firm poweron the basis of 17 hours per day (a load factor of about71 percent) (I.D, p. 32). This is approximately the averagesystem load factor of out-of-state firm power. The Judgefound this reasonable and noted that of the energy whichmay be available in some years over and above that requiredto meet the basic project power commitments, up to 10 percentthereof will be made available to out-of-state preferencecustomers (I.D.,p. 33). PSB's only argument not discussed

83-385 0 - 77 -- 16
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by the Judge was that its contract with PASNY calls for

delivery at 100 percent load factor. PASNY disputes this

interpretation of the contract. We conclude that PSB
presents no significant reason not considered by the Judge

to require that it be served at 100 percent load factor and

we affirm the Judge's decision on this point.

The Commission further finds: 

The Initial Decision of the Administrative Law Judge

issued May 15, 1975 should be affirmed as discussed herein.

The Commission orders: 

(A) The allocation of 30 mw of PASNY's Niagara Project

power as requested by PSB in its complaint is hereby denied.

(B) PASNY shall, in compliance with the terms of its

license and the Niagara Redevelopment Act, make available for
sale to out-of-state preference customers a reasonable portion
of all project power, as determined by the Administrative Law
Judge and affirmed herein, up to ten percent.

(C) Exceptions not granted are hereby denied.

By the Commission.

(SEAL)

Kenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary.
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ENCLOSURE No. 6

UNIT&D STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

ELECTRIC RATES: INTERVENTION

Before Commissioners: Richard L. Dunham, Chairman;
Don S. Smith, John H. Holloman III,
and James G. Watt.

Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation Docket No. ER76-523

ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO INTERVENE AND
PETITION FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF

(Issued July 21, 1976)

On February 23, 1976, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation(Niagara Mohawk) tendered for filing an initial power agree-ment with the Power Authority of the State of New York (PASNY).On March 15, 1976, the Town of Massena, New York, (Massena)
petitioned to intervene in the proceeding and petitioned fora declaratory order interpreting the Niagara Mohawk-PASNYcontract. Massena's petitions are herein granted.

Niagara Mohawk's February 23, 1976, filing 1/ providedfor the sale of unsupported firm power to Niagara Mohawkfrom PASNY's Fitzpatrick Nuclear Plant; for the sale of excesspower, when available, to Niagara Mohawk from the FitzpatrickPlant; for the sale of supporting energy to PASNY by NiagaraMohawk; and for the transmission of Fitzpatrick power byNiagara Mohawk to high load factor manufacturers and prioritycustomers supplied by PASNY with power from the Fitzpatrickplant where such customers can be supplied through the system

1/ Designated: Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Rate ScheduleFPC No. 95.

DC-24
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of Niagara Mohawk. Niagara Mohawk requested waiver of the
Commission's notice requirements to permit the agreement to
become effective on July 28, 1975, the date of the contract.

Notice of the filing was issued on February 27, 1976,
with comments, protests or petitions to intervene due an
or before March 15, 1976. On March 15, 1976, a timely
petition to intervene was filed by Massena. On March 25,
1976, the Commission accepted the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY agree-
ment for filing and permitted it to become effective, as re-

quested on July 28, 1975.

In its March 15, 1976, petition, Massena requested that
we issue a declaratory order determining whether the Niagara
Mohawk-PASNY contract requires Niagara Mohawk to transmit
Fitzpatrick Plant power only to priority customers which
were being supplied by PASNY as of July 28, 1975, or whether
the contract requires Niagara Mohawk to transmit Fitzpatrick
power to future priority customers of PASNY. 2/ This question
is of importance to Massena insofar as Massena plans, ac-
cording to its petition, to become a priority customer of
PASNY. Massena avers that on February 10, 1976, PASNY reaffirmed

its commitment to supply Massena as a preference customer

with fifteen megawatts of electric energy once Massena has

the legal and physical capacity to receive the power.

2/ The Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract clause in question pro-
vides as follows:

J. Transmission Service by Customer. Customer
[Niagara Mohawk] hereby agrees to transmit power for
Authority [PASNY] over its transmission system to high
load factor manufacturers and priority customers supplied
by Authority with power from the Fitzpatrick plant, where
the customers can be supplied from the system of the Cus-
tomer as follows  (b) For all priority customers
and for high load factor manufacturers located beyond 30
miles of the Niagara Falls switchyard: the transmission
to be from the points of delivery of service to Customer

in effect under this application to the points of delivery
to such customers, for which service Customers shall be
compensated in transmission fees and allowance for losses
in transmission at the rates in effect under Part Five of
Contract NS-1.
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We interpret the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract to pro-
vide that Niagara Mohawk shall transmit PASNY power to both
past and future priority customers of PASNY. The Rules and
Regulations of PASNY define "priority customers" as being
". . .entities entitled to preference under 16 USC 836(b)(1)."
Section 836(b)(1) of 16 USC, taken from the Niagara Redevelop-
ment Act, 71 Stat. 401, provides:

In order to assure that at least 50 percentum
of the project power shall be available for sale and
distribution primarily for the benefit of the people
as consumers, particularly domestic and rural customers,
to whom such power shall be made available at the
lowest rates reasonably possible and in such manner
as to encourage the widest possible use, the licensee
in disposing of 50 percentum of the project power
shall give preference and priority to public bodies
and nonprofit cooperatives within economic transmission
distance.

The Niagara Redevelopment Act, in providing that preference
shall be given to "public bodies and nonprofit cooperatives
within economic transmission distance", made applicable to
the Niagara project the long-standing Federal preference
policy 3/ which accords priority in power marketing to public
distribrition systems and nonprofit cooperatives. 4/ It
would be contrary to the legislative intent underlying that
policy to construe the clause regarding preference power in
16 USC 836 as being inapplicable to public distribution systems

3/ For a review of the policy's history, see: S. Rep. No. 1408,
84th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1956).

4/ H. R. Rep. No. 862, 85th Cong., 1st Sess. (1957).
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and non-profit cooperatives which do not presently have a
capability to utilize preference power. 5/ The use of the
term "priority customer" in the instant contract, as defined
by the Rules and Regulations of PASNY to mean entities entitled
to preference under 16 USC 836 (b)(1), thus must be taken
to indicate that the parties to the contract contemplated
that benefits of the transmission provision of the contract
would run to future preference customers. It would be un-
reasonable to assume that the parties would use the term
"priority customer", with its fixed legal meaning, if they
had intended otherwise.

5/ See: 41 Op. Att'y Gen. 236 (1955). In rendering an
opinion on whether the Secretary of the Interior must
contract with a preference customer when the Secretary
has before him two competing offers to purchase power,
one from the preference customer and the other from a
non-preference customer, and the preference cus-

tomer does not have at the time the physical means to
take and distribute power, the Attorney General stated:

I cannot conceive, in the face of a plain mandate for
preference to public bodies and cooperatives and the
congressional concern, as evidenced in related statutes,
for protection of their preferential status, that it is
possible to say apropos of Section 5 [of the Flood Control
Act of 1944] that the Congress intended a preference pur-
chaser to demonstrate its present ability to take and dis-
tribute the power in order to avail itself of its statutory
privilege. It is reasonable to attribute to the Congress
that enacted Section 5 the same solicitude for preference
customers that had been recognized as necessary on other
occasions.. .To read into the Section 5 grant of a preferenc
to public bodies and cooperatives the requirement of a
presently existing ability to take and distribute the power
would, in the usual case, constitute its emasculation; and
it is well-settled that such a construction of a statute
should not be taken where a construction is possible which
will preserve its vitality and the utility of the language
in question. Ibid., at 24 (citations omitted).
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In its petition, Massena requests that the Commissiondetermine whether "other" Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contractspermit both past and future preference customers to benefitfrom the contracts. Due to the absence of any referencesby Massena to specific clauses of particular contracts, we• shall deny this request for an interpretation of contractsother than that filed in the instant docket.

On March 25, 1976, Niagara Mohawk filed an answer toMassena's March 15, 1976, petition. 6/ Niagara alleges,first, that Massena has no standiug to intervene in the
instant proceedings since neither is it a municipal electricsystem nor does it aver any pro bono publico stanaing.
Having reviewed Massena's petition to intervene, we concludethat Massena has an interest in this proceeding which issufficient to warrant its intervention herein.

Niagara Mohawk alleges, secondly, that the Commissionis without jurisdiction to grant the declaratory relief re-quested by Massena. Insofar as the Niagara Mohawk-PASNYcontract provides for, inter alia, the sale of supportingenergy by Niagara Mohawk to PASNY, the contract is withinthe Commission's jurisdiction. Massena's petition for aninterpretation of the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract is apetition for a declaratory order to remove uncertainty.Full provision for such orders is made in Section 1.7(c)of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, asformulated under authority of Section 309 of the FederalPower Act.

6/ A reply by Massena to Niagara Mohawk's answer was filedon March 25, 1976.
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The Commission finds: 

(1) It is desirable and in the public interest to

allow Massena to intervene in these proceedings.

(2) Good cause exists to grant Massena's March 15,

1976, petition for a declaratory order removing uncertainty

about the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contract filed February 23,

1976.

(3) Good cause exists to deny Massena's petition for

a declaratory order regarding Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contracts

other than that filed on February 23, 1976.

The Commission orders: 

(A) Massena is hereby permitted to intervene in these

proceedings subject to the rules and regulations of the Federal

Power Commission; Provided, however, that participation of

such intervenor shall be limited to matters affecting asserted

rights and interests as specifically set forth in the notice

of intervention; and Provided, further, that the admission of

such intervenor shall not be construed as recognition by the

Federal Power Commission that it might be aggrieved because

of any order or orders of the Federal Power Commission entered

in this proceeding.

(B) Massena's March 15, 1976, petition for a declaratory

order removing uncertainty about the Niagara Mohawk-PASNY

contract filed February 23, 1976, is hereby granted and that

contract is hereby interpreted to provide that Niagara Mohawk

shall transmit PASNY power to both past and future priority

customers of PASNY.

(C) Massena's petition for a declaratory order regard-

ing Niagara Mohawk-PASNY contracts other than that filed on

February 23, 1976, is hereby denied.
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(D) The Secretary shall cause prompt publication of
this order to be made in the Federal Register.

By the Commission.

(SEAL)

Kenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary.
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ENCLOSURE No. 7

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

INTERCONNECTION - HEARING ORDER

Before Commissioners: Richard L. Dunham, Chairman;

Don S. Smith, John H. Holloman III,
and James G. Watt

Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation ) Docket No. E-9550
Town of Massena, New York

ORDER DENYING HEARING

(Issued July 28, 1976)

On February 5, 1976, the Town of Massena, New York
(Massena), pursuant to Section 202(b) of the Federal
Power Act and Section 32.1 of the Commission's Regulations
under the Federal Power Act, filed an application for an
order directing the Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
(Niagara) to establish physical connection of its facili-
ties with the facilities to be possessed and operated by
Massena. This application was supplemented by Massena's
filing on May 17, 1976, of a request that we assert juris-
diction under Section 202(c) as well as Section 202(b).

Massena is a municipal corporation as defined under
the laws of the State of New York. Massena is located in
the County of St. Lawrence and lies adjacent to the St.
Lawrence River. Massena's population is approximately 16,000
and its economic base consists of three major industrial
facilities along with recreational activities and related
services based on the St. Lawrence River and Lake St.
Lawrence, formed by one of two hydroelectric facilities owned
and operated by the Power Authority of the State of New York
(PASNY).

DC-24
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Niagara currently serves electric power and energy tothe residents of Massena at retail under rates, terms andconditions of service approved or prescribed by the PublicService Commission of the State of New York.

On March 17, 1976, the Commission issued a notice ofthis application which was published in the Federal Registeron March 25, 1976, 41 F.R. 12341. The Public Service Commissionof the State of New York subsequently filed, on March 31,1976, a "Notice of Intervention," pursuant to Section 1.8(a)(1)of this Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure.

On April 23, 1976, an application to intervene wasfiled by Niagara. In addition, Niagara has moved4 for an order dismissing Massena's application. It isNiagara's contention that "Massena has no intention to pur-chase power and energy from Niagara." (Petition to intervene,p. 4.) Niagara further contends that because Massena has notas yet acquired the transmission and distribution facilitiesthat will be the subject of the proposed interconnection, wehave no jurisdiction to grant relief.

Massena's application seeks an order directing NiagaraMohawk to interconnect its facilities with those of Massena, andestablishing rates, terms and conditions of service forwholesale power service by Niagara to Massena. Massena requeststhat such interconnection order as may be granted takeeffect only after Massena secures legal authority to possessthe facilities of Niagara "under the condemnation laws of theState of New York" (Application for Interconnection E-9550,p. 10).

By an Order dated May 3, 1976, and released on May 14, 1976,in the County Court, County of St. Lawrence, New York, Massenawas granted the right to temporary possession of NiagaraMohawk's transmission and distribution facilities used to serveMassena. Massena,however,has not yet taken possession ofthese facilities and is consequently unable to claim that itis now a "person engaged in the transmission or sale ofelectric energy" under Section 202(b) of the Federal PowerAct.
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Section 202(b) of the Federal Power Act, in our opinion,
gives the Commission authority to order a public utility to
interconnect its transmission facilities with the facilities

of an Applicant who is currently engaged in the transmission
or sale of electric energy, and to sell or exchange energy
with such persons. Although the word "currently" does not
appear in the section, and although the present tense of the
verb is not explicit, we believe that that is the most reasonable
construction of the statutory language. .1 After appropriate
notice and opportunity for hearing, the Commission can exercise
its authority under this section if such action is consistent
with the public interest. The Commission's authority to order
interconnection is subject to certain limitations. For example,

the Commission cannot compel the enlargement of generating
facilities for such purposes; nor can it compel such public
utility to sell or exchange energy when to do so would impair
its ability to render adequate service to its customers.

Whether, as Niagara alleges, Massena ultimately seeks
wheeling services from Niagara, our statutory obligation to
consider the immediate request for interconnection, if an
application is otherwise adequate on its face, is unaffected.
On the other hand, we are constrained by the language of
Section 202(b) to grant hearings on requests for mandatory
interconnection only to those persons actually and currently
engaged in the transmission or sale of electric energy. Until
such time as Massena actually takes possession of the facilities

mentioned earlier, and is "engaged in the transmission or sale
of electric energy", this Commission has no jurisdiction to
grant the relief requested.

Likewise, we are unable to consider Massena's request
for emergency interconnection relief under 202(c). It is
premature at this time. As Sections 32.60 through 32.62 of our
Regulations under the Federal Power Act provide, emergencies
are of two basic types:

Section 202(b) provides in pertinent part:

Whenever the Commission, upon application of
any.. .person engaged in the transmission or sale
of electric energy,...finds such action necessary
or appropriate in the public interest it may by
order direct a public utility...to establish
physical connection of its transmission facilities
with the facilities of one or more other persons
engaged in the transmission or sale of electric
energy, to sell energy to or exchange energy with
such persons....
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1) emergencies as determined by the Commission
by reason of one or more of the following
factors:

a sudden increase in demand for
electric energy;
a shortage of electric energy;
a shortage of facilities for the
generation or transmission of electric
energy;
a shortage of fuel or water for
generating facilities; or
a shortage of electric energy or
facilities for other, but related,
types of causes

2) emergencies occasioned during wars in which
the United States may be engaged.
FPC Order No. 520,52 FPC 1554,1555 (1974)

Massena does not fit into any of the above classifica-
tions. While Massena claims that its power supply will be
cut off once it takes possession of Niagara Mohawk's facili-
ties, at the present time there is no power shortage.
Niagara Mohawk is continuing to deliver power to Massena and
no emergency now exits.

The Commission finds:

It is premature at this time to consider Massena's
application for interconnection under either Section 202(b)
or Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act.

The Commission orders:

(1) That the Notice of Intervention filed by the Public
Service Commission of the State of New York is rendered moot
by virtue of our lack of jurisdiction to consider Massena's
application.

(2) That Niagara Mohawk's petition to intervene is
also rendered moot by virtue of our lack of jurisdiction to
consider Massena's application.
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(3) That the motion of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation

to dismiss the Town of Massena's Application for Interconnec-

tion is hereby granted.

(4) That the Town of Massena's Application for Inter-

connection under Section 202(b) or (c) of the Federal
Power Act is hereby dismissed without prejudice to refiling

under such sections at such time as Massena the transmission
and sale of electric energy, is engaged in or until it

encounters an emergency as defined herein.

By the Commission.

(SEAL)

Kenneth F. Plumb.
Secretary
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Mr. FITZPATRICK. Might I comment for the record?
Mr. arrINGER. Yes. I would be very interested to know if you

have with you or can make available to us those preference customers.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is what I wanted to comment about. No.

1, the Authority has never turned down an application for additional
power made by an existing preference customer in order to meet
its load growth. Never.
Mr. arrINGER. An existing preference?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is right, and I will go on about who has

asked and who has not in just a second. Every year, of course,
we do put out an annual report, which I am sure you have seen,
which lists specifically the customers of the Power Authority,
preference and otherwise, and which recites the amount of power
that is available.

With respect to the application of Sherrill, which was referred to
and the Federal Power Commission indicated that we were considering
the application of Sherrill, the record should state that, at its last
meeting, the Power Authority did approve the application of Sherrill
and did allocate 11,000 kilowatts for that community, and that con-
tract will soon go forward with the Governor's approval.
The Authority in some instances has denied application for addi-

tional power made by preference customers within New York State
for a particular purpose of supplying power to industry not previously
served by the municipal systems. In those instances, the contract de-
mands of the Authority customer would have been significantly in-
creased by adding the load of the industry that its preference customer
proposed to serve. That would be unlike the Sherrill situation where
there had been in Sherrill a long-standing arrangement between the
two.
But we took in connection with the village of Solvay, for in-

stance—we took into consideration a situation where it would have,
in fact, been a diversion of some sufficient, some noticeable quantity,
appreciable quantity—is the word I want—of power from the domestic
customer, the rural and domestic customers to an industrial purpose
under that particular case.
And, as I have stated, the Authority did—I stated in my general

statement—the Authority did turn down Vermont's request for the
entire 180,000 kilowatts of preference power to be sold to neighboring
States under the Niagara Redevelopment Act, and the Federal Power
Commission is fully aware of that because they had that before them
and they have referred to that in their own statement.
The only other requests that I know of in my tenure or before

my tenure that were denied were requests made by Massachusetts
and New Hampshire initially in connection with the St. Lawrence
contracts, and they were considered by the Authority to be outside
the economic transmission distance. They hired consultants, and, after
working with their consultants, they decided to withdraw.
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. FitzPatrick, I have before me and would like

to insert in the record a letter of March 8, 1976, from the city
of Ogdensburg, requesting power.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. The city of Ogdensburg--
Mr. OTTINGER. And a reply of August 5, 1976, signed by Edward

J. Brown, the principal economist for the Power Authority, saying
that you did not anticipate that power would be available.
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[ The letters referred to follow:]
CITY OF OGDENSBURG, N.Y., March 8, 1976.

Power Authority of State of New York,
Massena, N.Y.
GENTLEMEN: The Mayor and City Council of the City of Ogdensburg have directed

that I make initial inquiries into the circumstances under which the City of Ogdensburg

could purchase electncal power from PASNY for the purpose of operating a municipal

electrical utility.
As you are aware, a great deal of interest in municipal ownership of electrical

utilities has been generated by action initiated by the Village of Massena, and we

are attempting to objectively evaluate the situation as it relates to our community.

I would be happy to meet with the appropriate representatives of your authority

in Massena at your convenience. I can be reached at 315-393-6100.

Sincerely,

4

FRANK J. CULROSS,
City Manager. 4.

POWER AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
New York, N.Y., August 5, 1976.

Mr. FRANK J. CULROSS
City Manager, City of Ogdensburg
Ogdensburg, N.Y.
DEAR MR. CULROSS: You have inquired about the availability of Authority power

for a proposed municipal electric system under study by the City of Ogdensburg.

The Authority's remaining reserves of hydroelectric power are expected to be ex-

hausted within two to three years by the rapidly growing needs of existing municipal

electric systems in New York State. Subsequent load growth of these systems will

be met at higher cost for a time from the new FitzPatrick nuclear plant. The available

capacity from this plant is also expected to be exhausted relatively soon after completion

of the next logical source for municipal power, the Greene County Nuclear Plant,

scheduled for completion in 1984.
Therefore, 1 consider it unlikely that the Authority could supply 20MW for the proposed

Ogdensburg system prior to completion of the Greene County plant in 1984.

Sincerely,
EDWARD J. BROWN,

Principal Economist.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. That is not an existing municipal. What

I had said was that we had turned down—we are not authorized

to serve unless they are an existing municipal, No. 1; and, No. 2,

Ogdensburg at the time of the power allocations initially being offered

from the St. Lawrence project, which you now say is not in contention

in any event—at the time that the power allocations were made from

that project, Ogdensburg had a referendum and specifically declined

or decided not to ask for power. You are in exactly the same situation

here as you would be with respect to Westchester County, for in-

stance, or Erie County, or the city of Niagara, where there is no

established municipal electric system.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, but the inquiry from Ogdensburg and the

inquiry with respect to Westchester is that, if we established a mu-

nicipal system, would you have power available, particularly from

the Niagara plant?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. The answer is "No". I thought that I made that

clear.
Mr. OTTINGER. But that is what is in dispute, and you have said

to Ogdensburg that, if they establish such a system, you would not

have power available.
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Mr. FITZPATRICK. We have been totally consistent in saying to any-one who needed a large allocation, as distinguished from some rela-tively small allocation of power, that, in order to meet our commit-ment to our existing municipal customers, which we respect very,very dearly—very highly, that we cannot provide for a large systemand, by doing so, take away from the only remaining withdrawablepower.
Mr. OTTINGER. You can put 1,000 kilowatts, enough to supply those.Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Ottinger, our situation is simply this.Mr. OTTINGER. That is what I would like to examine with you.Mr. FITZPATRICK. All right. Our unwillingness is based primarilyupon the fact that there is no way that we can serve any new largeadditional load in this State without taking that power away fromsomeone else with whom it has either been contracted for or forwhom it has been set aside and allocated, and set aside and allocatedafter extensive hearings before this Congress, at which time wereasonably anticipated loads that were set and established.
I think you realize that, if you took away from any of these contract-ing entities, if it were possible to do it, you might very well havevery, very severe—would have very severe economic impact, particu-larly in the western part of the State.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, it appears to me that you are required todo that by the statute, that you are required in your dealings withthe public utilities for profit to enter into arrangements on awithdrawable basis so that you can serve new municipals that dorequest power from the Authority.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. And that is exactly what we did.
Mr. OTTINGER. And you are not frozen at the date of the establish-ment of the Niagara project. The Niagara statute quite clearly contem-plated that there would be future demands by municipal entities forthat power and, therefore, specified that any contracts that you madewith public utilities would have to be on a withdrawable basis.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. And they were and they are, as is fully explainedin my statement.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, some of them, you say, are and some ofthem, you say, are not contracted on a nonwithdrawable basis.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. There is a portion of the power which is con-tracted on a nonwithdrawable basis for a number of factors. No.1, the portion that was contracted for on a withdrawable basis wasbased upon the anticipated needs of the municipal entities in thefuture. All right? There are three other pieces of power. In the firstplace, you have, as I pointed out in my statement, the replacementpower--
Mr. OTTINGER. That, we are aware of.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. All right. Well, I have to recite them so therecord will indicate that. Second,--
Mr. OTTINGER. That is what? 140,000? 445 MW.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. 445,000 kilowatts. And that is specifically referredto in the statute, and that was to replace the Schoellkopf plant.Then we allocated at that time, in view of the needs of the industrialsector in the Niagara frontier, a certain amount of power which wasdesigned to attract and retain industry, and that is contracted.

83-385 0 - 77 -- 17
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Then, having provided for the reasonable foreseeable needs of the

public bodies on a withdrawable basis, the balance of that power

which had to be sold in order to sell the bonds was contracted

for with a specific provision that the benefits therefrom would flow

through to their customers in this very wide area that I am talking

about, and there is no other way that the Authority could under

those circumstances have reached so many people with the benefits

of that low-cost power at that time.
Mr. OTTINGER. But the statute doesn't say anything about that.

The statute doesn't say that you are only to foresee the future demand

as of the date of the construction of the project.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. If you refer to the page that I read from in

my brief in the recitation of how we had allocated in excess of

50 percent of the Niagara power for preference customers, you will

find that we have done that, and the statute makes no requirement

with respect to the balance of power.
In other words, we have a discretion.
Mr. OTTINGER. I have no problems with 50 percent of the power

which is contracted to industry. What I would like to do is to ascertain

the compliance of the Authority with the requirement that 50 percent

be set aside for these preference customers.
Now, the list that you have provided us, I take it is confirmed

by the Federal Power Commission—and I will ask the Federal Power

Commission with respect to this—which is table II that you have

provided, adds up to a total of 364,200 kilowatts from that attached

list, 364,200 kilowatts presently under contract to preference

customers.
You have stated that in the future you have commitments to

Freeport, Greenport, and Rockville Centre, which are missing from

that list, of 75,000.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. May I interrupt just a second?

Mr. OTTINGER. Let me just finish for a minute. That leaves almost

800,000 kilowatts of the 50 percent that is required to go to

preference customers. And, if the three municipalities that have ap-

plied come to 75,000, it means that there are better than 650,000

kilowatts that ought to be available to future preference customers

and ought to be, according to the statute, available on a withdrawable

basis.
The Federal Power Commission—and I would like them to comment

on this—in their calculations, figures that you have only contracted

approximately 19 percent to preference customers, which would leave

31 percent available. Is that correct?
Mr. CORSO. Yes.
Mr. OTTINGER. And the question that we have to deal with, there-

fore, it seems to me, is that there is ample power available for new

municipals that you are required under the Federal statute to provide

to them when, as, and if they qualify and request power.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. No. 1, where would we get it from?

Mr. OTTINGER. You would get it from the requirement of the statute

that you enter withdrawable contracts with public utilities to make

power available on reasonable notice to municipals that come into

being and, particularly, therefore, you would get it from the power

presently contracted to the Niagara Mohawk Power Co., the New

York State Electric & Gas Corp., the Rochester Gas & Electric Corp.
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Mr. FITZPATRICK. All of which are under contract now.
Mr. OTTINGER. But they were on notice that that might have to

be withdrawn. There was a Federal statute.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. They were not on notice that that would have

to be withdrawn, because they were specifically on notice at the
congressional hearings as to the amount of power which would have
to be withdrawn, and it was allocated on the withdrawable basis.
Now, Mr. Ottinger--
Mr. OTTINGER. I have read the complete Senate report on this,

and the Senate made it quite clear that the future power that was
contracted for which could not be presently supplied to municipal
customers would have to be contracted on a withdrawable basis, and
I have read the dispute that took place and the minority views that
were entered on that. It was a question of whether that should just
be made available to the extent of 50 percent to the people of New
York or whether it should be made available on a wider basis. The
dissenting views that were entered in that report in the Senate were
a feeling on behalf of one of the Senators that it ought not to be
restricted on a 50-percent basis, but should be made available to
the entire region.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Were there not in those hearings as you reviewed

them discussions of specific allocations, specific need—foreseeable
need of the then existing and foreseeable municipal customers?
Mr. OTTINGER. Absolutely, as to what was then foreseeable. But

the statute does not say "then foreseeable." The statute requires you
to make provision for foreseeable needs, and that is why they require
that you enter those contracts on a withdrawable basis.
Now, you seem to make a contention—and it very much concerns

me—that your arrangements with Niagara Mohawk passed through
the cost savings to Niagara Mohawk customers of the Niagara project,
which are very substantial. I mean the difference in prices is monu-
mental.
The hydro power service to a municipality—take Plattsburgh, where

you reside so you are very familiar with it. The average monthly
bill for 500 kilowatt service is $5.35, which I think is the lowest
in the country. The average price to a customer in Con Ed's service
area is at the present time $44.09, and that is a whale of a difference.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, Mr. Ottinger--
Mr. OTrINGER. You seem to say that the pass-through provisions

take care of that, but you certainly must be--
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is not what I said.
Mr. OTTINGER [continuing]. Must be aware of the case of the

Niagara Mohawk Power Corp., before the FPC in which it was specifi-
cally determined that service to public utility does not satisfy the
preference provisins of the statute.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. No. I, you have made many statements. In the

first place, you continually refer to the statute as if we were required
to contract. The statute does not say, as I have stated in the beginning,
that we are required to contract. It states that we shall give preference.
Now, you and I discussed this some 7 years ago, at a time when

you made a complaint about this to the Federal Power Commission.
And at that time the Federal Power Commission was apparently
satisfied, as it appears to me today, without attempting to prejudge
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what the statement is, that we have complied with the law, in that

it states in its statement, which I have only looked at briefly, that,

to their knowledge, based upon their figures, there has been no mu-

nicipal entity that has been denied service.
Now, initially, the requirement was not that we sell all of the power

from Niagara to preference customers. Furthermore, in you tabulation

of the preference customers served, you left out 180,000 which was

sold outside the State and which is certainly included in the preferen
ce

category.
Mr. OTTINGER. I did not. I included that within the list.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. In any event, I just wanted the record to be

sure that it was included. Now, you asked specifically—you referr
ed

specifically to Plattsburgh and you attempt to compare Plattsburg
h,

for instance, with the rates of Consolidated Edison. There has nev
er

been any contention, obviously, that there is not a great discrepanc
y

in the rate and that our power is not valuable. That is why people

are seeking it.
With respect to Plattsburgh, incidentally, the contract, so that the

record--
Mr. OTTINGER. Niagara Mohawk's rate, incidentally, getting the

benefit in part from this power, is $18, which is less than hal
f of

Con Ed's power, and all we would like to do is to see that our

customers get a fair share of it.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I understand that, but I mean comparing th

e

rates without reference to the fact that Consolidated Edison, as yo
u

know, is dealing with underground facilities and oil as compared t
o

water and very heavy taxes, is, I believe, very honestly, irrelevant

to the question of whether our rates are higher or lower.

Mr. OTTINGER. You give us the $5.35 and we will suffer 
with

the underground costs.
. Mr. FITZPATRICK. I appreciate that, but the point is that we wo

uld

be delighted if we were in a position to supply all the request
s of

the State and we were within the law. We would do so. The fa
ct

of the matter is that we have contracted for the power. We thin
k

that we have done it legally. We think that we have more than

complied with the preference clause. And we do not have any po
wer,

as I asked you where it would come from. You, in effect, indicate
d

that we should take it from the parties with whom we have contrac
ted.

In order to do that, we would, of course, be immediately faced 
with

the question of whether this was—whether it was legal to do so—
and

I haven't yet sought to abrogate any contract that I have had t
o

do with—and whether or not any such action could be or woul
d

be sustained either by the Federal Power Commission or by the cou
rts.

Mr. &I-FINGER. Let me ask you this. When you made the contract
s,

did you comply with that part of the Niagara Redevelopment 
Act

which says that the licensee shall make flexible arrangements in c
on-

tracts providing for withdrawal upon reasonable notice and fair te
rms

of enough power to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of

preference customers?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Absolutely. Absolutely. We not only did it, but

the reasonable needs of the customers were those which I have

discussed which were determined after the hearings before the K
err

committee.
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Mr. OrrINGER. In other words, you interpreted that as meaning
that all you had to do was meet the reasonably foreseeable needs
of preference customers at that time and you didn't have to worry
about the future?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We didn't say anything about not worrying about

the future. You asked me whether we complied with the statutes,and I am saying that we did comply with the statute by including
in the contract with the utilities the withdrawal of a quantity of
power which would meet specifically, as it says, the foreseeable needs.
Now, what is foreseeable today and what was foreseeable at that

time are two entirely different things.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Fitzpatrick, let me ask you a question. I assume

there was no approval or ratification of your original contracts by
the Kerr committee. Am I correct in that?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. No, sir. That would not have been—I presume—I

don't want to trespass on jurisdictional problems. That ordinarily
wouldn't have been submitted to the Kerr committee. All I am saying
is that the whole question before Congress at that time was whether
we would be granted a license for the Niagara project and what
the terms of the license would be and what would be in the act.
And at that time it became important, to know, what should be
reasonably foreseen and reasonably set aside for the benefit of mu-
nicipal customers.
Mr. DINGELL. You have been referring to the Kerr committee. That

is the Senate Public Works Committee, as I understand it.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That was before my tenure.
Mr. DINGELL. I had just barely gotten through the doors here on

that day myself.
The Senate Public Works Committee report, which has been the

subject of discussion here, presented a set of the committee's initial
judgments as to how the power should be allocated. Their figures
show no great disparity with the figures that you and the Federal
Power Commission appear to be agreed upon. A page later than
that in the same report, however, the committee said as follows:

If it is assumed that the total potential firm power would be 1,800,000 kilowatts
and 50 percent assigned to preference customers, there would be allocated 900,000kilowatts to these users. The assignment of 20 percent of the preference allocation
to neighboring States would make a total of 180,000 kilowatts available for exportfrom the State of New York. The balance of this block of power would be available
for preference customers in the State of New York. The total capacity may ultimatelyexceed 1,800,000 kilowatts, and, if such is the case, then there would be a proportionateincrease in power available to preference customers.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes, sir. I think that really bears out my statement
in that what the committee, as I understand what is being said, was
saying, is that there should be made available. Now, our contention,
Mr. Dingell, is that we did make available all the power that all
the entities could take, and we are faced, since we operate a business
operation, with the problem of disposing and selling of the balance
of the power.
Mr. Ottinger has asked whether in doing that, which we had to

do in order to meet the commitments—whether we did, set up, as
required by the statute, withdrawable power for a reasonable amount.
Mr. DINGELL. I think that is an issue. Another issue is whether

the Federal Power Commission is properly supervising your responsi-
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bility. As I understand it, the provisions in the statute relating to

these matters are also embodied almost verbatim in the license which

you have from the Federal Power Commission.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes, sir. I don't contest that at all. What I am

saying is that, having made—the trustees at that time having made

the judgments which were required of them at the time and having

set aside this amount on a withdrawal basis, proceeded to sell and

now have contracts for, so that, if, for the sake of argument, their

judgment had been fallacious at the time and the need was greater

than was then reasonably foreseen, there is no way that I know of

that that power can now be made available to anyone else without

in effect abrogating contracts with the people who bought it in good

faith.
Mr. OTTINGER. Do those contracts contain the clause that it is

withdrawable?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. There is no question about it.

Mr. °WINGER. Then you are not abrogating the contract. You

are complying with the contract.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Oh, well. You are talking about two different

types of power. What I have said is that the contracts which pertain

to the portion of the power which the trustees at that time deemed

was reasonably foreseeable as needed for the municipals and coopera-

tives contained the withdrawable provision.
The balance of the contracts do not. Not only do they contain

the provision for withdrawable power, but the power has consistently

been withdrawn and will be totally withdrawn, even 140,000 kilowatts,

to meet the needs of existing municipal and cooperative customers

before the turn of the decade, before 1980.
Mr. DINGELL. So you anticipate it would be necessary at some

point to make the needed withdrawals to meet you commitments

to the preference customers by a particular time in the future?

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes, sir. We did that and within the contracts,

and we have made the withdrawals and have provided the power.

Now, what Congressman Ottinger is saying is that there is another

block of power which, there having been no preference customers—for

which no preference customers asked, which was then contracted

for with the utilities with the provision that the benefits of that power

would flow through to the people in this entire area.
Mr. DINGELL. I think that really is the point. Let me try to recast

your statement, if I may. Apparently the difference between you and

Mr. Ottinger lie in this one area. The question seems to be how

the preference clauses should be honored with regard to those with

whom you initially contracted as preference customers. Should you

hold those blocks of power for sale to those preference customers

at the time that their need becomes clear? Or, in that interim period

between the time of the initial contracts and the time when the

need of these preference customers becomes clear, could you take

on other preference customers up to the amount of 50 percent?

Mr. °WINGER. If I may, the statute requires that 50 percent of

the power—the dependable capacity of the plant, I take it, is

2,400,000 kilowatts—that 50 percent of that, by statute, has to be

set aside for municipal bodies and nonprofit cooperatives. And to

the extent of that 50 percent, any contracts with utilities have to

be on a withdrawable basis.
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Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will permit, I am trying to understand
the difference between Mr. Ottinger and Mr. Fitzpatrick.
Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Fitzpatrick is apparently saying that only that

power which was needed to meet foreseeable needs at the time had
to be on a withdrawable basis.
Mr. DINGELL. I would like an answer to my question. Mr. Fitz-

Patrick, would you respond at this point? Is that the difference
between you and Mr. Ottinger?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, in substance. Let me see if I can recast

it. If I understand your question, the problem that we have between
us is this: No. 1, the statute does not call for an allocation of all
the power to preference customers. That is No. 1.
Mr. DINGELL. It imposes certain burdens on the Federal Power

Commission, whose performance is also under scrutiny.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. I think that our basic problem is, as was

stated between us 7 years ago, and as was taken to the Federal
Power Commission at that time—that is, that I contend that there
is nothing in the statute which obligated the Authority at that time
to contract with entities for 50 percent of the power, that there
were no such entities with whom to contract for 50 percent of the
power, and that, in making it available to all preference entities who
wanted it, we were complying with the statute in giving preference
to those customers before going to someone else with whom we made
bona fide contracts. That is one very basic point of difference between
us.
Now, when it gets down to the question of providing, as mandated

by the statute, a certain amount of withdrawable power, providing
that a certain amount would be withdrawn, it is our contention, with
which Mr. Ottinger apparently disagrees, that the then trustees of
the Authority were complying with the statute in making available
to the future—for the future needs of those municipal customers
through withdrawable contracts an amount comparable to the total
anticipated to be those future needs.
Mr. DINGELL. It is Mr. Ottinger's thesis that that should be made

available to other preference customers at a time when they cite
a need or a demand.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That may be possible, Mr. Dingell, at the time

that the contract expires, but I asked Mr. Ottinger in your absence
where it would come from, and, as I understood his answer, he would
in effect take it from the utilities with whom the contracts are now
in existence. And that poses very obvious problems, even if we were
so disposed to do so.
Mr. OTTINGER [presiding]. I would feel—and I would like the

Federal Power Commission to comment on this and to comment on
what its July 21 order meant—that it seems to me that it confirms
that, and that is: Do you not have to keep 50 percent, according
to the statute, of the power from the Niagara power plant available
for the potential future demands of preference customers? Maybe
Mr. Corso would like to comment on that.
Mr. CORSO. I would like to defer to Mr. Lamke, since he is more

familiar with the legal case.
Mr. LAMKE. Before I respond to the July 21 order by the Commis-

sion, in my reading of both the license provision and the Niagara
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Project Act, section (b)(1), I think the question really here at issue
are the words "upon reasonable notice and fair terms of enough
power to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of the preference
customers."
When the Federal Power Commission looks at these particular con-

tracts, any of them that you could pick up—here is Niagara Contract
NS-1. On page 2, subparagraph (f)—excuse me—subparagraph (g),
it very clearly says "withdrawable firm power"—"project firm power
is subject to withdrawal in accordance with Public Law 85-159, 16
U.S.C. 836, 836(a)."
When the Federal Power Commission—and, in our testimony in

response to the subcommittee—in applying both the license provision
on this 50 percent and the Niagara project provisions, merely said
that we were not aware of any applications by any of these proposed
preference customers that had been refused by PASNY, and, in addi-
tion, that in all the particular contracts that PASNY had made provi-
sion to withdraw certain power.
Now, on this July 21, 1976, order, we have the—the language

appears to be relatively clear, that we are takling about a wheeling

arrangement, delivery of PASNY power in this particular case, and
not the power itself. What they were saying was that, in this contract
between Niagara Mohawk and PASNY, the contract provisions pro-
vided that Niagara Mohawk was obligated to deliver to future
customers through their transmission lines not additional power, but
make available to preference customers their power.

I cannot comment to a great extent with regard to this additional
case where we have the complaint of the town of Massena and Sher-
rill, because it is before the Commission, but here again we have
a transmission problem, and we also have the capacity problem too.
Mr. OTTINGER. The importance of the July 21 order, as I see it,

is that supplying the electricity to the utility did not satisfy the

preference.
Mr. LAMKE. That is right, but here again—and the reason I have

a little problem when I bring the two cases together is because in
the next case, Niagara Mohawk, in the July 21 order, we are talking

about the FitzPatrick nuclear plant and transmission.
Niagara Mohawk alleges in their response to the complaints of

the town of Massena and the city of Sherrill that there are contract
language differences between the FitzPatrick contracts which we have
in the July 21 order in ER-76523 and the Niagara project contract
language that we have under the complaint. And I can't comment

on that because it is still under analysis.
Mr. OTTINGER. I do understand that. Mr. FitzPatrick, at any rate,

said that he does not rely on that argument. He was saying that

contracts to Niagara satisfied the preference provision.
Mr. LAMKE. As far as the Federal Power Commission is concerned

and what we have seen from PASNY, PASNY has continued, along
with its contract—honored its contract provisions on withdrawable
power. As a matter of fact, in PASNY's 1975 annual report, they
specifically point out that they reduced or withdrew certain power
from Niagara Mohawk, New York State Electric and Gas, Rochester
Gas and Electric, and reallocated it for certain municipalities that

they knew of.
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Mr. OrriNGER. But you came to a conclusion. I would like to
recognize counsel. You came to a conclusion that only 19 percent
of the power produced by Niagara was being supplied to preference
customers. That is a substantial deficit from the 50 percent that the
statute provided.
Let me yield to counsel for a minute. Then we will let you respond.
Mr. NORDHAUS. You referred to one of the Niagara contracts and

indicated that it did provide for withdrawable power which does in
fact provide for withdrawal. Now, has the Commission—one of the
questions, of course, that has been raised in this hearing is the question
of the validity of the contracts. Are they in conformity with the
statute and the provisions of the license for the Niagara project?
Has the Commission approved these contracts?
Mr. LAMKE. Excuse me. I would rather pick a different contract.

Unfortunately, the one that I grabbed is the one that is at issue
in this case that we haven't come to grips with, but the provision
is the same in the other contract.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Let us talk about the NS-11 contract. You quoted

from NS-1 or NS-11?
Mr. LAMKE. I quoted from NS-1.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Let us talk about NS-11. Has the FPC approved

NS-11?
Mr. CORSO. We have not specifically approved the contract, but

the terms of the contract seem to comply with the provisions of
Public Law 85-159.
Mr. NORDHAUS. At the time that the contract was entered into,

did the FPC review the contract, hold a hearing on the contract?
To what extent did the FPC do anything more than just receive
the contract and put it in its files?
Mr. CORSO. The contract, NS-1, the one I recall in particular,

was originally filed, I believe, February 10, 1961, and we were prin-
cipally reviewing the contract with respect to the replacement part
for the Schoellkopf plant at that time.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Did the FPC at that time make any determinations

or informal judgment that, for instance, the withdrawal provisions
of the contract applied—of the statute applied to the contract?
Mr. CORSO. I am not aware that they made such a review.
Mr. NORDHAUS. In your opinion now, do you think that the

withdrawal provisions of the contract comply with the statute?
Mr. CORSO. I did take a look at that particular matter. According

to the numbers that are made available to us by PASNY, they
presently have under contract to preference customers 359,292
kilowatts. The contracts, NS-1, NS-11, and NS-13, indicate that there
ate 430,000 kilowatts of withdrawable power.
Mr. NORDHAUS. That totals under 500 megawatts that is either

committed to preference customers or which is withdrawable for the
benefit of preference customers, isn't that correct?
Mr. CORSO. The total of those 2 numbers is roughly 790,000

kilowatts.
Mr. NORDHAUS. The numbers were what?
Mr. CORSO. 359,292.
Mr. NORDHAUS. 359 and 292?
Mr. CORSO. 359,292 kilowatts.
Mr. OTTINGER. That is contracted?
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Mr. CORSO. That is contracted to preference customers.

Mr. OTTINGER. What is the 292?
Mr. CORSO. 359,292 is a six-digit number.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Then, if you add to that--
Mr. CORSO. The 430,000 kilowatts withdrawable firm power.

Mr. NORDHAUS. If I understand it, that is less than 140, that only

140 is currently withdrawable. Isn't that the case?

Mr. CORSO. I am speaking to a filing made by PASNY this past

January.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Maybe we should just clarify this point. We should

find out from Mr. FitzPatrick what the current situation is.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. 430,000 Niagara kilowatts were sold to 3 utility

companies serving the combined St. Lawrence-Niagara areas, subject

to withdrawal for the reasonably foreseeable need of priority

customers, 250,000 was intended for customers within the State and

180,000 was held in anticipation of demands from without the State.

And the 180 demand from outside the State has been met, so that

there is now 140,000 of that total of 430,000 which is left on a

withdrawable basis.
Mr. NORDHAUS. So 140 is left?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is right.
Mr. NORDHAUS. So we add it up—the sum of the amount of power

that is under contract to preference customers now and the amount

that is withdrawable—we would come out with approximately 500

megawatts, is that correct?
Mr. CORSO. I think we have a problem with the numbers, 359,292

kilowatts that I mentioned already includes the 180,000 to out-of-

State customers. So we have a disparity in the numbers.
Mr. NORDHAUS. All we are trying to determine here is the aggregate

of amounts presently under contract to preference customers, includ-

ing out-of-State, and amounts which currently are withdrawable from

nonpreference customers.
Am I correct, Mr. FitzPatrick, that that sum is approximately 500

megawatts?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is right. Close enough.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Mr. Corso, do you agree with that total?

Mr. CORSO. 500 megawatts left that can be allocated?
Mr. OTTINGER. No. Five hundred which have either been contracted

for by preference customers or which are presently withdrawable.

Mr. NORDHAUS. This is the sum of 359 and 140.
Mr. OTTINGER. 359 contracted, and Mr. FitzPatrick says 140 which

are still withdrawable.
Mr. CORSO. That does not agree with the data supplied by PASNY

this past January.
Mr. OTTINGER. What are your figures?
Mr. CORSO. The data supplied by PASNY indicates that there are

almost 360,000 kilowatts contracted for to in-State and out-of-State

customers.
Mr. NORDHAUS. That much, I think everyone is agreed on.

Mr. CORSO. The contracts filed at the same time, January 21, 1976,

indicate that there are 430,000 kilowatts of withdrawable power

presently utilized by the nonpreference customers under contracts

NS-1, NS-11, and NS-13.
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Mr. NORDHAUS. Now, Mr. FitzPatrick has indicated that, whether
or not this filing was in error or you misinterpreted it, that in fact
there is only 140 withdrawable left.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. It depends upon the time of the filing too. I

don't know what the time of the filing was.
Mr. CORSO. January 21, 1976.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Well, could I—I don't think there is any disagree-

ment at this point as to assuming that—as to what the total is. There
have been withdrawals from the original 430. The number that you
gave us, the withdrawable, does seem to be the original number,
so that the number you gave us can not reflect—it doesn't reflect
the fact of the withdrawals of the period of 15 years since the project
was started. But let me go on for a minute to what I think is the
point that the members are concerned with, and that is: In your
view, do the contracts NS-1, NS-11, and NS-13—do their withdrawal
provisions comply with the terms of the statute, given the fact that
it appears that they provide the—they do not provide for withdrawal
of an amount necessary to permit preference customers to obtain
the full 50 percent referred to in the statute?
Mr. CORSO. I think you have to try to understand what Mr. Fitz-

Patrick is presenting. The whole matter is confused by his contention
that you must deal with the original preference customers that were
contracted with, and, whether or not that is appropriate, I would
not like to speak to that frankly. I think that the contract per se--
Mr. OTFINGER. Isn't it the FPC's obligation to speak to that?
Mr. CORSO. In a specific proceeding, yes. If we have a complaint

filed with the Commission, the Commission will in fact look at that
very matter.
Mr. NORDHAUS. What you are saying, in a way, is that the question

of the legality of the withdrawal provisions in these contracts has
not been passed on by the Commission?
Mr. LAMKE. Excuse me. No, it has not right now, but that is one

of the issues and one of the requested reliefs in the Massena and
Sherrill filing. They specifically request that—well, they allege that
we have unquestioned jurisdiction in the Commission to enforce the
terms of the Niagara project power license, section 306 of the act,
and under the terms of the license itself. So that is in issue in this
particular matter to come up.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Perhaps Mr. FitzPatrick would like to comment.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Nordhaus, I think that we can't deal with

this matter in a vacuum. In other words, we have to deal with this
matter as it existed at the time that the Power Authority, a business
entity, was attempting to sell a large output from a large power-
plant. It had to be the reasonable foreseeable quantity at the time
that the contracts were entered into. Without that, you would, in
the first place, have been unable to get the utilities to contract for
these large amounts of power at a time which was totally different.
The value of this power to the utilities was different then than it
is now.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Mr.--
Mr. FITZPATRICK. May I just finish? To me, it seems to be totally

impractical to attempt here in 1976 to say that the Power Authority
at that time should have left this in a vacuum, should have not
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made a contractual obligation to sell that power on which it based
the sale of its bonds and which laid the foundation for the success
that the Power Authority has had financially over all these years
in its commitments to its contracts and its capacity to finance its
plants, which have resulted in one financing after the other and one
plant after the other, including the acquisition of the two plants which
are now serving Westchester and New York City.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, I mean the issue here is, how you define

"reasonably foreseeable," and don't you have, in fact, to keep 50
percent of the capacity of that plant available for future needs? You
are saying "no." that you could have contracted as you did. There
is no question whether you could have contracted or not. The question
is whether you had to put a withdrawable provision in with respect
to 50 percent of that power. You are saying "no".
Mr. FITZPATRICK. You and I are going around and around on the

same point. You are, in effect, saying, as you said at the beginning,
that we had an obligation to contract at that time for 50 percent
of the power. I say we did not.
Mr. OTTINGER. You had an obligation to keep--
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We had an obligation--
Mr. OTTINGER[continuing]. To keep at least 50 percent available

for preference customers.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We had an obligation, as the statute says, to

give preference to the customers. If we had no customers, the plant
could certainly not have been left mid-way in completion or under-
financed.

Furthermore, you can construe this as meaning available at the
end of whatever contracts were made. But, anyway, to pursue this
problem doesn't resolve for you the question which is really foremost
in your mind, specifically with respect to your county, in obtaining
power, without in some way, as I see it, abrogating an existing con-
tract. And I think that is perfectly clear. Do you agree that that
is clear?
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, I think there is a question as to the legality

of those contracts under the statute. I think that you are obliged—were
obliged to put withdrawable provisions up to 50 percent.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We have a difference of opinion about that, but

you do agree that you can't get any without abrogating some existing
contract?
Mr. OTTINGER. Not being 100 percent up on the contracts, I think

that, to get adequate power for Westchester, you would have to en-
force the provisions of the statute with respect to withdrawable con-
tracts. If you have in fact contracted for too much on a non-
withdrawable basis, you would have to abrogate those contracts.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. That is a matter of judgment, and that was the

judgment of the trustees at the time. And, in order to do it, I still
persist in my question. I know of no way and I ask you if you
know of a way that it can be made available without abrogating
an existing contract.
Mr. OTTINGER. I would like to recognize counsel at this point.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Mr. FitzPatrick, could I—just so we have—a couple

of questions that I think would be helpful in order to clarify the
subcommittee's record.
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Mr. FITZPATRICK. Sir, if I don't interrupt your train of thought,may I get something into the record which is very small? You askeda question about the requirements for Long Island municipals, andI wanted to put the correct figure in. It is 85,000 needed for theLong Island municipals and about 54,000 for Jamestown. I am sorryto interrupt.
Mr. NORDHAUS. That is all right. The train hadn't really startedyet. I have made some initial calculations as to how much on thebasis of the initial contracts—how much project power was originallycontracted for with preference customers and how much of it waswithdrawable, and am I correct that approximately 3.5 percent projectpower was contracted for with preference customers back in 1961?Mr. FITZPATRICK. I Will have to ask--
Mr. NORDHAUS. Eighty-four megawatts out of your dependablecapacity of 2.4?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I haven't made the mathematical calculation. Iwill ask my staff.
Mr. NORDHAUS. And that, if you added approximately 430, the430 megawatts that was withdrawable, to the total of the amount

allocated to preference customers by contract and that which waswithdrawable for the future needs would be about 21 percent ofproject power?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We will give you those in just a moment.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Assuming for purposes of the discussion anyway

that those numbers are correct, it appears that you in 1961 enteredinto contracts which precluded public bodies from obtaining duringthe life of the contracts approximately 29 percent of the 50 percentthey were entitled to under the preference clause.
Now, the question, I gather, is: Did the withdrawability requirementsof the statute require you to provide for withdrawability in order

to satisfy the full 50 percent, or would some lesser sum do as beingthat which was reasonably foreseeable?
And I think at this point it would be appropriate if you wouldtell us how the Power Authority determined what was reasonablyforeseeable back in 1961. What was the basis of their judgment thatpublic bodies would not need more than 21 percent of the project

power at the end of these contracts, which was approximately 1990?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well, I think you have to take that in its historicperspective, and I have in my prepared statement—and I was justlooking for it—a recitation of the situation which existed with respectto the public entities at the time.
I think it is very important to note that, at the time the St. Lawrencepower first came on, it was anticipated that there would be a greatrush or some rush certainly toward municipal power. There wasn't.And in all those intervening years, until we got to the point wherethe Arab boycott inflated very appreciably the cost of power, therewasn't this great interest in forming municipals and in seeking power.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Didn't you and Mr. Ottinger have some discussionabout this way before the Arab boycott?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We had some discussions some 7 years ago, as

I indicated, when he referred to the Federal Power Commission. Hewas then, as he is now, seeking in effect to have additional power
delivered to the area which he represents.
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The arguments against that were basically the same as the
y are

now, except that there is a very, very great difference be
tween the

situation as it existed then and the situation as it exists no
w, because

the Power Authority has undertaken to supply the ver
y same area

which it was then contended to be deficient in power.

Mr. OTTINGER. But that is much higher cost power. The
 question

is that when you made that original determination, I recal
l from read-

ing the legislative history and from reading your submission 
that you

were proceeding on the basis that the only area that 
you had to

serve from the Niagara project was an area within 15
0 miles, and

at that time there were in fact transmission lines in exis
tence around

the country that went farther than that.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Not economic transmission, which is a ver

y impor-

tant point.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Well, you said in your own testimony that P

ASNY,

which tries to exercise business judgment on its operations,
 itself con-

structed a 200-mile transmission line at that time which seems to

undercut somewhat the assertion that 150 miles was an 
economic

transmission distance.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Let us go back, if we may, to your firs

t question

as to how it was ascertained at the time. And, incidentally, I, of

course, was not at that time chairman of the Power Auth
ority. The

economic area of the St. Lawrence market, which was the
 first market

served, was determined to be an area most of which is 
within 150

miles of the project. It was determined at that time that, if 
the power

had been sold over a much larger area, in view of its am
ount and

the cost of transmission, that the economic impact of tha
t would

be de minimus. And the limited transmission facilities available at

that time made it impossible to carry power a great deal further

at reasonable rates.
Now, I think it is most important to note that in 1931—this is

particularly important as to what was or wasn't foreseea
ble—there

were 47 electric municipal systems in the State, most of w
hich were

formed around the turn of the century.
Between 1931 and the present, only one additional munic

ipality,

Plattsburgh, has engaged in the distribution of electrici
ty. It began

operation in 1941. During the intervening period, three mu-

nicipals—Herkimer, Dunkirk, and Delevan—went out of
 the electric

business. And, by referendum, the establishment of a muni
cipal system

in the city nearest to the project, Ogdensburg, was turned d
own while

the project was under construction. Recently, two municip
alities have

voted to establish municipal systems, Massena in 1974 an
d Sherrill

in 1976. Neither has succeeded in establishing a system.

And, for the record, I want to make it very clear that the
 Power

Authority has not turned down, as might have been impl
ied, applica-

tions for either Massena or Sherrill. I mentioned Sherrill 
before. And

any argument on transmission is an argument between t
hose entities

and the Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation.

The Authority recognizes that 50 percent of—at the tim
e that we

set up the 50 percent arrangement—made arrangement
s to sell power

for the benefit of people as customers through the utili
ties with which

public bodies amount to more than the 50 percent now,
 and I don't

think that I made any statement that the sale to utilities did not
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comply with preference provisions of the act. I made no such state-
ment, to my knowledge. I was distinguishing between those sections
of the power which were set apart on a purely withdrawable basis
in complete compliance with the act and that portion of the power
which we sold as a pass-through to and for the benefit of the people,
which I believe is in compliance with the act.
Mr. NORDHAUS. Well, that is the question that we started with,

whether in fact it was—and I would just like to pursue the original
question on how you determined the reasonably foreseeable needs.
Was it based on a projection of the increase in demand on the
part of the preference customers who then in 1961 had indicated
they would contract for PASNY power?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Well now--
Mr. NORDHAUS. Is that the basis?
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Nordhaus, I was not chairman at that time,

but we have here Mr. Thomas Moore who at that time was general
counsel to the Power Authority who I am sure can answer that
question, if you would like him to do so.

Before he does, I think it should be made clear, in response to
a question that Congressman Dingell asked about whether any of
the contracts or questions relating to those—as to whether any of
the contracts were actually before the Kerr Committee, Mr. Moore
advises me that the St. Lawrence contracts which called for the
passing on of savings were submitted.
Would it be permissible for Mr. Moore to respond to your specific

question?
Mr. OTTINGER. I refer also to the clause in the report, the dissent

by Senator Neuburger, which says that the reasonable assumption
that 250 or 300 miles is the economic transmission distance at the
time of the passage of the act.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I don't know. I haven't seen it. I can only suggest

that a dissenting view in the Senate, as in a law case, is not the
prevailing opinion.
Mr. OTTINGER. But the question is in determining reasonably

foreseeable needs on which you based your decision as to how much
you had to set aside, setting aside on the basis of 150 miles as
an economic transmission. This was not a sound basis for making
the decision.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. I would like Mr. Moore to respond, but, before

he does, may I say, whether it was 150 miles or 200 miles, all of
the people who were preference customers who wanted the power
at the time got it, to the full extent that they wanted it.
Mr. NORDHAUS. That is not the question we were asking. The

question was whether you can reasonably project the anticipated
needs. I think Mr. Ottinger would want Mr. Moore to respond to
that, if he could come up and do so.
Mr. OTTINGER. It would be fine.
Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir. Well, to get oriented on this, I guess I had

as much to do with drawing the Niagara Redevelopment Act as any-
body, except that Senator Kerr and an engineer who worked for
him who came from Oklahoma also—I don't remember the man's
name. He was a very intelligent man. Basically what they did was
that they took a bill which the Power Authority had gone over,
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and they adapted it. One of the great problems was that Senator

Javits told the Kerr Committee in testimony, and also 
wrote letters

on the subject, that there was a very grave legal quest
ion as to

whether or not the New York State Power Authority
 could accept

a license for the Niagara project if the license or the st
atute upon

which it was based contained the usual, typical preferen
ce provision.

Then, just glancing through---
Mr. OTTINGER. That preference provision was for 100 perc

ent.

Mr. MOORE. That was part of the compromise. That is wh
ere you

got the 50 percent. That was part of the compromise.

Anyway, I think he testified to that. Now, the Power A
uthority

indicated what it intended to do if it didn't get the bill. I think

you will find on page 77 of the report what the Power Author
ity

intended to do. It intended—you see, Senator Javits told th
e commit-

tee that, inder New York State law, both preference cu
rtomers in

the form of municipals, rural and domestic consumers serv
ed by mu-

nicipals—both those served by municipals and those served by
 private

power companies were entitled to a form of preference
, in other

words that the—it is right in the book, that the domestic
 and rural

consumers—you will find those words right in the front p
art of that

paragraph that you and the chairman have been discuss
ing of the

1957 Niagara Redevelopment Act.
Now, in the process of all that, the Power Authority subm

itted

a prospectus as to what it would do and could do if it were au
thorized

to do it.
Now, as the chairman said, there hadn't been a single new mun

icipal

in years and years and years. I was raised in one. If you look at

the map and you look at the tables here, you will find th
at, with

the exception of Plattsburgh, which was unusual—Plattsbur
gh is a

city that has a lot of people—but that all the little villages—the

municipals are all little villages, and they came to be municipals

because there wasn't a power company around which woul
d serve

them back then. So there is a whole string in the Mohawk Val-

ley—Frankfort; Ilion; Mohawk, where I was raised; Herk
imer, across

the river—all of which were formed in 1901, 1902, or 1903. 
Boonville

up north of Utica.
Now, those villages were going down in population. They 

weren't

going up. I mean what happened in those little industrial 
towns was

that there was no growth. So what was done was that 
the histo-

ry—now, in the first place, there wasn't any strong assum
ption that

there would be more municipals, but it was assumed that 
the Power

Authority would sell to all of them in upstate New York except

Jamestown and, even for this purpose, Jamestown was thro
wn in and

Massena, I think, which wasn't yet and hasn't been m
unicipalized

even yet, was counted.
So on the historical basis, a prognosis was made as to 

how much

power could reasonably be anticipated to be used by thos
e municipals

in 25 years, and I just noticed in one of the memoranda in here

that that apparently came at the request of the municipal
 association.

What is the name of it? The New York State Municipa
l Electric

Association wanted to be assured that it would have enoug
h electricity

for 25 years in the high-growth plant, and that was how—
so, anyway,

the prognosis was made on the basis of history.



269

Mr. OTTINGER. The basic compromise that was reached, the basis
of Senator Javits' effort was not to require 100 percent be supplied
to municipals, but 50 percent, and that is what appears in the statute.
And that has been interpreted by the FPC to mean just what it
says. It has to go to municipals when, as, and if they apply, and
not to public utilities for whom in the statute specifically--
Mr. MOORE. I am sorry to disagree with you, sir. You mentioned

one of the compromises. The 50 percent was one, but what to do
with the 50 percent is another. Now, the 50 percent does not say,
as the chairman says—Chairman FitzPatrick says, that all that electric
is going to go to preference customers. It says that the 50 percent—the
first thing it says--
Mr. OTTINGER. At least.
Mr. MOORE. At least—the first thing it says—it puts emphasis on

50 percent of the power—in order to assure that at least 50 percent
of the project power shall be available for sale and distribution
primarily for the benefit of the people as consumers, particularly
domestic and rural consumers.
Now, that does not say people as consumers, domestic and rural

consumers who are served by municipal electric systems or by rural
electric cooperatives. And there wasn't a man in the room when
the hearings were being held who ever expected that that would
happen in New York State.

But, in any event, to quickly answer the rest of your question,
we finally came up with and presented to Congress a prognosis of
200 megawatts, 200,000 kilowatts, and that is what is in the book
here. That is the report of the Kerr Committee.
But what the Power Authority did was to raise that to 250, 250,000

kilowatts, and sold on a withdrawable basis more than was suggested
by the committee.
Now, in addition to that, on page 77, you will find--
Mr. OTTINGER. Those are the hearings, am I correct?
Mr. MOORE. That is correct—that you are talking about a legislative

history. This is legislative history. What we have here—we have here
what the Power Authority intended to do. It was going to sell to
3 companies, whose names have been mentioned before 730,000
kilowatts for the benefit of rural and domestic consumers. Now, that
meant the pass-through arrangement which—with which the committee
was familiar, because it had been presented with it and there had
been discussions of the St. Lawrence contract.
Anyway, then it says municipals, including Jamestown, rural electric

cooperatives within economic transmission which can use and pay
for the power-125,000 was all they had then. So—that was in 1955.
The hearings were in 1957. But, in any event—so you really had
two compromises, and that is how that prognosis came about.

I am sure—I have had many, many discussions with—Judge
Roseman and I talked to Senator Kerr probably 20 times, and I
talked to his man who did the work 50 times, and we had gone
over this time and again, and what has been done here is precisely
what was contemplated.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, the statute says that preference is to go to

public bodies and cooperatives irrespective of to whom they sell.
It seems to me the ultimate recipient is clearly contrary to the statute

83-385 0 - 77 -- 18
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and clearly contrary to the opinion of the Federal Power Commission
in its July 21 order.
Mr. MOORE That had to do with the FitzPatrick powerplant.
Mr. OTTINGER. You are not frozen in concrete in determining what

the future needs are going to be, and making that determination

on the basis of 150-mile radius, I think, is subject to serious challenge,
because in the report itself it is indicated that at that time it was

considered that 250 to 300 miles was an economic transmission

distance.
Mr. MOORE. As far as that is concerned--
Mr. OTTINGER. If I may, in the 1970 power survey, part I, chapter

13, based on 1960 data, it shows that economic transmission distance
is over 200 miles, up to 400 miles or more, for loads of 400

megawatts.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. There weren't any 200 to 400 megawatts mu-

nicipals looking for load.
Mr. 01-LINGER. There weren't any looking for loads. You are quite

right. But the statute specifically provides for what was unanticipated

and what was to happen in the future. Congress just had more

prescience than the Power Authority in that they provided for the

future. They said that there must be provision for future unanticipated
needs.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Unanticipated?
Mr. OTTINGER. Reasonably foreseeable needs.
Mr. MOORE. All I can tell you--
Mr. OTTINGER. We have two other witnesses. I wondered if there

was anything that the Federal Power Commission would like to add

or that Mr. FitzPatrick--
Mr. MOORE. Just one sentence. I want to tell you that that was

not in the minds of the people who wrote that bill—your interpretation

was not the interpretation of the committee at that time. I am absolu-

tely sure.
Mr. OTTINGER. That is what appears in the committee report and

what appears in the statute and it appears in the Commission's sub-

sequent interpretation of the statute.
Mr. MOORE. I don't know about the Commission's subsequent in-

terpretation. I don't even know what that July 21 order is. Did it

have to do with Niagara power project? With FitzPatrick? That isn't

under Federal statute, except that it has a Nuclear Regulatory Com-

mission license.
Mr. OTTINGER. This is interpreting the Niagara Power Act. Anything

which the witnesses would like to add in closing? I think the issue

is pretty well drawn.
Mr. FITZPATRICK. We appreciate having the opportunity to be here.

We have no further testimony.
Mr. OTTINGER. I would like to hear—there are two witnesses from

Westchester County.
MT. FITZPATRICK. Thank you.
Mr. OTTINGER. Does the Federal Power Commission have anything

that it would like to add to throw light on this issue?
MT. CORSO. No, sir.
Mr. OTTINGER. I would like to say that I am pleased that the

Federal Power Commission is now going after this information with
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respect to the potential demands. I was a bit concerned that it had
not been done in the past.
Mr. CORSO. As I said, there was no indication in the past as to

the frequency of the requests. Now I think it dictates some further 
lookinginto the matter.
Mr. OTTINGER. Thank you very much, Mr. FitzPatrick, for being

with us, for your patience, and representatives of the Federal Power
Commission.
Our next witness is the Honorable Ronald Tocci, a member of

the county legislature of Westchester County. Perhaps Mr. Vincent
Matrone would like to come up with him at the same time, since
they both are representing Westchester County. Mr. Matrone is
representing the Honorable Alfred B. DelBello, county executive,
Westchester County, who had a conflicting appointment. He told me
personally that he would very much like to be here, and that he
is very supportive of this effort.

I am pleased to have you both here. Mr. Tocci has dug up a
lot of the information that we have used in these hearings. He has
been pursuing this matter ever since he has been in the county legisla-
ture and doing so very effectively. Mr. Tocci, we are very pleased
to have you with us and hear your statement. If you could summarize,
that would be helpful.

STATEMENTS OF HON. RONALD TOCCI, MEMBER, WESTCHESTER
COUNTY [NEW YORK] LEGISLATURE, AND VINCENT MATRONE,
CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NEW YORK
Mr. Tow. Thank you, Mr. Ottinger. I want to also extend my

appreciation to Chairman Dingell for taking his time. It is a very,
very difficult day and I understand your workload has forced you
to extend yourselves beyond physical limits. I will be brief.

I would just like to make a few specific statements. There was
some testimony that was rendered here this morning that I felt needed
some comment. I would like to preface my statements with the fact
that Westchester County right now, because we are part of the Con
Ed New York greater region—People who pay the electric rates are
paying 21/2 times the national average and twice the State average.
It doesn't make me feel any better to say this.

I would also like to say that traditionally the United States of
America has been the biggest and the cheapest producer of power
in the world. Belgium, just to draw an analogy, which has to import
almost all of its oil, has been the highest. We have overtaken Belgian
utility rates, so that is one of the reasons why we are here today.

I would like to give you some very, very brief history as to what
the county government has done, particularly in trying to bring some
relief to our power users in the county.
We initiated an action back in January of this year, after several

years of negotiations with Con Edison, where we tried to get New
York State Electric and Gas, which serves a small portion of
Westchester County, to extend its service, since they charge almost
one-half of what Con Edison does. We asked for a show cause order
from the PSC, from Con Edison, and also from New York State
Electric and Gas Co., why they could not, and, after a considerable
time period, we received communications from all three agencies in-
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forming us that it would be impossible at this time because New
York State Electric and Gas lacked the capacity to provide the needed
wattage to the Westchester County area and that, if they had to
comply, the rates would be escalated some 600 percent.

After not completely dropping that particular avenue or at our
direction, we proceeded to try to break away from New York City
through Con Edison's structure with a separate rate structure, and
we are still in negotiations with Con Edison on that. It seems that
the Public Service Commission has completely unheeded any of our
advice and recommendations and testimony and continues to give
us one increase after another.
We have also asked for a breakdown of charges and formula as

to how the charges are applied to Westchester and New York City,
which we cannot get, and, from my understanding from Con Edison
officials, they don't keep their books accordingly and it would take
years to decipher the entire greater New York region as to a break-
down of New York City and Westchester County costs.
Mr. OTTINGER. We asked for that information and we were unable

to get it, and we are going to ask the Public Service Commission
to prepare that breakdown for us, which I think is very important.
Mr. Tocci. With that little bit of history past, I would like to

answer what we have been listening to, the application from the
Westchester County government for capacity power, and I would like
to just bring out a point that was not raised.

I learned quite a bit this morning. It is my understanding that
in 1968 the Power Authority was authorized by the legislature to
build any kind of facility anywhere in the State. As with previous
legislation, it has to be considered primarily as for the benefit of
the people of the State as a whole and particularly, primarily, for
the use of the domestic and rural consumers.
Now, for most of our interrogations from your part and from the

replies, I get the impression that PASNY spokespeople are still living
with the initial legislation that created the agency.
Now, this 1974 legislation that enabled them to purchase these

two plants that have been spoken about has actually precluded the
residential and domestic user from taking advantage of this cheaper
electricity.
Now, I would like to understand or I would like to get some kind

of an explanation, if possible, exactly how one particular piece of
legislation that still stands and is still part of the statute in the State
of New York and still comes under the auspices of the Federal Power
Commission does not apply to PASNY just because they amended
the act in 1968.

I was very, very happy to hear Mr. Moore state that this was
the intent of the State legislature and they have been trying to comply
with the intent of providing relief to the residential or domestic user.
The other point that I would like to make is that, in reference

to the contracts, it is my understanding that they authorized to enter
into reasonable and proper contracts. No one mentioned length of
time, but I would assume that a length of time of 10, 15, or 20
years doesn't seem to be reasonable or proper when dealing with
anticipated growth statewide, and also the very, very vital need of
electricity for the expansion of domestic and residential growth.
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So I would think that there is definitely cause for some kind ofdoubt as to the validity of most of these contracts. I think that thathas to be taken into consideration when you think of preferencecustomers. At the same time, I think residential and domestic usersare definitely preferential customers and should be treated accordingly.One particular point that I did not hear mentioned in the rate-setting structure that is set up, I understand, jointly by PASNY andPSC—I understand the Federal Power Commission did at one timeconsider and had the auspices to go in and review whether or notyou include in your base formula the cost of construction of newplants.
Now, if they had the authority and could possibly regulate therate-setting formula in that particular instance, I would wonder ifthey could take into consideration the transfer adjustment charge,which is very, very basic and vital to bringing some kind of equitablekind of formula into Westchester County, since PASNY does settheir rates on a municipal-by-municipal basis. I would like that lookedinto.
New York State Electric and Gas is also buying power fromPASNY, and I understand that the total amount of power thatWestchester County would need from the Con Ed grid system issomething like 8 percent. It is 8 percent now. We are only talkingabout 300 additional megawatts of power. I don't see how it wouldbe a drain on either PASNY or would be detrimental to the effectof being a tremendously economic deterrent to the viability of ConEdison if it were withdrawn from them.
Mr. OTTINGER. Had we had time, I would have had a Con Edisonrepresentative here, but it is certainly one of the remarkablephenomena that New York State Gas and Electric, a neighboringutility, got some of the PASNY Niagara power. Niagara Mohawkgot a huge hunk of it. Rochester Electric got some of it. And ConEd got none of it. That does not do for our customers anywherenear what could be done by getting our entire demands met throughthe Niagara project as a municipal electric, as a preference customer.It certainly would alleviate the rates very substantially.
I in the past-7 years ago, after we had a go-round with Mr.FitzPatrick, I made a specific request to Charles Luce, the chairmanof Con Ed, to seek to require the obligation of the other contractsand to—on the theory that Con Ed was entitled to its fair shareas among the utilities. He declined to do so. That could have madea substantial difference if Con Ed had done that. I understand thereason Con Ed has never applied for that is because it has hada philosophy that it is just completely inadequate to the purchaseof any kind of power.
I think your work in this respect is just first rate.
Mr. Tow. Thank you. I would like to bring out one other statistic,and that is the fact that, although PASNY will be supplying ConEdison with some power, they are running reserves as much as 20percent, and that is from their own facts and statistics.
I think what we are dealing with basically is not a problem ofwhether or not there is abundance of power to at least accommodatethe needs of today and the next few years, but we are talking abouta problem of how to redistribute the cheaper power on an equitable
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basis so the intent of the public benefit corporation, PASNY, is upheld

statewide, and what we are asking for in Westchester County is at

least a fair and reasonable settlement for our share of power like

that that is provided to and has traditionally been provided to upstate

communities.
And we think it is ludicrous to think, just because there may not

have been transmission or an anticipation by the trustees of the Power

Authority back 10 or 15 years ago—for them to say that they would

have to ,abrogate some of their contracts now to provide us with

what is rightfully and legally ours now. It is just unheard. of. Obviously

it doesn't make sense to build new plants for the sake of building

plants, to provide cheaper power, when there is an abundance of

power already in the State, and that should be obvious, since

everybody is being satisfied.
I think that maybe with your help and with the Federal Power

Commission's cooperation we can certainly work out the kind of

redistribution of this wholesale power that we intended to take ad-

vantage of when we created this agency in New York State, and

with the help and regulation of the Congress we can.

We have with us the county executive's representative, Vincent

Matrone, our chief fiscal officer. I know he has a few very interesting

statements.
I want to take this time to thank you, Dick, for a tremendous

job in your fight that's going on for years and years, and I think

that this is commendable on your part, and I want to thank the

committee members and everybody here today for taking the time

listening to us.
Mr. OTTINGER. I thank you for coming.
We will hear now from Mr. Vincent Matrone, representing County

Executive Alfred DelBello, who, since he has been in office, has

been taking up this question. And I hope we will hear from you

on this, making arrangements to apply to PASNY for power. Our

problem 7 years ago was that this issue was brought up in a vacuum.

We were trying to get some municipals to apply and we were trying

to get Westchester County to apply. At that time Westchester County

showed no interest at all. Under the enlightened leadership of our

present county executive, he has set the wheels in motion and is

making a determination, as I understand it, as to the creation of

a proper kind of entity to make this application. We will be able

to test, therefore, the legality of the refusal of the New York Power

Authority to grant us a share of the preference power, which is

the subject of our discussion.
Mr. Matrone, glad to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF VINCENT MATRONE

Mr. MATRONE. Thank you, Congressman. My remarks will be brief,

and I would like the statement as part of the record.

Mr. OTTINGER. The statement will be included as part of the record

[see p. 2771.
Mr. MATRONE. I am the chief fiscal officer of the county of

Westchester, N. Y., and a member of County Executive DelBello's

energy task force. I come before you today because the residents

of Westchester County need your help.
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Over the last 10 years, Consolidated Edison, the county's franchisedmonopoly and principal source of electricity, has increased the costof 500 kilowatts hours of electricity per month, average bill, from$14.68 to $44.09. In contrast, the consumers of the city of Plattsburgh,N. Y., who are supplied power from the Power Authority of theState of New York, pay only $5.35 for the same 500 kilowatt hours.Faced with Con Ed's ever-increasing rates, our county has seenbusinesses flee from our borders, additional financial pressures placedon our own residential customers, and a severe curtailment of oureconomic growth.
For our part, the Westchester Electric Power and Energy ResourcesTask Force has begun to study the feasibility of establishing a county-owned power distribution system, as well as other alternatives toreplace Con Edison as the principal source of power for the county.Working in cooperation with our 6 cities, 18 towns, and 22 villages,we have almost completed a massive and detailed analysis of thecompany's holdings in Westchester to ascertain the percentage in dol-lar amount of total tax revenues paid by Con Edison in each ofthese communities.
In addition, our legal staff is currently in the process of examiningcontracts between PASNY and its various customers, including manyof the investor-owned utilities and municipal power systems. This hasbeen done in order to insure that PASNY is following its legislatedmandate as to its distribution patterns.
PASNY was established to provide electrical power for the peopleof the State of New York as a whole, not limited to any specificregion. Its license, as founded in the Federal Power Commission Act,was based upon its distributing electrical power to all the peopleof the State of New York on a fair and equitable basis.Since it has divested such a high percentage of said power toupstate New York, there has been a limited power source left fromwhich the remaining portion of the state and its consuming publiccan draw.
When our county's resident businesses and families cannot deriveits power directly from PASNY, but are excluded from its favoredtreatment and are forced to rely exclusively with one of the investor-owned utilities, at rates far in excess of those available throughPASNY, it is time to re-evaluate PASNY's role as a public powerutility.
Unless your honorable subcommittee, together with the FederalPower Commission, the New York State Public Service Commission,and the newly created Westchester Electric Power and EnergyResources Task Force, join in challenging PASNY's current practicesthat exclude the nearly 1 million residents of Westchester from thebenefits of moderately priced electricity, now sold to residents ofupstate New York, there will be no end in sight to our skyrocketingelectric rates.
The effect of these never-ending rate increases has been economi-cally devastating. Every segment of our population has been forcedto allocate more and more of their total family budgets to pay forelectricity, cutting deeply into the amount of disposable income thatcould help to invigorate the retail sales so desperately needed byour county's decaying downtown areas.
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Homeowners, particularly those who were unfortunate enoug
h to

have purchased all-electric homes or condominiums, have in some

cases abandoned their expensive homes to live in trailers because

their monthly electric bills exceed mortgage payments. Frequently,

these homeowners are unable to sell their "all-electric elephants"

without incurring drastic financial losses.
As always, the working poor, aged, indigent, and disabled 

suffer

the greatest hardship. The irony is that, as rates increase, the 
number

of people unable to pay these increases swells Con Ed'
s account

ledger as uncollectables. In 1974, this amounted to over $25 
million.

In response to the plight of individuals who simply can't pay
 their

monthly electric bills, Con Ed has expanded its collection de
partment,

thereby increasing operating costs that the New York State
 Public

Service Commission includes in determining further rate in
creases.

In turn, higher rates mean more "collection expenses" that 
produce

ever higher rates.
Severe increases in the cost of electricity has stymied indu

strial

and commercial expansion, depressed new housing starts, and a
ll but

eliminated Westchester as a place to build new industrial and c
ommer-

cial enterprises. What this means is that Westchester is lo
sing jobs,

and, with a loss of jobs, a loss of taxes by municipalities
 who are

then obligated to fill the gap between incoming revenues and e
xpenses

by raising the burden of additional sales and property taxes.

The effect of these incredible rate hikes does not tell the ent
ire

story. The worst is yet to come. For, despite the decline i
n over-

all electric sales from 1971 to 1975, the consumer is habitually
 con-

fronted with one rate increase after another. It is as though
 a man

or woman reduces their caloric intake by one-half, yet continu
es to

gain weight week after week.
Perhaps my analogy is a gross understatement of the grim r

eality

that faces both the residential and industrial consumers of

Westchester. At the very least, an individual can seek re
lief from

medical science. Needless to say, to find an alternative 
to Con Ed

will take much ingenuity and many hours of research.

The plain truth is, however, that Con Ed can no longer be pe
rmitted

to continue to exercise its privileged position as a franchised 
monopoly

inflicting severe economic hardship on the people of W
estchester.

PASNY must become accountable to all the people of the State

of New York and not favor one portion of our state to the 
detriment

of all the other consumers within our borders.

Consequently, I urge your honorable subcommittee to car
efully ex-

amine the legislative intent behind the creation of PASNY
 contrasted

to its present operations in order to evaluate its discharge
 of duties

as a source of public power.
Con Ed's service area exceeds some 8 million customers,

 or, in

relative terms, is larger than 43 states. If any one of 
these states

faced the power crisis which we are presently entertaining,
 the Federal

Government would declare a national emergency. Surely
 there is

something that your honorable subcommittee can do.

For your additional information, I submit to your subc
ommittee

today copies of but a small fraction of the many hundreds 
of letters,

telegrams, communications, and phone calls that have li
terally inun-

dated my office since last July.
I thank you.
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[Mr. Matrone's prepared statement follows:]
STATEMENT OF VINCENT MATRONE, CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER, COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER,NEW YORK
Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is Vincent Matrone. I amthe chief fiscal officer of the County of Westchester, State of New York, and amember of County Executive Alfred B. Del Bello's energy task force. I come beforeyou today because the residents of Westchester County need your help. Over thelast ten years, Consolidated Edison ("Con Ed"), the County's franchised monopolyand principal source of electricity has increased the cost of 500 kilowatt hours ofelectricity per month (average household monthly average) from $14.68 to $44.09.In contrast, the consumers of the City of Plattsburg, New York, who are suppliedpower from the Power Authority of the State of New York ("PASNY") pay only$5.35 for the same 500 kilowatt hours. Faced with Con Ed's ever-increasing rates,our County has seen businesses flee from our borders, additional financial pressuresplaced on our own residential customers, and a severe curtailment of our economicgrowth, for our part, the Westchester Electric Power and Energy Resources TaskForce has begun to study the feasibility of establishing a County-owned power distribu-tion system as well as other alternatives to replace Con Ed as the principal source--Of power for the County. Working in cooperation with our six cities, eighteen towns,and twenty-two villages, we have almost completed a massive and detailed analysisof the company's holdings in Westchester to ascertain the percentage in dollar amountof total tax revenues paid by Con Ed in each of these communities. In addition,our legal staff is currently in the process of examining contracts between PASNYand its various customers (including many of the investor-owned utilities and municipalpower systems) in order to insure that PASNY is following its legislated mandateas to its distribution patterns. PASNY was established to provide electrical powerfor the people of New York State as a whole, not limited to any specific region.Its license, as founded in the Federal Power Commission Act, was based upon itsdistributing electrical power to all the people of the State of New York on a fairand equitable basis. Since it has divested such a high percentage of said power toupstate New York there has been a limited power source left from which the remainingportion of the state and its consuming public can draw. When our County's residentbusinesses and families cannot derive its power directly from PASNY, but are excludedfrom its favored treatment and are forced to rely exclusively with one of the investor-owned utilities, at rates far in excess of those available through PASNY, it is timeto re-evaluate PASNY's role as a public power utility. Unless your Honorable Subcom-mittee, together with the Federal Power Commission, the New York State PublicService Commission and the newly created Westchester Electric Power and EnergyResources Task Force join in challenging PASNY's current practices that excludethe nearly one million residents of Westchester from the benefits of moderately pricedelectricity now sold to residents of upstate New York, there will be no end in sightto our skyrocketing electric rates. The effect of these never ending rate increaseshave been economically devastating. Every segment of our population has been forcedto allocate more and more of their total family budgets to pay for electricity, cuttingdeeply into the amount of disposable income that could help to invigorate the retailsales so desperately needed by our County's decaying downtown areas. Homeowners,particularly those who were unfortunate enough to have purchased all-electric homesor condominiums have in some cases, abandoned their expensive homes to live intrailers because their monthly electric bills exceed mortgage payments. Frequently,these homeowners are unable to sell their "all-electric elephants" without incurringdrastic financial losses.

As always, the working poor, aged, indigent and disabled suffer the greatest hardship.The irony is that as rates increase, the number of people unable to pay these increasesswell Con Ed's account ledger as uncollectables. In 1974, this amounted to over$25,000,000. In response to the plight of individuals who simply can't pay their monthlybills, Con Ed has expanded its collection department thereby increasing operatingcosts that the New York State Public Service Commission includes in determiningfurther rate increases. In turn, higher rates, mean more "collection expenses" thatproduce ever higher rates.
Severe increases in the cost of electricity has stymied industrial and commercialexpansion, depressed new housing starts and all but eliminated Westchester as a placeto build new industrial and commercial enterprises. What this means is that Westchesteris losing jobs, and with a loss of jobs, a loss of taxes by municipalities who arethen obligated to fill the gap between incoming revenues and expenses by raisingthe burden of additional sales and property taxes.
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The effect of these incredible rate hikes does not tell 
the entire story—the worst

is yet to come. For, despite the decline in overall 
electric sales from 1971-1975,

the consumer is habitually confronted with one rate 
increase after another. It is as

though a man or woman reduces their caloric intak
e by one-half yet continues to

gain weight week after week. Perhaps, my analogy is a
 gross understatement of the

grim reality that faces both the residential and industrial 
consumers of Westchester.

At the very least, an individual can seek relief from medical science. Needless to

say, to find an alternative to Con Ed will take much ingenuity and many hours of

research. The plain truth is, however, that Con Ed can no longer be permi
tted to

continue to exercise its privileged position as a franchised 
monopoly inflicting severe

economic hardship on the people of Westchester. PASNY
 must become accountable

to all the people of the State of New York and not favor
 one portion of our state

to the detriment of all other consumers within our borders. 
Consequently I urge your

Honorable Subcommittee to carefully examine the legislative
 intent behind the creation

of PASNY contrasted to its present operations in order to 
evaluate its discharge of

duties as a source of public power. Con Ed's service area 
exceeds some eight million

customers, or in relative terms, is larger than forty-three 
states. If any one of these

states faced the power crisis which we are presently enterta
ining, the Federal Govern-

ment would declare a national emergency. Surely there is somet
hing that our Honorable

Subcommittee can do.
For your additional information, I submit to your Subcommit

tee today, copies of

but a small fraction of the many hundreds of letters, telegrams 
and phone calls that

have literally inundated my office since last July. I thank you.

Mr. OTTINGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Matrone. Can yo
u advise

us as to the status of the application—the creation by 
Westchester

of an entity to apply for public power?
Mr. MATRONE. At the present time, three alternatives a

re before

the committee as a possible way. It is intended within the n
ext several

weeks that an outside counsel and engineering experts wi
ll give us

the proper vehicle, the most economically feasible approac
h to form,

first, a corporation or, in fact, maybe a department, po
ssibilities of

referendum, and then, in fact, whether we will have
 a distribution

system owned by the county itself.
I would suggest that probably by the end of this year th

ere will

be a direction and we will be moving forward in the very n
ear future.

Mr. OTTINGER. I think that we have demonstrated at the 
hearings

this morning that at least there is a very strong case to
 be made

that, if Westchester County applied as a municipality for t
he benefit

of its domestic and rural customers, PASNY could be 
required to

supply those needs and that there is a requirement that any 
obligations

that it has made not on a withdrawable basis within the 50 
percent

required by the statute would have to be made available.

That is going to take some time, and, from the attitude
 exhibited

by the chairman of the Power Authority, very likely a legal suit

to obtain that power. So I would just hope that you would carry

back to the county executive the thought that the faste
r we can

put this together, the quicker we will obtain relief for t
he people

of Westchester.
Has Westchester County had any studies conducted as to

 the feasi-

bility of generating its own power?
Mr. Tow. We are in the process of gathering informa

tion right

now. There have been several alternatives which lead the
 county

to debate, and that being that we are thinking about the f
easibility

of tying it in with our new solid waste disposal plant.

There is another possibility of our purchasing an existing plant

and maybe upgrading it, and there is also a possibility of 
building

an entirely new one.
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We have discussed it with Con Edison even, to try to go on a
joint venture with them, where we would have a separate rate struc-
ture, and they tell us that site is probably the biggest deterrent since
it requires a massive body of water nearby, and it would be probably
years before we could decide on or probably get the approval of
any particular community to go to a particular site on a body of
water.
So these are some of our deterrents right now to undertake this

kind of a project, but, if there is power available from outside our-
selves generating it, we would hope that we could bring it in, and
PASNY seems to be the most viable direction to follow now.
Mr. OTTINGER. Well, of course, there is the possibility in that regard

and one, which after full consideration, I think I would favor, and
that is that Westchester County condemn facilities and take them
over, in which case Westchester would have its own distributing facili-
ties. It could purchase its power from not only PASNY, but could
purchase from elsewhere.
During the 1969 power shortage in New York, we actually

purchased in New York during that crisis power that was wheeled
over the Pennsylvania system from American Electric Power via Ten-
nessee Valley Authority power lines.
So that, if Westchester were to choose to do that, to take over

the electric generation, either through creating a public corporation
or having the county operating it directly, I think there would be
no question of being able to acquire outside power without building
additional plants itself. I hope that that is one of the things that
will be considered. I understand that that is one of the options that
is presently being considered by the task force.

I want to thank you very much for your time and for the county
executive's efforts on this behalf, on behalf of this issue. I think
there is nothing more important at the present time to our people,
as you pointed out in the county executive's statement, Mr. Matrone.
Hopefully, together we will be able to see a resolution of this issue
within a reasonable time. I hope that that turns out to be more
reasonable than PASNY's interpretation of what is reasonable under
the statute.
Thank you very much.
The hearing is adjourned.
[The subcommittee adjourned at 12:27 p.m.]
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