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CHHATTISGARH STATE ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
RAIPUR

Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 02/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Co. Ltd ... P. No. 03/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre ... P. No. 04/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 05/2019 (T)

Present: D.S. Misra, Chairman

Arun Kumar Sharma, Member
Vinod Deshmukh, Member (Judicial)

In the matter of —

1. Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company Ltd. (CSPGCL) Petition final true-up
for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18.

2. Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

3. Chhattisgarh State Load Dispatch Centre (CSLDC) Petition for final true-up for FY
2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

4, Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17, provisional true up for FY 2017-18 and determination of
Tariff for FY 2019-20;
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ORDER
(Passed on February 28, 2019)

As per provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003 (hereinafter referred as 'the Act’) and
the Tariff Policy, the Commission has notified the Chhattisgarh State Electricity
Regulatory Commission (Terms and Conditions for determination of tariff according
to Multi-Year Tariff principles and Methodology and Procedure for determination of
Expected revenue from Tariff and Charges) Regulations, 2015 (hereinafter referred as
'CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015") for determination of tariff for the Generating
Company, Licensees, and Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre (CSLDC).

This Order is passed in respect of the Petitions filed by the (i) Chhattisgarh State
Power Generation Company Ltd. (CSPGCL) for approval of final true-up for FY
2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18, (ii) Chhattisgarh State Power
Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) for approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17
and provisional true up for FY 2017-18, (iii) Chhattisgarh State Load Dispatch Centre
(CSLDC) for approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY
2017-18, and (iv) Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) for
approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17, provisional true up for FY 2017-18, and
determination of tariff for FY 2019-20 .

This Order is passed under the provisions of Section 32(3), Section 45, and Section 62
read with Section 86(1) of the Act. The Commission, before passing the combined
Order on the separate Petitions filed by CSPDCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPGCL,
has considered the documents filed along with the Petitions, supplementary
information obtained after Technical Validation, suggestions emerging from the
applicant Companies, the consumers, their representatives and other stakeholders
during the Public Hearing.

The Petitions were made available on the Commission’s website as well as the
Petitioners’ website. The Petitions were also available at the offices of the Petitioners.
A public notice along with the gist of the Petitions was also published in the
newspapers. Suggestions/objections were invited as per the procedure laid down in
the Regulations. Further, the Commission conducted hearings on the Petitions at
Office of the Commission at Raipur on February 25, 2019 and February 26, 2019. The



CSERC Tariff Order FY 2019-20 ii

Commission also held a meeting with Members of the State Advisory Committee on
February 23, 2019 for seeking their valuable suggestions and comments. The
Commission has finalised its views, considering the suggestions/objections and after
performing necessary due diligence on each of the issues.

5. The Commission has undertaken final true-up for FY 2016-17 for CSPDCL,
CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPGCL, based on the audited accounts submitted by utilities
and in accordance with the provisions of the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015.
Further, the Commission has undertaken provisional true up for FY 2017-18 for
CSPDCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC, and CSPGCL, based on the provisional accounts
submitted by the Utilities and in accordance with the provisions of the CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015. The final True-up for FY 2017-18 shall be undertaken after filing
of true-up petitions by utilities based on audited annual accounts for FY 2017-18,
subject to prudence check.

6. In the Multi-Year Tariff (MYT) Order, passed on March 31, 2016, the Commission
had approved the ARR and Tariff for the Control Period from FY 2016-17 to FY
2020-21 for the utilities, in accordance with the provisions of the CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015. Further, the Commission passed the Tariff Order for FY 2017-18
for CSPDCL on March 31, 2017.

7. The Revenue Gap/(Surplus) of CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC arising out of final
true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional True-up for FY 2017-18, along with
corresponding carrying/holding cost, have been considered while computing the
cumulative Revenue Gap/(Surplus) to be allowed for CSPDCL for FY 2019-20.

8. Applying the carrying cost on Revenue Gap of CSPGCL for FY 2016-17 and FY
2017-18, the total Revenue Gap up to FY 2019-20 has been approved as Rs. 348.76
crore.

9. Also, applying the holding cost on the Revenue Surplus of CSPTCL for FY 2016-17
and FY 2017-18, the total Revenue Surplus up to FY 2019-20 has been approved as
Rs. 182.61 crore. Similarly, applying the carrying cost on Revenue Gap of CSLDC
for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18, the total Revenue Gap up to FY 2019-20 has been
approved as Rs. 5.33 crore.
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10.

11.

12.

Further, applying the carrying cost on Revenue Gap of CSPDCL for FY 2016-17 and
FY 2017-18, the total Revenue Gap up to FY 2019-20 has been approved as
Rs. 2,075.93 crore. The combined Revenue Gap/Surplus of CSPDCL, CSPTCL,
CSPGCL, and CSLDC for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 along with carrying/holding
cost amounting to Rs. 2,247 crore has been considered in the ARR of CSPDCL for
FY 2019-20.

The Commission, in MYT Order dated March 31, 2016, has approved Contribution to
Pension and Gratuity of Rs. 622.44 crore for FY 2019-20, which includes amount of
Rs. 387.47 crore for CSPDCL, Rs. 63.75 crore for CSPTCL, Rs. 1.56 crore for
CSLDC and Rs. 169.66 crore for CSPGCL. At the time of MYT Order, the amount of
Rs. 622. 44 crore was computed, assuming a 9.05% annual escalation over pay out of
Rs. 480 crore for FY 2016-17, determined on the basis of actuarial analysis. However,
the Commission, in the present Order, has considered the estimated outgo for FY
2019-20 as submitted by CSPDCL and; notes that the estimated pay out towards
Pension and Gratuity for FY 2019-20 would be Rs. 863.88 crore for all the utilities.
Considering the aforesaid, the Commission is of view that part of the requirement i.e.,
Rs. 421.97 crore, shall be met from interest accrual from Pension fund available with
Pension Trust and the balance amount, from recovery through Tariff. Accordingly, the
Commission approves Contribution to Pension and Gratuity for FY 2019-20 as Rs.
441.91 crore, which includes amount of Rs. 275.09 crore for CSPDCL, Rs. 45.26
crore for CSPTCL, Rs. 1.11 crore for CSLDC and Rs. 120.45 crore for CSPGCL.

The Commission, in MYT Order dated March 31, 2016, had approved O&M
Expenses for all Utilities by considering CPI increase of 9.05% and WPI increase of
6.77%, based on average of five years increase from FY 2010-11 to FY 2014-15. The
Commission notes that actual indices in respect of CPI and WPI are much less in
subsequent years. While approving true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up
for FY 2017-18, the Commission has considered the actual indices of CPl and WPI
for those years. Therefore, the Commission is of the view that, in the interest of
consumers, it would be prudent to adopt the latest indices for computing normative
O&M Expenses. The Commission, after exercising its inherent powers under the
Electricity Act, 2003 and CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, decides to revise the
normative O&M Expenses based on the actual indices available now. It is also noted
that, as per First amendment in CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 dated June 16, 2017,
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13.

14.

no sharing of gains and losses is considered for Employee Expenses and is allowed on

actual basis, after prudence check. Hence, the Commission has revised R&M
expenses and A&G Expenses for FY 2019-20 by applying WPI Index of 4.41% on
approved expenses for FY 2017-18 after provisional truing up in the present Order.

CSPGCL: Tariff for FY 2019-20

The Commission, in its Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 dated March 31, 2017, had
revised the Energy Charge Rate(s) (ECR) for CSPGCL’s Generating Stations for FY
2017-18 keeping in view unusual hike in fuel prices. Therefore, the same ECRs are
proposed to be continued for FY 2019-20 as well. The Annual Fixed Cost (AFC) and
Energy Charge Rate for CSPGCL stations, approved by the Commission for FY

2019-20, are as under:

Thermal Power Stations

SI Particulars Units FY 2019-20
' KTPS | HTPS | DSPM | KWTPP | Marwa

1 éggt“a' Fixed | o crore | 26454 | 524.06| 415.86| 629.05 | 1,599.32
Energy Charge

p |Rate(ex-bus oo vn | 1007 | 1487| 1545| 1264|  1.393
power plant
basis)

g |contributionto | oo e | 4271 | 4422| 7.6 716| 16.15
P&G

Hydro Power Station (Hasdeo Bango)

SI. No. Particulars Units FY 2019-20

1 Approved Annual Fixed Cost | Rs. crore 26.52

2 Approved Net Generation MU 271.26

3 Approved Tariff Rs./kWh 0.978

4 Contribution to P&G Rs. crore 2.95

CSPTCL: Tariff for FY 2019-20

For CSPTCL, the Transmission Charge for FY 2019-20 shall be as under:

Sl Particulars Units FY 2019-20

A | ARR for CSPTCL (including contribution to | Rs. crore 999.45
pension and gratuity)
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18.

19.

Sl Particulars Units FY 2019-20

B | Less: past year cumulative revenue surplus Rs. crore 182.61

@)

Net Approved ARR (A-B) Rs. crore 816.84

D | Monthly Transmission Charges for Medium- | Rs. 68.07
term and Long-term Open Access Consumers | crore/month
(C/12)

5 | Short-term Open Access Charges Rs./kWh 0.296

Further, Transmission Losses of 3% for the energy scheduled for transmission at the
point or points of injection shall be recoverable from Open Access customers.

CSLDC: Tariff for FY 2019-20

For CSLDC, the Commission has revised ARR to Rs. 15.01 crore for FY 2019-20.
Accordingly, System Operation Charges are approved as Rs. 12.01 crore and Intra-
State Market Operation Charges as Rs. 3.00 crore for FY 2019-20.

CSPDCL: Tariff for FY 2019-20

CSPDCL has filed revised ARR for FY 2019-20 of Rs. 12,507.66 crore. The
Commission, after prudence check and due scrutiny, has approved the ARR at Rs.
11,047.53 crore for FY 2019-20. The State Government subsidy has not been taken
into account while approving the ARR of CSPDCL for FY 2019-20.

CSPDCL, in its Petition for FY 2019-20, has sought approval for cumulative Revenue
Gap of Rs. 2,947.35 crore pertaining to previous years. As against this, the
Commission, after prudence check and due scrutiny has arrived at a cumulative
Revenue Gap of Rs. 2,075.93 crore for FY 2019-20.

After adjusting the cumulative Revenue Gap of Rs. 171.48 crore combined for
CSPGCL, CSPTCL, and CSLDC, arising out of true-up for FY 2016-17 and
provisional true-up for FY 2017-18, the Commission has arrived at cumulative
Revenue Gap of Rs. 2,247.41 crore for CSPDCL for FY 2019-20.

The Commission approves net revenue surplus of Rs. 539.92 crore, after adjusting
cumulative revenue gap of Rs. 2,247.41 crore with standalone revenue surplus for FY
2019-20 as Rs. 2,787.33 crore.




CSERC Tariff Order FY 2019-20 vii

20.

21.

The Net ARR for recovery through Tariff for FY 2019-20 has been approved as
Rs. 13,294.94 crore for CSPDCL. Average Cost of Supply has been approved as Rs.
6.07/kWh.

Based on the above, the Commission has approved the revised Tariff Schedule. The

Commission has made the following changes in this Order as compared to the Tariff

and Tariff categories approved in the previous Tariff Order:

a)

b)

The tariff for most of the consumer categories has been reduced, considering
the Revenue Surplus arising after adjustment of all past revenue gaps/(surplus)
of the utilities.

The tariffs for all consumer categories have been approved in such a manner
that the cross-subsidies are reduced gradually, and the tariffs for most of the
consumer categories is within the band of +20% of Average Cost of Supply, as
stipulated in the Tariff Policy notified by the Government of India.

LV 1: Domestic

c)

d)

LV 2:

f)

Presently, there is a separate slab for BPL consumers, i.e., 0-40 kWh as
Government of Chhattisgarh has been traditionally reimbursing the billed
amount to CSPDCL. However, keeping in view the fact that BPL consumers
are defined as BPL card holders only, the existing slab of up to 40 kWh is
merged with 0—100 units slab.

Further, the existing structure has a consumption slab of 201 to 600 Units. The
Commission is of view that it would be prudent to bifurcate this slab further
into 201 - 400 units, and 401 - 600 units.

Fixed Charges and Energy Charges has been reduced for all consumption
slabs especially for the low-income groups, so as to reduce overall tariff for
this Category.

Non-Domestic

The existing sub-categories have been restructured on the basis of Single
Phase and Three phase connection. Accordingly, two Sub-categories have
been created under this Category as LV 2.1 Single Phase Non-Domestic and
LV 2.2 Three Phase Non-Domestic.
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9)

h)

)

LV 3:
K)

For LV 2.1 Single Phase Non-Domestic, the existing consumption slabs, along
with tariff, has been rationalised. Fixed Charges have been reduced from
existing Rs. 70/kW to Rs. 50/kW. Energy Charges have also been reduced.

For LV 2.2 Three Phase Non-Domestic, the demand-based tariff has been
made applicable instead of prevailing contracted load based fixed charges.
Energy Charges are reduced from the existing level.

In order to promote Women’s Empowerment, commercial and industrial
activities being run exclusively by registered Women self-help groups shall be
entitled for 10% rebate on energy charges.

In order to promote and incentivize telecom connectivity in the remote left-
wing extremism affected districts, new mobile towers, to be set up in these
areas after April 1, 2019, shall be eligible for 50% rebate in energy charges.

Agriculture and LV 4: Agriculture Allied Activities

For LV 3 Agriculture, the energy charges are reduced to Rs. 4.40/kWh from
the present level of Rs. 4.70/kWh. Also, power factor surcharge of 35 paise
per KWh has been done away with.

For LV 4 Agriculture Allied Activities, the tariff for load upto 25 HP has been
equated with the applicable tariff for LV 3 category. For other load slabs, the
energy charges are reduced by 40 paise per KWh.

Industry

Demand based tariff has been made applicable for all sub-categories.

For LV 5.1 sub-category, the load limit has been extended upto 25 HP so as to
accommaodate expansion of small-scale units.

To facilitate expansion in existing capacity of LT Industries, following
changes have been made in tariff structure:

i The existing sub-category LV 5.2.3Above 100 HP upto 150 HP has
been merged with LV 5.2.2 Above 25 HP upto 100 HP sub-category.

ii. The tariff for new sub-category LV 5.2.2 Above 25 HP upto 150 HP
has been rationalised accordingly.
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HT Categories

P)

q)

Y

For HV 3: Other Industrial and General Purpose Non-Industrial category, the
Demand Charges are reduced to Rs. 350/kVA/month form the existing level of
Rs. 375/kVA/month. The energy charges are accordingly increase to adjust the
revenue at category level.

For HV-4 Steel Industries, the existing scheme of Load Factor Incentive
starting from 65% to 79% has been restructured to 63% to 77% to enable

relatively small units to achieve load factor incentive.

For HV-4 Steel Industries, the limit of Load Factor for 33 kV supply and 11
kV supply sub-categories has been increased from the existing level of 25% to
35%, for exclusive Rolling Mills consumers.

In order to incentivize sustainable eco-friendly transport system, flat rate
Single part tariff of Rs. 5/kWh for charging stations for Electric vehicles has
been introduced.

Presently, Cross-subsidy Surcharge is payable at 50% of Cross-subsidy
Surcharge determined by the Commission for Renewable Energy transactions.
In order to promote Solar Energy transactions, no Cross-subsidy Surcharge
shall be payable in case of consumer receiving power from Solar Power Plants
through Open Access.

The following key directives are issued to CSPDCL.:

Consumer bills, including bills issued through Spot Billing Machine,
should also indicate the applicable tariff for that respective consumer
category.

If the bills are not issued consecutively for six months or more for any LT
Consumer, billing on accumulated meter reading shall not be raised
without approval of Divisional Engineer of CSPDCL.
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iii.  For a farmer requiring temporary agriculture pump connection more than
once within a period of one year from the date of disconnection of the
previous connection, no fresh paper formalities would be required.
22. For ready reference, the Tariff Schedule applicable in reference to this Order is
appended herewith as Schedule.
23.  The Order will be applicable from 1% April, 2019 and will remain in force till March
31, 2020 or till the issue of next Tariff Order, whichever is later.
24.  The Commission directs the Companies to take appropriate steps to implement the

Tariff Order.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-
(VINOD DESHMUKH) (ARUN KUMAR SHARMA) (D.S. MISRA)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRMAN
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CHHATTISGARH STATE ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
RAIPUR

Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 02/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Co. Ltd ... P. No. 03/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre ... P. No. 04/2019 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 05/2019 (T)

Present: D.S. Misra, Chairman
Arun Kumar Sharma, Member
Vinod Deshmukh, Member (Judicial)

In the matter of —

1. Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company Ltd. (CSPGCL) Petition final true-up
for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18.

2. Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

3. Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre (CSLDC) Petition for final true-up for FY
2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

4, Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17, provisional true up for FY 2017-18 and determination of
Tariff for FY 2019-20;
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CORRIGENDUM ORDER
(Passed on March 2, 2019)

The following corrections are made in Order in the above petitions issued by the

Commission on February 28, 2019:

1.

In Order, an inadvertent typographical error has been noticed in para 12 regarding
Annual Fixed Cost of DSPM Thermal Generating Stations of CSPGCL. The Annual
Fixed Cost of DSPM Thermal Generating Stations shall be read as Rs. 480.77 Crore
instead of Rs. 415.86 Crore.

The word “food processing units” mentioned in applicability of LV 4: L.V.
Agriculture Allied Activities stands deleted. Accordingly, the applicability of LV-4
shall be read as under:

“LV-4: L.V. Agriculture Allied Activities

Applicability

This tariff is applicable to pump/tube well connections, other equipment and light and
fan for tree plantation, fisheries, hatcheries, poultry farms, dairy, cattle breeding

farms, sericulture, tissue culture, aquaculture laboratories and milk chilling plant.”

3. The modalities of Power Factor Incentive and Surcharge for LV categories, in SI. No.

1 of para 1.1.10 of Tariff Schedule, is stipulated as under:

“Consumers, falling under tariff categories LV-4: LV Agriculture Allied Activities; LV
5- LV Industry; LV 6: Public Utilities and LV-7: Information Technology Industries
shall arrange to install suitable low tension capacitors of appropriate capacity at
their cost. The consumer also shall ensure that the capacitors installed by them
properly match with the actual requirement of the load so as to ensure average
monthly Power Factor of 0.85 or above. A consumer who fails to do so shall be liable
to pay Power Factor surcharge @ 35 paise per kWh on the entire consumption of the
month.”

The above para shall be read as under:

“All LV industrial, agriculture allied, public water works, sewage treatment plants
and sewage pumping installations’ consumers shall arrange to install suitable low
tension capacitors of appropriate capacity at their cost. The consumer also shall
ensure that the capacitors installed by them properly match with the actual
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requirement of the load so as to ensure average monthly Power Factor of 0.85 or
above. A consumer who fails to do so shall be liable to pay Power Factor surcharge
@ 35 paise per kWh on the entire consumption of the month.”

4. The modalities of Variable Cost Adjustment (VCA) Charge for LV categories, in Sl.
No. 8 of para 1.1.11 of Tariff Schedule, is stipulated as under:

“8. Variable Cost Adjustment (VCA) Charge

VCA charge on consumption from April 1, 2018 as per the formula and conditions
specified in the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 shall be levied in addition to energy
charge on all the LV categories including temporary supply. However, from the date
of applicability of this Order, the base values for computation of VCA for succeeding

)

period shall be revised in accordance to this Order.’

After correcting the applicable date, the above para shall be read as under:

“8. Variable Cost Adjustment (VCA) Charge

VCA charge on consumption from April 1, 2019 as per the formula and conditions
specified in the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 shall be levied in addition to energy
charge on all the LV categories including temporary supply. However, from the date
of applicability of this Order, the base values for computation of VCA for succeeding

)

period shall be revised in accordance to this Order.’

Similarly, the modalities of VCA for HV categories, stipulated in SI. No. 10 of para
1.2.12.1 of Tariff Schedule, shall be read as under:

“10. Variable Cost Adjustment (VCA) Charge

VCA charge on consumption from April 1, 2019 as per the formula and conditions
specified in the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 shall be levied in addition to energy
charge on all the HV categories including temporary supply. However, from the date
of applicability of this Order, the base values for computation of VCA for succeeding

period shall be revised in accordance to this Order.”

5. The word “Registered Women self-help group ” stipulated in the applicability of LV-
2: Non-Domestic category and LV-5: L.V. Industry category stands deleted.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-
(VINOD DESHMUKH)  (ARUN KUMAR SHARMA) (D.S. MISRA)
MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRMAN
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Present: D.S. Misra, Chairman
Arun Kumar Sharma, Member

Vinod Deshmukh, Member (Judicial)

In the matter of —

1. Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company Ltd. (CSPGCL) Petition final true-up
for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18.

2. Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

3. Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre (CSLDC) Petition for final true-up for FY
2016-17 and provisional true up for FY 2017-18;

4, Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2016-17, provisional true up for FY 2017-18 and determination of
Tariff for FY 2019-20;
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CORRIGENDUM ORDER

(Passed on April 30, 2019)

A clerical error in the paragraph 1.2.7 (vii) and paragraph 1.2.7 (viii) of the
tariff schedule came to the knowledge of the Commission. Accordingly, the
Commission hereby makes following corrections in the tariff schedule:

Q) In paragraph 1.2.7 (vii) under the heading, ‘Conditions for start-up power
consumers’, the words and expression “eventually draws power from the

grid” shall be read as “eventually draws start-up power from the grid”.

(i) In sub-para (viii) of para 1.2.7, under the heading HV 7: Start-up Power
Tariff, the words "solar and wind" appearing in the second sentence shall be

deleted.
Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-
(VINOD DESHMUKH) (ARUN KUMAR SHARMA) (D.S. MISRA)

MEMBER MEMBER CHAIRMAN
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Abbreviation

Description

A&G

Administrative and General

AMC Annual Maintenance Contract

APTEL Hon’ble Appellate Tribunal of Electricity

ARR Annual Revenue Requirement

CERC Central Electricity Regulatory Commission

CGS Central Generating Stations

COD Date of Commercial Operation

CSEB Chhattisgarh State Electricity Board

CSERC Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission
CSPDCL Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Limited
CSPGCL Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company
CSPHCL Chhattisgarh State Power Holding Company Limited
CSPTCL Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Limited
CSPTrdCL Chhattisgarh State Power Trading Company Limited
CWIP Capital Work in Progress

DPS Delayed Payment Surcharge

DS Domestic Service

FY Financial Year

GCV Gross Calorific Value

GFA Gross Fixed Assets

GoCG Government of Chhattisgarh

Gol Government of India

HT High Tension

kcal kilocalorie

kg kilogram

kv kilovolt

kVA kilovolt-ampere

kw Kilowatt

kWh kilowatt-hour

MAT Minimum Alternative Tax

mi Millilitre

MMC Monthly Minimum Charges

MT Metric Tonnes

MU

Million Units
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XVii

Abbreviation | Description

MYT Multi Year Tariff

NTI Non-Tariff Income

O&M Operations and Maintenance

PLF Plant Load Factor

PLR Prime Lending Rate

PPA Power Purchase Agreement

R&M Repair and Maintenance

RoE Return on Equity

Rs Rupees

SBI State Bank of India

SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
SERC State Electricity Regulatory Commission
SLDC State Load Dispatch Centre

SLM Straight Line Method

T&D Loss Transmission and Distribution Loss

ul Unscheduled Interchange
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1.2

BACKGROUND AND BRIEF HISTORY

Background

The Chhattisgarh State Electricity Board (CSEB) was restructured by the State
Government in pursuance of the provisions of Part XIII of the Electricity Act, 2003.
The Government of Chhattisgarh (GoCG) vide notification No. 1-8/2008/13/1 dated
December 19, 2008, issued the CSEB Transfer Scheme Rules, 2008 with effect from
January 1, 2009. The erstwhile CSEB was unbundled into five different Companies,
viz., Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Company Limited (CSPGCL),
Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Limited (CSPTCL), Chhattisgarh
State Power Distribution Company Limited (CSPDCL), Chhattisgarh State Power
Trading Company Limited (CSPTrdCL), and Chhattisgarh State Power Holding
Company Limited (CSPHCL). The assets and liabilities of the erstwhile CSEB have
been allocated to the successor Companies w.e.f. January 1, 2009 according to the
provisions of the CSEB Transfer Scheme Rules, 2010. The validity of the present
Transfer Scheme is extended till December 2018.

The Electricity Act, 2003, Tariff Policy and Regulations

Section 61 of the Electricity Act, 2003 (herein after referred as the EA, 2003 or the
Act) stipulates the guiding principles for determination of tariff by the Commission
and mandates that the tariff should progressively reflect the cost of supply of
electricity, reduce cross subsidy, safeguard consumers’ interest and recover the cost of
electricity in a reasonable manner. This Section also stipulates that the Commission
while framing the Tariff Regulations shall be guided by the principles and
methodologies specified by the Central Electricity Regulatory Commission for
determination of the tariff applicable to generating companies and transmission
licensees.

Section 62 of the EA, 2003 stipulates that the Commission shall determine the tariff
for:

. Supply of electricity by a Generating Company to a Distribution Licensee;
. Transmission of electricity;
. Wheeling of electricity; and

. Retail sale of electricity.

The Tariff Policy notified by the Government of India in January 2006, as well as the
amended Tariff Policy notified in January 2016, provides the framework to balance
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the conflicting objectives of attracting investments to ensure availability of quality
power and protecting the interest of consumers by ensuring that the electricity tariffs
are affordable.

Procedural History

The Commission notified the Chhattisgarh State Electricity Regulatory Commission
(Terms and Conditions for determination of tariff according to Multi-Year Tariff
principles and Methodology and Procedure for determination of Expected revenue
from Tariff and Charges) Regulations, 2015 (hereinafter referred to as MYT
Regulations, 2015) on September 9, 2015. Based on the above Regulations, the
Commission issued the MYT Order dated April 30, 2016 for CSPGCL, CSPTCL,
CSLDC and CSPDCL for the Control Period from FY 2016-17 to FY 2020-21.

Further, Utilities had filed Petitions for provisional true-up for FY 2016-17, on which
the Commission has issued Order March 26, 2018, along with Tariff for FY 2018-19.

Now, CSPGCL filed the petition for approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and
provisional true up for FY 2017-18 for Thermal Generation Stations and Hydro
Electric Plants on December 31, 2018, which was registered as Petition No. 02 of
2019 (T). CSPTCL filed the Petition for approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17,
provisional true up for FY 2017-18 and determination of Transmission Tariff for FY
2019-20 on December 31, 2018, which was registered as Petition No. 03 of 2019 (T).
Also, CSLDC filed the Petition for approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and
provisional true up for FY 2017-18 on December 31, 2018, which was registered as
Petition No. 04 of 2019 (T). CSPDCL filed its Petition on December 1, 2018 for
approval of final true-up for FY 2016-17, provisional true up for FY 2017-18, and
determination of retail tariff for FY 2019-20, which was registered as Petition No. 05
of 2019 (T).

In this Order, the Commission has undertaken the final true-up for FY 2016-17 and
provisional true up for FY 2017-18 for CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPDCL in
accordance with the provisions of the MYT Regulations, 2015 and determination of
revised ARR and Tariff for CSPDCL for FY 2019-20. Utilities have submitted that its
audited accounts for FY 2017-18 are under preparation and hence Audited Accounts
from the Utilities are not available. The Commission in this order has undertaken the
provisional true-up based on the available provisional accounts. The Hon’ble APTEL
in OP.NO.1 of 2011 has directed the state Commission to ensure that the Annual
Performance review, true-up of past expenses has to be carried out on year to year
basis.
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Admission of the Petition and Hearing Process

The Petitions filed by CSPTCL, CSPDCL, CSPGCL and CSLDC were registered on
January 3, 2019.

The Companies were directed to publish the abridged version of the Petition in Hindi
and English newspapers for inviting comments / objections / suggestions from all the
stakeholders. The Petitions were made available on the website of the Commission as
well as on the Petitioners' websites. As required under Clause 21 of the CSERC
(Details to be furnished by licensee etc.) Regulations, 2004, notices inviting
suggestions /comments/objections from the stakeholders on the above proposals were
published in the leading newspapers viz., The Hitavada, Nav Bharat, Nai Duniya,
Dainik Bhaskar, Patrika, Hari Bhoomi, Central Chronicle, Amrit Sandesh,
Deshbandhu on January 24, 2019, January 28, 2019, January 29, 2019, January 30,
2019 and February 2, 2019.

A period of twenty-one (21) days was given for submission of written objections and
suggestions by the public. The Companies were also directed to submit written replies
to the Commission with copies endorsed to the objectors.

In order to have better clarity on the data submitted by the Petitioners and to remove
inconsistency in the data, the Technical Validation Sessions (TVS) were held on
February 19, 2019.for CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPDCL with the
petitioners. During the TVS, additional information required for processing of the
Petitions was sought from the Petitioners. The Petitioners submitted the additional
information sought in the TVS. Notices under Section 94(2) of the Act were published
in the following newspapers of the State for hearings:

Newspaper Name Date of Notice Published
Central Chronicle February 5, 2019
The Hitavada February 5, 2019
Dainik Bhaskar February 5, 2019
Navbharat February 5, 2019
Patrika February 5, 2019
Nai Duniya February 5, 2019
Hari Bhoomi February 5, 2019
Deshbandhu February 5, 2019
Ambika Vani February 5, 2019
Dandkaraniya Samachar February 5, 2019
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The objections and suggestions from stakeholders were received on the Petitions filed
by CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSPDCL and CSLDC. The list of persons who filed the
written submissions is annexed as Annexure 1.

The hearing was held on February 26 and 26, 2019 in the Commission’s office at
Raipur. The Commission has ensured that the due process as contemplated under the
law to ensure transparency and public participation was followed at every stage and
adequate opportunity was given to all the persons to offer their views. The list of
persons who submitted comments during the Hearing is annexed as Annexure 2.

The issues raised by the stakeholders along with the response of the Petitioners’ and
views of the Commission are elaborated in Chapter 2 of this Order.

State Advisory Committee Meeting

A copy of the abridged Hindi and English version of the Petitions were also sent to all
the members of the State Advisory Committee of the Commission for their comments.

A meeting of the State Advisory Committee was convened on February 23, 2019 to
discuss the Petitions and seek inputs from the Committee. CSPGCL, CSPTCL,
CSLDC and CSPDCL gave presentations in the meeting on the salient features of
their Petitions. Various aspects of the Petitions were discussed by the Members of the
Committee in the meeting. The list of the members who participated in the meeting in
annexed as Annexure 3.

The following suggestions and Objections were made/raised:
1. Matters related to the tariff Petitions discussed in SAC Meeting:

a. Asregards LV-5 Industry Category:

i. It should be reclassified in three sub-categories, i.e., 0-25 HP, 25-75 HP
and 75 - 150 HP.

ii.  Tariff off 100 HP to 150 HP should be designed in such a way that
consumer of this category gets benefit as envisaged at the time of
enhancing 100 HP limit to 150 HP

b. CSPDCL should endeavour to reduce power purchase costs.

c. All the companies should complete accounts auditing exercise within specified
timeframe.

d. Discount for consumption during off-peak hours should be increased to
incentivise consumption of surplus power within the state.

e. Agro Industries should be included in agriculture allied tariff category.
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Public Hearing on Tariff Petitions should be held at least in 4 places i.e.,
Raipur, Bilaspur, Ambikapur and Jagdalpur

Industrial consumers proposed to shift the lunch time to address the issue of
afternoon dip in load curve if tariff is appropriately discounted at that time.

Load factor limit for exclusive rolling mill industries is proposed to be
increased to 35% for discounted tariff.

Specially designed night-time tariff for HV-4 Category should be introduced.

Power-off hours for calculation of load factor should be considered as 30
hours per month.

2. General comments and suggestions made by the Members of the State Advisory
Committee are as follows:

a.

Temporary Agricultural connections should be converted to permanent within
six months.

Safety of whistle blowers should be ensured.
SAC members should be communicated through e-mails also.

Prepaid meters may be used to address the issue of waiver of consumer
security deposit.

There should compulsorily be a staff CSPDCL present in the patrolling in
addition to outsourced staff.

A CSPDCL staff member should accompany outsourced staff at all times for
patrolling purposes.

To provide continuous supply to domestic consumers connected to Atal Jyoti
Feeders during load shedding period, i.e., 5 pm to 11 pm, supply to one phase
should be maintained.

The above issues raised by the members of SAC were deliberated during the meeting.
The concerns of the members of the SAC have been appropriately addressed in this

Order.
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HEARING PROCESS, INCLUDING THE COMMENTS
MADE BY VARIOUS STAKEHOLDERS, THE
PETITIONERS’> RESPONSES AND VIEWS OF THE
COMMISSION

Objections on True-up for FY 2016-17 and Provisional True up of FY 2017-18 of
CSPDCL

Suppression of Revenue and Over Recovery

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has suppressed the actual revenue receipts from
LV 3- Agriculture Category during FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18, totalling Rs. 590.37
crore. Also, it has supressed the actual revenue receipts from LV1- Domestic
Category and LV-2 Non-Domestic Category during FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18,
totalling Rs. 514.83 crore and Rs.59.24 crore, respectively. Hence, there is total
suppression of revenue of Rs. 2574.82 crore towards various consumer categories.

Also, the Objector further added that CSPDCL has over recovered the amount of Rs.
25.12 crore during FY 2016-17 and Rs. 30.37 crore during FY 2017-18 from LV1 —
Domestic category consumers and amount of Rs. 4.78 crore during FY 2016-17 and
Rs. 5.32 crore during FY 2017-18 from LV2 — Non-Domestic category consumers.
Such recovery over and above the approved tariff is liable to be refunded to the
consumers as per Section 62 (6) of the Electricity Act, 2003.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the claim of objector as representative of Electricity
Consumers of Chhattisgarh stands invalid as Confederation of Electricity Consumers
of Chhattisgarh is neither a registered firm, nor it carries the approval of the
Commission, which is a mandatory requirement as per CSERC (Conduct of Business
Regulations), 2009. Therefore, the submissions made by the objector on behalf of the
electricity consumers of the state should not be acceptable.

As regards suppression of revenue towards LV-1 (Domestic including BPL
consumers) and LV 2 (Non-Domestic) tariff categories, CSPDCL submitted that the
objector relies upon simple arithmetical multiplication of notified tariff of respective
sub-category with respective consumption in the R-15 statement for FY 2016-17 and
FY 2017-18, which is not prudent. Therefore, the submission of the objector in this
regard carries no merit because of the following reasons:
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a) CSPDCL’s billing to various categories is based telescopic methodology notified
by the Commission in the Tariff Orders for the respective years.

b) Telescopic principle is implemented in billing module of SAP-ERP system for
billing of consumers in these categories, as per the Tariff Order for respective
years.

c) Effectively, the revenue against the consumer count carries energy charge and
fixed charge billed to the consumers as per the tariff notified in the Tariff Orders
for respective years.

d) Therefore, objector has misconceived the telescopic principles notified by the
Commission in the Tariff Orders for the respective years.

As regards revenue suppression for LV3 Agriculture category, CSPDCL submitted
that it has implemented the policy directive of GoCG of subsidy to agricultural
consumers, effective from FY 2013-14, and the same has been submitted in the
monthly R15 statement as a part of compliance of directives.

As regards manipulation of data, CSPDCL submitted that it is a Chhattisgarh State
owned company registered under Companies Act, and its financial accounts are
subjected to audit by statutory auditor and CAG, and its tariff Petition is subject to
scrutiny of MYT Regulations, 2015. Therefore, the figures submitted by it cannot be
subject to any manipulation.

Commission’s View

The Commission has undertaken the detailed scrutiny of actual revenue incurred by
CSPDCL for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. As regards the revenue for Domestic and
Non-Domestic category, the Commission has analysed the R-15 data and found that
the submission of CSPDCL is correct. However, regarding Agriculture category, the
consumers were not been billed as per tariff approved by the Commission. The
Licensee, in its justification, had submitted that the revenue corresponding to the
approved tariff could not be recovered from Agriculture Consumers who opted for flat
rate prescribed by the State Government. The Commission is of the view that it is
licensee’s responsibility to recover the revenue corresponding to the energy sales as
per the approved tariff. Accordingly, the Commission has considered this unrecovered
amount as deemed revenue for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 for undertaking true-up
for respective years. This has been discussed in detail in Chapter-6 of this Order.
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Sale of ABVTPP power to Telangana

The objector submitted that CSPDCL has agreed back-to-back sale of power
generated by ABVTPP to Telangana during FY 2017-18, which means that the retail
consumers of Chhattisgarh are not concerned about expenses incurred by ABVTPP.
CSPDCL has done under-recovery of more than Rs. 148.96 crore from Telangana and
has put the burden of such under-recovery on the consumers of Chhattisgarh, which
should be disallowed. The Objector further submitted that CSPDCL has suppressed
the revenue of Rs. 61.65 crore on account of trading margin for sale of ABVTPP
power to Telangana.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that in its last Tariff Petition for FY 2017-18, it had clarified that
CSPDCL has charged tariff as per the Interim Order of TSERC dated March 31, 2017,
giving conditional approval to the draft PPA, which does not include trading margin.
CSPDCL further submitted that as per Clause 6.8 of the PPA with Telangana
DISCOMs, CSPDCL, in case of under-generation from ABVTPP, is bound to provide
deficit power from alternate sources to meet its obligations of aggregated contracted
capacity. As a result, there are deviations in units received from ABVTPP and
subsequent sale to Telangana. CSPGCL further submitted that the current billing of
CSPGCL and subsequent billing by CSPDCL to Telangana is strictly as per the tariff
approved by the Commission.

Commission’s View

The Commission has analysed the issue raised by the Objector. The detailed analysis
and ruling of the Commission is stipulated in Chapter-6 of this Order.

O&M Expenses

The Objector stated that there is disproportionate increase in O&M expenses of
CSPDCL vis-a-vis increase in sales from FY 2015-16. For FY 2016-17, sales have
increased by 2.9%, whereas, Employee Expenses, R&M Expenses and A&G expenses
have increased by 14.5%, 39.8% and 13%, respectively, over FY 2015-16. The entire
A&G Expenses and R&M Expenses should be considered while determining the
sharing of Loss for FY 2016-17, as per MYT Regulations, 2015

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it is incorrect to state that has no control over its O&M
Expenses. A major portion of A&G expenses is booked towards outsourced services
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availed by it towards meter reading and bill distribution. Further, operation and
maintenance of 33/11 KV sub-stations is also undertaken through outsourcing. The
wages paid to the outsourced worker is the minimum wage notified by District
Collector under Minimum Wages Act. Further, CSPDCL submitted that the
expenditure towards electricity charges of offices and establishment of petitioner is
approx. 20% of A&G expenses. CSPDCL submitted that non-revision of normative
expenses during a control period has put it to recurring loss.

As regards to contentions raised Objector regarding disallowance of over expenditure
towards sub-head A&G and R&M under O&M expenses, CSPDCL submitted that it
has evaluated the same as per the MYT Regulations, 2015, as amendments from time
to time. However, specific prayer under change in law to revise normative level is
made for kind consideration of the Commission, as substantial portion of A&G and
R&M expenses mentioned under 5.41 to 5.50 relates to distribution business.

CSPDCL submitted that notification of final implementation towards wage revision
during 2017-18 which is also covered under change in law as well as first amendment
of MYT Regulations, 2015, effects to increase O&M expenses.

Commission’s View

The Commission has allowed the O&M expenses on normative basis and has shared
the efficiency gain/(loss) between the actual O&M expenses and normative expenses,
in accordance with the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, as elaborated in Chapter-6 of
this Order.

Preparation of R-15 data

The Objector submitted that R-15 format is being prepared by CSPDCL using SAP
software, and the Commission is not authorised to look directly into the data fed into
the SAP system. The Commission should seek SAP data directly and regularly.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the billing system adopted by petitioner is operated through
SAP-ERP system. As regards to inspection and examination of data connected to
revenue statement, CSPDCL submitted that that under statutory compliance, it sends
the statement on month to month basis to the Commission. Further prudence check of
data submitted in tariff petition undergoes technical validation session. Hence
contentions raised by the Objector need not be considered.
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As regards to status of defective meters and Assessed billing cases, CSPDCL
submitted that it has maintained the percentage of stop defective meters as prescribed
by the Commission, however, the replacement of stop defective meters depends upon
several field constraints such as diversity in agriculture connections being located at
distant, prolonged lock premises and resistance of consumers towards replacement.

Commission’s View

The Commission is deeply concerned about the method of computing distribution
loss. Presently, to a large extent, the billing, particularly in Agriculture and Domestic-
BPL categories, is assessment-based because of high percentage of defective meters
as well as untimely meter reading. Therefore, the reported distribution loss cannot be
said to be realistic. This being the situation, the claims of CSPDCL regarding
achievement of distribution loss target and incentive thereof cannot be accepted on
their face value. The Commission has dealt this issue appropriately in detail and is
elaborated in Chapter-6 of this Order.

As regards authorisation to access of SAP data, the Commission directs CSPDCL to
provide real time access of the same to the Commission, within a period of three
months from notification of this Order.

Banking of Power

The Objector submitted that quantum of banked power which is not accounted in the
same financial year should be treated as stock in hand, and such banked power should
be accounted in the same financial year. CSPDCL should be directed to maintain a
‘Power Banking Passbook’, having necessary details like banking partner, banked
quantum, date and time of banking, effective Ul Rates, etc.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the contentions raised by the Objector regarding maintenance
of power banking pass book has no technical relevance as the banking of power
between the supplier and buyer mostly depends upon convenience of parties.
CSPDCL further submitted that no financial transaction is observed under this method
of power management, except for the open access charges to be borne by the buyer.
CSPDCL further submitted that short-term purchase during FY 2016-17 and FY
2017-18 indicates that it has efficiently managed the consumer load by availing and
returning banking power.
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Commission’s View

The Commission agrees with the objector that the details of the Banking should be
properly accounted for and incorporated in the petition. It is expected that the banking
transactions are carried out in a transparent manner, so that there is no confusion
regarding the same. The Commission, while undertaking the provisional true-up for
FY 2016-17, had given certain directives to CSPDCL regarding accounting for
Banked Power and for submission of the necessary data along with the present
Petition. The Commission notes that CSPDCL has submitted the details of banking
transactions for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. The Commission’s detailed views and
ruling on the same, is elaborated in Chapter-6 of this Order. Further, Commission
shall consider the necessity of framing suitable regulations in this regard.

Sale of surplus power and Power Purchase Cost

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has shown lower realisation from sale of
surplus power in its Petition, as compared to the approved realisation of tariff in the
Tariff Order for FY 2016-17, and has not explained the underlying reasons for the
same.

Further, the Objector submitted that the abnormal increase in power purchase cost for
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is observed, mainly because of costly power purchased
from ABVTPP. The cost of power purchase from renewable sources should not be
considered while allowing the power purchase cost for CSPDCL.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the sale of surplus power depends upon market conditions.
On a day ahead basis the surplus power is sold through power exchanges where the
rates are discovered through an electronic process, not known either to seller or buyer.
Further Ul sales depend upon grid conditions, not under the control of petitioner.

CSPDCL further submitted that it has undertaken the surplus sale of power through
aforesaid modes during true up years and effectively managed the power purchase
which is demonstrated through Ul sale/purchase.

As regards power purchase cost, the power purchase expenditure includes purchase of
power from NTPC, CSPGCL and purchase of power from short term sources.
Therefore, objector’s claim is baseless. As regards inclusion of cost of power
purchase from renewable energy in cost of power purchase, CSPDCL submitted that
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as per Section 86 (1) (e) of The Electricity Act, 2003, the Distribution Licensee is
bound to procure power from non-conventional sources.

Commission’s View

The Commission in Tariff Order for the respective years had approved the sale of
surplus power based on the projections of sales quantum, distribution loss and power
procurement quantum. However, the actual realisation is different from the projected
figures.

Further, the Commission has time and again directed CSPDCL that accounts for
power purchase be prepared as per the directives and regulatory requirements,
indicating the separate details of Ul charges (over-drawal and under-drawal), VCA
Charges, trading of electricity, etc. These directives were given for enabling better
analysis of data by the Commission. During the TVS, the Commission sought the
additional information from CSPDCL in this regard. The Commission has undertaken
final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY 2017-18, based on the
available data and reconciliations of expenses submitted by CSPDCL with accounts.
The Commission’s analysis of quantum and cost of power purchase for CSPDCL for
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is elaborated in Chapter-6 of this Order.

The Commission proposes to engage Centre for Energy Regulation (CER), IIT
Kanpur to carry out a study to develop a framework for efficient procurement/sale of
power for short to medium term. In addition, the study also aims to develop an
efficient ToD tariff mechanism and to carry out accurate long-term demand
forecasting. The findings of the study will help the Commission to give appropriate
direction to CSPDCL to optimise procurement/sale of power.

UDAY Scheme and Distribution Loss

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has over-stated distribution losses in FY 2016-
17 and FY 2017-18, which has led to increase in power purchase cost. Further, he
added that CSPDCL should provide clarity regarding the regulation followed by it in
determination of AT&C Losses. The Objector has also reiterated various provisions of
UDAY MoU. AT&C Loss of only 15% should be allowed strictly as per UDAY MoU
for FY 2018-19 and even lesser for upcoming years. CSPDCL’s plea of not
stipulating to the AT&C Loss agreed by it under UDAY should be rejected and the no
incentive on account of reduction of distribution losses should be given.

The Objector further submitted that the provision of 5% of standalone deficit (Rs.
54.82 crore) to be supported by State Government, as a grant agreed UDAY Scheme
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should be ensured. As per UDAY MoU, State Government has agreed to provide
grant of Rs. 380.69 crore, which should be taken into account while determining
interest Cost, Depreciation and RoE for FY 2016-17. In case CSPDCL has not such
committed grant from GoCG, reminder should be sent for early release.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards overstatement of distribution loss, CSPDCL submitted that during FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18, the computation of distribution loss is clearly submitted in
its Petition. CSPDCL has also submitted detailed technical formats for the same,
which are available in public domain. CSPDCL further submitted that for FY 2016-17
and FY 2017-18, revenue is based on actual metered consumption of electricity by
various consumers across different categories.

As regards various provisions of UDAY MoU, CSPDCL submitted that it has clearly
mentioned provisions of UDAY Scheme in its Petition for the consideration of the
Commission.

As regards distribution loss target specified in UDAY Scheme, CSPDCL submitted
that at the time of signing of UDAY MoU, in September 2015, CSPDCL had AT&C
Losses of 22%, which was to be reduced to 15% till 2018. As regards incentive
towards reduction of distribution loss, CSPDCL submitted that it has not claimed any
incentive towards achievement of performance towards line loss during true up years.
CSPDCL submitted that it has clarified at point no. 5.27 of the Petition that it expects
to achieve a target lower than the level specified in MYT Regulations, 2015 due to
committed efforts under UDAY with benefits to be passed-on to the consumers of the
State.

As regards to consideration of AT&C agreed under UDAY for the purpose of
Regulation 71.3 of MYT Regulations, 2015, CSPDCL submitted that it has made
detailed submission under 5.15 to 5.29 of its tariff Petition. CSPDCL further
submitted that the Objector failed to place single point justifying substitution of
AT&C over T&D for the purpose of Regulations under 71.3.

As regards to grants under UDAY, CSPDCL submitted that it has not received any
grant towards repayment of loans under UDAY scheme from State Government in FY
2016-17. CSPDCL further submitted that it has calculated depreciation and RoE along
with appropriate treatment of grant received in UDAY. CSPDCL further stated that
UDAY document carry an understanding between the signing parties and need not be
considered as Agreement for the purpose of this Petition.
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2.19

Commission’s View

Considering the data on assessed sales and high number of defective meters, the
Commission has approved the distribution loss based on the trajectory stipulated in
CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 and disallowed the incentive on account of lower
distribution losses.

The Commission’s detailed views and ruling on the Distribution Loss levels to be
considered for final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY 2017-18
and the revised ARR for FY 2019-20, are elaborated in Chapter-6 and Chapter-7 of
this Order.

Return on Equity

The Objector submitted that, in the present true-up Petition for FY 2016-17, CSPDCL
has considered the RoE as 16%. The Rate of RoE should be considered as 15.5% for
the True-up of FY 2016-17, as CSPDCL has not paid any Income Tax.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that during MYT Order, the Commission has projected the RoE
by taking 16% rate on average gross permissible equity and there is no reason to
deviate from the aforesaid view as the Commission is bound to conduct truing-up on
the same principles on which projections were made. It can be seen from Tables 12.6
to 28 in MYT Order that year to year RoE for Control Period, i.e., from FY 2016-17
to FY 2020-21, RoE has been computed by considering the rate 16% on average
permissible equity base. Hence contentions to consider 15.5% of RoE is baseless.

Commission’s View

The Commission has considered the rate of return on Equity for CSPDCL as 16% for
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as per the provisions of CSERC MYT Regulations,
2015, without grossing up for MAT rate, as CSPDCL has not paid any Income Tax in
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. The Commission’s detailed views and ruling on the
Return on Equity to be considered for final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional
true-up for FY 2017-18 and the revised ARR for FY 2019-20, are elaborated in
Chapter-6 and Chapter-7 of this Order.

Non-Tariff Income

The Objector submitted that Non-Tariff Income for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is
claimed by CSPDCL as Rs. 234.48 crore and Rs. 285.10 crore, respectively, as
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against Rs. 322.83 crore and Rs. 355.11 crore approved in the Tariff Order. CSPDCL
has not provided any explanation for the variation.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that major components of Non-Tariff Income are parallel
operation charges & Cross subsidy surcharge. Due to pendency of disputes in several
Judicial Forums i.e. APTEL, High Court & Supreme Court, recovery of payment
against aforesaid components is affected. CSPDCL further submitted that non-
availability component-wise break up in Tariff Orders issued by the Commission
makes difficult to analyse the causes of gap between forecast and actual.

Commission’s View

The Commission has considered the actual Non-tariff Income for FY 2016-17 based
on the audited accounts and for FY 2017-18 based on provisional accounts, along
with reconciliations submitted by CSPDCL.

Discrepancy in adjustment of surplus from True up of CSPGCL, CSPTCL and
CSLDC

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has adjusted the Surplus Revenue from the
True-up of Petitions of CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC, but such amount of is not
reconciling with the true-up Petitions of these companies.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Commission registers separate petitions from individual
stakeholders, i.e., CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC & CSPDCL, and issues a common
Tariff Order after undertaking tariff proceedings. CSPDCL further submitted that as
per adopted practice, wherein adjustment of revenue surplus of all other stakeholders
is considered to obtain net revenue deficit or surplus into aggregate revenue
requirement of ensuing year, contentions raised by the objector are invalid.

Commission’s View

The Commission has considered appropriately the Revenue Gap/(Surplus) after final
true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY 2017-18 of CSPGCL,
CSPTCL, CSLDC, and CSPDCL, as elaborated in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6,
respectively of this Order. These Revenue Gap/(Surplus), with due carrying/holding
cost for 2 years, have been considered for computing the cumulative Revenue
Gap/(Surplus) of CSPDCL for FY 2019-20, as elaborated in Chapter-7 of this Order.
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2.1.11 Pension Trust

The Objector submitted that:

a)

b)

d)

9)

Since constitution of CSEB Pension Trust on June 18, 2001, apart from monthly
payment of Pension and Gratuity to the retired employees of CSEB, contribution
was made to the Pension Fund from time to time.

Since previous five financial years, contribution to the Pension Fund is being
made by successor companies of CSEB as per amount approved by the
Commission in the Tariff Orders.

As per Order dated December 30, 2017 for redemption of Petition of retired
employees of power companies, the corpus of Pension and Gratuity fund was
increased. All pensioners were given arrears from April 1, 2016 due to revision of

pay.
As per calculations of Actuarial Valuation on March 31, 2018, there is a need of

Corpus of Rs. 13,115 crore in Pension and Gratuity Fund against existing Rs.
5,018 crore.

The contribution made to the Pension and Gratuity fund should be kept invested
in the fund, so that corpus keeps on increasing from time to time, and reaches to
the level of Actuarial Valuation in future,

For FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, actual pay-outs made by trust towards Pension
and Gratuity of retired employees was more than the contribution approved by
the Commission by Rs. 131.06 crore and Rs. 588.37 crore for the respective
years, and for FY 2019-20 also, the actual pay-out is expected to be more than the
contribution towards P&G Fund approved by the Commission for FY 2019-20,
which is leading to the depletion of corpus.

For the purpose of disbursement of pension for FY 2019-20, Rs. 863.88 crore
should be allowed as contribution to Pension and Gratuity Fund. Similarly, as per
first amendment of MYT Regulations, 2015, for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19,
the actual pay-out made by the fund, in excess of contribution to the P&G Fund
by power companies approved Commission, should be allowed.

Commission’s View

The Commission evaluated estimated outgo for FY 2019-20 based on the submission
by CSPDCL and noted that the estimated pay-out towards Pension and Gratuity for
FY 2019-20 would be Rs. 863.88 crore for all the utilities. The Commission is of view
that a part of the requirement shall be met from interest accrual from Pension fund
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available with Pension Trust and the balance amount, from recovery through Tariff.
Accordingly, provisions towards Pension and Gratuity has been reviewed in this
Order.

Based on the submissions made by CSPDCL, the Commission notes that amount
available with pension fund as on March 31, 2018 is Rs. 5018 crore. After considering
the arrears payment of Rs. 329.43 crore, the estimated amount as on March 31, 2019
works out as Rs. 4,688.57 crore. The interest accrual from pension fund available
works out as Rs. 421.97 crore at rate of interest of 9%. Accordingly, the balance
amount of Rs. 441.91 crore shall be recoverable from tariff.

The Commission’s detailed views and ruling on contribution towards Pension and
Gratuity for FY 2019-20, is elaborated in Chapter-7 of this Order.

Objections on Proposals for Annual Revenue Requirement for FY 2019-20 of
CSPDCL

Sales forecast for agricultural consumption
The Objector submitted that:

a) Report of the study on agricultural consumption carried out by the Commission,
as decided in the Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 should be considered.

b) Action Taken Report to curb large number of defective energy meters and present
status of such meters as observed under the Tariff Order of FY 2018-19 should be
considered.

c) The sales forecast for agricultural consumption for FY 2019-20 should be
approved based on realistic projections.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards projection of agricultural sales for FY 2019-20, CSPDCL submitted that it
has calculated the energy sales on the basis of compounded annual growth rate for
respective tariff category for one year to five-year period. The basis of this forecast is
drawn from as per provisions contained in Regulation 65.1 of MYT Regulations,
2015.

Commission’s View

In the past, the Commission had projected the agriculture sales on the basis of
compounded annual growth rate. However, it has been observed that actual
agriculture sales reported by CSPDCL are mostly based on assessed sales and high
number of defective meters. Hence, the Commission, in the present Order, has
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2.2.3

estimated the agriculture sales for FY 2019-20 by applying consumption norms in
terms of units per HP per month, derived on the basis of feeder level data. Further,
CSPDCL is also directed to undertake a field level study of consumption data at
feeder level spread across the state so as to arrive at a more realistic and credible
estimation for future years. The Commission’s detailed views and ruling on sales
projection for Agriculture category for FY 2019-20, is elaborated in Chapter-7 of this
Order.

Tariff for LV-1 Domestic Category

The Objector has submitted that consumption slab size for BPL consumers should be
increased to 0-100 units from existing slab size of 0-40 units. Since, Chhattisgarh is a
power surplus state, the tariff for Domestic category should be reduced.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards determination of retail tariff, CSPDCL submitted the Commission may
take the appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the Commission to ensure
the recovery of the ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has rationalised the existing consumption slab structure for
Domestic Category. Presently, there is a separate slab for BPL consumers, i.e., 040
kWh, as Government of Chhattisgarh has been traditionally reimbursing the billed
amount to CSPDCL. However, keeping in view the fact that BPL consumers are
defined as BPL card holders only, the existing slab of up to 40 kWh is merged with 0—
100 units slab. Fixed Charges and Energy Charges has been reduced for all
consumption slabs especially for the low-income groups, so as to reduce overall tariff
for this Category.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for LV-2 Non-Domestic Category

The Objector submitted that tariff for very small shopkeeper (self-employed poor
class) should be made equivalent to 80% of Average Cost of Supply (ACoS). The
overall tariff for LV-2 Non-Domestic Category should be brought within £20% of
ACoS.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that National Tariff Policy limits the retails supply tariff of the
consumers within £20% of ACoS, and therefore, the submission of the Objector is
considerable. CSPDCL further requested the Commission to ensure the recovery of it
approved ARR for FY 2019-20 through tariff.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken the cognizance of the submission of the Objector and
rationalised the tariff for LV 2 Non-domestic category. The existing sub-categories
have been restructured on the basis of Single Phase and Three phase connection.
Accordingly, two Sub-categories have been created under this Category as LV 2.1
Single Phase Non-Domestic and LV 2.2 Three Phase Non-Domestic.

For LV 2.1 Single Phase Non-Domestic, the existing consumption slabs, along with
tariff have been rationalised. Fixed Charges have been reduced from existing Rs.
70/kW to Rs. 50/kW. Energy Charges have also been reduced. For LV 2.2 Three
Phase Non-Domestic, the demand-based tariff has been made applicable instead of
prevailing contracted load based fixed charges. The cross-subsidy level for this
category has been reduced to 128% from the existing level of 137%.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for LV5-Industry Category
The Objector submitted that:

a) Small and tiny industries are having negative growth rate of their electricity
consumption since last 6 years as they are fighting for survival. The effective steps
taken by the Commission by reducing Demand charges and giving incentives to
rural LT Industries have not provided the requisite relief.

b) The effective Tariff should be reduced, demand charges should be minimised or
eliminated, and minimum monthly bill amount should be prescribed.

c) Rural incentive of 5% on energy charges should be continued and existing Tribal
Area Incentive for Bastar and Sarguja should be fixed at 10% of energy charges,
and only one incentive should be made available.

d) There should only be three (3) sub-categories — upto 20 kW, 20kW to 75 kW and
above 75 kW, and the tariff should be made telescopic. Further, IT industry should
be merged into LV-5 and an incentive of 10% should be given to them.
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e) Only night tariff should be introduced to encourage consumption during off-peak
hours in night and to discourage consumption during peak hours.

f) Load Factor incentive should be introduced for LV Industries like HV Industries.

g) Power Factor incentive should be increased and made applicable step-wise on
each percent improvement.

h) Existing supply affording charges should be reviewed and possibility of bearing
the same by the DISCOM should be explored by allowing such expenses under
Capital Investment Plan, along with subsequent interest. Further, if any consumer
is willing to opt HV supply, supply affording tariff should be derived by adjusting
such charges paid by consumer to avail HV supply.

i) Energy security deposit (ESD) of 1.5 times the average monthly consumption
should be held instead of 2 times.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that, regarding the proposal of reduction of effective by
minimising or eliminating demand charges, continuation of rural incentive of 5%,
abolishment of connected load-based tariff, load based sub categories, introduction of
telescopic tariff, merger of IT industry, and introduction of only night tariff design,
the Commission may take the appropriate view in the matter as per Section 62 (3) of
the Electricity Act, 2003.

As regards Power Factor Incentive, CSPDCL submitted that present structure of
power factor is applicable for incentive beyond 90%. CSPDCL further submitted that
no load factor incentive has been introduced for LV Industry considering poor growth
and operation at LV industries at substantially low load factor. CSPDCL requested the
Commission to ensure the recovery of approved ARR for FY 2019-20 through tariff.

CSPDCL submitted that issues regarding supply affording charges, energy security
deposit and willingness of LT Industry Consumers to opt for HT Supply are not the
subject matter of the present Tariff Petition, and hence not replied to.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken cognizance of the submission of the Objector and
rationalised the tariff for LV 5 Industry category. Demand based tariff has been made
applicable for all sub-categories. For LV 5.1 sub-category, the load limit has been
enhanced to 25 HP so as to facilitate expansion of small-scale units.
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To facilitate expansion in existing capacity of LT Industries, the existing slabs have
been restructured as follows:

i) Upto 25 HP
i) Above 25 HP upto 150 HP

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for Telecom Operators
The Objector submitted that:

a) Suitable tariff benefit should be provided to telecom tower operators operating in
extreme interior areas of Chhattisgarh like Dantewada, Jagdalpur, etc.

b) Demand Charges are very high in the Demand Based Tariff Option in LV3 Non-
Domestic category, which is currently applicable to telecom tower operators. This
make telecom operation infeasible.

c) The Objector has requested a separate Category for telecom towers operators,
with, with lower tariff.

d) The load factor benefit proposed in FY 2019-20 by CSPDCL should be made
applicable to the telecom tower operators also.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it has suggested only three changes in the existing retail tariff
structure, which does not include the objections raised by the objector and the
Commission may the appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the
Commission to ensure the recovery of the ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken cognizance of the submission of the Objector and
rationalised the tariff for LV 5 Industry category. The existing sub-categories have
been restructured on the basis of Single Phase and Three phase connection. Also, the
Demand Charges for existing LV-3 Non-Domestic category has been reduced from
Rs. 240/kVA/month to Rs. 180/kVVA/month.

Further, in order to promote and incentivize telecom connectivity in the remote left-
wing extremism affected districts, new mobile towers, to be set up in these areas after
April 1, 2019, shall be eligible for 50% rebate in energy charges.
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The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for LV-3 Agriculture Category

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has stated load factor for agricultural
consumers as 42%, whereas well-off farmers of Haryana have load factor below 30%.
Even steel industries in Chhattisgarh have average load factor of 43%. Objector
further submitted that, instead of taking actual meter reading, CSPDCL is adjusting
the theft of electricity in the account of agricultural consumers by assessment of sales.
The Commission, in 2011, had directed CSPDCL to give only metered connections to
new consumers, but CSPDCL is still providing unmetered connections to new
consumers. Meter reading for agricultural consumers should be done regularly,
unmetered connections should be made metered, and damaged meters should be
promptly replaced. If meter reading is not done for more than 3 months or damaged
meter is not replaced within 3 months, bill for 0 consumption should be raised for the
consumers.

The Objector further submitted that temporary agricultural connections should be
made permanent. The flat rate Agricultural Tariff proposed by CSPDCL for
agricultural consumers should not be accepted because by such proposal, CSPDCL
intends to recover the shortfall of revenue due to flat rate tariff through ARR.
However, currently, the flat rate tariff option is provided by Government of
Chhattisgarh (GoCG), and short fall in tariff due to flat rate tariff is met by the
subsidy provided by GoCG. Therefore, it will put burden on other electricity
consumers of State.

The Objector further submitted that energy charges and fixed charges for agricultural
pump-sets should be reduced to Rs. 2 /kWh and Rs. 40/HP/Month, respectively.
Subsidy given should be lodged directly in consumer’s account post payment of
bills/dues. Subsidy in line erection for pump should be increased in remote areas like
Sarguja and Bastar. The onus of Power Factor improvement should be on CSPDCL,
and not on farmers. Maximum Demand of the pumps should be recorded at the
normal running time of the pump, instead of pump start up time. Further, maximum
demand of the pump should be recorded at correct voltage levels.

In the regions where domestic connection was provided to the agricultural consumers
prior to the implantation of Atal Jyoti Yojna, separate feeder should be installed for
providing domestic supply.
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The Objector submitted that, for the consumers having homes in the farm, electricity
should be supplied to household use at Agriculture tariff. For non-subsidised
agricultural consumers, existing rebate of 10% on energy charges should be
continued. He further added that, as stated on February 23, 2018 by then Chief
Minister of Chhattisgarh in Vidhaan Sabha, State Government disbursed the subsidy
of Rs. 2975 crore to 4,70,000 agricultural consumers in the state. In reality the number
of agricultural consumers in Chhattisgarh, and their billed amount is much less.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards proposal for flat rate tariff, CSPDCL submitted that under Krishak Jeevan
Jyoti Yojna, agricultural consumers, who have opted for flat rate tariff option, are
being billed for flat rate tariff. CSPDCL further submitted that, since the electricity
distribution area of the State is regulated by the Commission, the flat rate tariff issued
to the consumers should also be made a part of retails supply tariff.

As regards load factor, CSPDCL submitted that diversity factor is a major factor in
consumption of electricity by agricultural pump-sets, as a result, at the time of supply,
this load is always available. CSPDCL further submitted that there are two harvesting
seasons in Chhattisgarh, and electricity is supplied for average 18 hours per day to
agricultural consumers. Therefore, load factor depicted by CSPDCL is justified.

As regards irregular meter reading for the agricultural consumers, CSPDCL submitted
that due to various factors such as inadequate manpower in rural areas, meter installed
in the premise of consumer, lack of security, etc., meter reading for agricultural
consumers gets effected. However, CSPDCL provides assessed bills to agricultural
consumers. CSPDCL further submitted that it provides electricity meter to the
consumer at the point of supply, meter protection is the responsibility of the
consumer.

As regards subsidy, CSPDCL submitted that as per the Electricity Act, 2003, the
matter of subsidy falls under the jurisdiction of State Government.

As regards issue regarding Atal Jyoti Yojna and supply of uninterrupted power to the
Domestic Consumers, CSPDCL submitted that in compliance to the directives issued
by the Commission in previous Tariff Orders, it has provided details of shifting of
DLF Consumers from Atal Jyoti Yojna. CSPDCL submitted that, in this regard there
are only 784 consumers located in non-habitat area, for which the supply can be
arranged by solar lanterns. The further course of action for these 784 consumers
would be completed by CREDA.
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As regards power factor, CSPDCL submitted that suppression of disturbances in
voltage/current can only be achieved by installation of the capacitor banks at the point
close to source of creation of such disturbances. Further, CSPDCL submitted that it
has also installed capacitors at distribution transformers and 33/11 kV sub-stations to
maintain power factor.

As regards issue related to maximum demand shoot, CSPDCL submitted that energy
meters meet the requirements specified by the Commission to record the maximum
demand by sliding window principle of measuring average kVA or average kW as the
case may be) at the point of supply of consumer during consecutive period of 30
minutes during the billing period. CSPDCL further submitted that, the sudden in rush
of current required by the agricultural pump during starting time persists for less than
2 seconds, which is sampling period for energy meter, during which AC supply will
undergo more than 100 cycles. In case the sudden inrush exists for more than 2
seconds, equipment will be exposed to the fault, which is not the case as submitted by
the Objector.

As regards information provided by Hon’ble Chief Minister of Chhattisgarh in
Vidhaan Sabha, CSPDCL submitted that the Objector has not presented the facts
properly. CSPDCL submitted that under Jeevan Jyoti Yojna notified by GoCG, both
permanent and temporary connections are included. CSPDCL submitted that the
requisite data has been furnished in its revenue report, which has been submitted by
current tariff petition.

As regards determination of retail tariff for agricultural category, CSPDCL submitted
the Commission may the appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the
Commission to ensure the recovery of the ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken cognizance of the submission of the Objector. For LV 3
Agriculture, the energy charges are reduced to Rs. 4.40/kWh from the present level of
Rs. 4.70/kWh. Also, power factor surcharge of 35 paise per kWh has been done away
with. Further, regarding the temporary connection, a separate directive has been given
to CSPDCL that, for a farmer requiring temporary agriculture pump connection more
than once within a period of one year from the date of disconnection of the previous
connection, no fresh paper formalities would be required.



CSERC Tariff Order FY 2019-20 25

2.2.7

2.2.8

Tariff for Huller Mills

The Objector submitted that the tariff for Huller Mills up to 15 HP connected load,
Demand/Fixed Charges should set in the range of Rs. 0 to 10 /HP/month.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards determination of retail tariff, CSPDCL submitted that the Commission
may take an appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the Commission to
ensure the recovery of the approved ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken due cognizance of the submission of the Objector and
rationalised the tariff for LV 5 Industry category. Demand based tariff has been made
applicable for all sub-categories. However, the Demand Charges have been kept at the
existing level, even though there is shift to demand based tariff. Also, for LV 5.1 sub-
category, the load limit has been extended upto 25 HP so as to accommodate
expansion of small-scale units. The energy charges are reduced from Rs. 3.80/kWh to
Rs 3.60/kWh.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Separate category for hospitals, clinics and nursing homes.

The Objector submitted that the hospitals, clinics and nursing homes are currently
billed under LV-2 Non-domestic Category. A separate category for hospitals, clinics
and nursing homes should be created, and should be charged minimal tariff.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it has suggested only three changes in the existing retail tariff
structure, which does not include the objections raised by the objector and the
Commission may take an appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the
Commission to ensure the recovery of the ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has not created a separate Tariff category for hospitals, clinics and
nursing homes. Moreover, the Commission has taken cognizance of the submission of
Objector and has rationalised the tariff for LV 2 Non-Domestic Category. The
Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in Chapter-
8 of this Order.
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Tariff for Railways
The Objector has submitted that:
a) Favourable tariff should be formulated for Railways, at it is the bulk customer.

b) Railway Traction Tariff (HV-1 Category) as proposed by CSPDCL should be
further reduced at the level of net power purchase cost of CSPDCL.

c) For non-traction load of railways, LV-6 Public Utility category should be
applicable as railways is a public utility.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards formulation of favourable tariff for railways and reduction of tariff of HV-
1 category to the level of net power purchase cost, CSPDCL submitted that
introduction of monthly Load Factor rebate of 30% on the energy charges for HV-1
category when the load factor is about 20%, has effectively reduced the ABR for this
category. CSPDCL requested the Commission to continue the existing tariff
applicable for HV-1 category without any change.

As regards consideration of non-traction load of railways under public utility
category, CSPDCL submitted that specific tariff has been framed by the Commission
for bulk supply at one point to establishment, which is applicable to the consumers
like railways for load other than the traction load. The bifurcation of demand charges
and energy charges is on the basis of load factor, which has commercial implications,
and optimum usage of contracted load is within the control of consumers. CSPDCL
further submitted that inclusion of non-traction load under ‘LV 6-Public Utilities’
category may observe the constraint of simultaneous HV and LV supply within the
same premise.

Commission’ View

The Commission, in Tariff Order for FY 2018-19, had designed the tariff of the
Railway in a way such that it balances the interest of the consumers and Petitioner. A
significant reduction in tariff has been considered for Railways. For FY 2019-20, the
applicable tariff and conditions has been kept at existing level. The Commission’s
detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for HV-3 Other industrial and General Purpose Non-Industrial category

The Objector submitted that, because of steep increase in electricity tariff for HV-3
Other industrial and General Purpose Non-Industrial category over the years, its
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production from textile mills have stopped and the plant operations have become
unviable. The electricity tariff should be reduced to make plant operations viable.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Objector belongs to HV-3 Category, which generates
15% to 18% of the revenue for CSPDCL and has wide spread of electricity usage.
Further, the Category has classification on the basis of Load Factor, which is
effectively billed as per the capacity of the consumer to use its contract demand.
CSPDCL further submitted that the reason of high electricity tariff submitted by the
Obijector is not considerable as there are other textile industries in the state which are
not facing any problem.

CSPDCL submitted that the tariff determination is the prerogative of the Commission
and requested the Commission to ensure the recovery of its ARR through tariff.
Commission’s View

The Commission has taken due cognizance of the submission of the Objector and

rationalised the tariff for HV-3 category.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for poha, pulses and murmura industries

The Objector submitted that:

a) 50 % rebate in Demand Charges in Energy Charges should be given.

b) Meter rent for HT connection should not be more than Rs. 300 per month

c) Consumers having Contracted Load upto 300 kW should not be put under Load
Factor regime.

d) For HT connection, load factor for applicability of different tariff should be
changed from 15% to 30%.

e) For HT connections upto 300 kVA, demand charges and energy charges
applicable to LT connections should be made applicable.

f) 5% incentive applicable to MSMEs in rural areas should be made available in
urban areas as well.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that this industry is covered under HV-3 Tariff Category, wherein
Demand Charges are applicable as per load factor, and CSPDCL realises 15% of its
total revenue from this category. CSPDCL further submitted that Demand Charges
provides fixed revenue to it, which is important to meet fixed costs. Therefore, no
changes should be made in Demand Charges.

As regards determination of retail tariff, CSPDCL submitted that the Commission
may take an appropriate view in the matter. CSPDCL requested the Commission to
ensure the recovery of the ARR through revenue for FY 2019-20.

As regards demand charges and energy charges for HT connections, CSPDCL
submitted that the Commission has determined separate tariff for LT and HT
category.

As regards incentive for MSMEs in urban areas, CSPDCL submitted that, currently, it
is applicable for LT in rural areas. CSPDCL submitted that, it would be prudent to
provide any such rebate without detailed analysis of the matter.

Commission’s View

The Commission has taken due cognizance of the submission of the Objector and
accordingly rationalised the tariff for HV-3 category.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff applicable to Steel Tube Mill

The Objector submitted that Steel Tube Mill should be included under HV-4 Steel
Industries category. Demand and Energy Charges should be charged at 1.25 times and
1.5 times of the normal tariff applicable to the consumers for the excess demand to the
extent of 20% of the contracted demand and beyond 20% of the contracted demand,
respectively.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards inclusion of Steel Tube Mill in HV-3 Steel Industries category, CSPDCL
submitted that it is the request to enlarge the scope of HV-4 Category. Currently, there
is no specific mention of Steel Tube Mill in the existing terms of applicability of
tariff, and by default, HV-3 Tariff is applicable to all such purposes having no specific
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tariff. CSPDCL further submitted that applicability of any tariff pro utilisation is
prerogative of the Commission.

As regards objector’s submissions regarding Demand Charges and Energy Charges,
CSPDCL submitted that the usage of excess demand over and above contracted
capacity falls under unauthorised use of electricity, and the statutory provision under
Section 126 of the Electricity Act, 2003 provides for a penalty of two times of
applicable tariff for unauthorised use.

Commission’s View

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff of HV-4 Steel Category

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has a surplus of Rs. 2193.59 crore for FY
2019-20. The carry forward losses in FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 are mainly on
account of Hon’ble APTEL Judgement, which is notional in nature and has actually
created a cash surplus situation for CSPDCL. This surplus should be used to reduce
the retail supply tariff for FY 2019-20. The tariff for HV-4 Steel Industries should be
reduced by 25%. The Objector further submitted that:

a) The outstanding dues of Rs. 3,000 crore stuck with railways is burden on the
Chhattisgarh State Electricity Consumers.

b) Monthly load factor rebate should be 20% for a load factor of 70%.

c) Power off hours of minimum 60 hours per month should be considered while
calculating the load factor discount. Another Objector submitted that Non-supply
hours for calculation of Load Factor should be considered as 36 hours per month
instead of 30 hours per month proposed by CSPDCL.

d) All national holidays and gazetted holidays should be should be considered as
non-supply days for calculation of load factor.

e) Separate tariff for Mini Steel Plants should be created.
f) Off-peak ToD rates should be revised to 70% from existing 75%

g) Increase the tariff difference of 40 paisa to 50 paisa applicable to 132 kV Steel
Industries, considering low line loss and O&M Expenses to supply on 132 kV as
compared to 33 kV and 11 kV and excess burden incurred to avail 132 kV supply
by the consumer.
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h) Increase the present limit of load factor incentive from 15% to 20%, proposed for
the load factor from 55% to 74%.

i) Night time off-peak hours timings should be changed to 10 pm to 6 am instead of
existing 11 pm to 5 am.

j) Increase the limit of permitted increase in contract demand for off-peak
consumption during the night to 35% from 20%. This would allow steel plants to
consumer surplus power available with CSPDCL during night.

k) CSPDCL is continuously applying the method specified by Hon’ble APTEL in its
Judgement on Appeal No. 102 of 2010, dated May 30, 2011, for calculating cost
of supply and proposing tariff accordingly, without considering the availability of
metering network and availability of actual voltage wise losses. Therefore,
voltage-wise cost of supply should be considered for determining the tariff for
various voltage level consumers.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that Objector’s request is based on the standalone surplus of RS.
2476.22 crore for FY 2018-19 and outstanding amount of Rs. 3000 crore with
railways. Both these grounds cannot be taken into the consideration because:

a) Surplus of FY 2018-19 shown by Objector has not been subject to the scrutiny of
MYT Regulations, 2015, as the true up for FY 2018-19 is not done yet.

b) The contention about revenue of Rs. 3000 crore from railways has no basis at this
stage, as the same related to the billing dispute between erstwhile CSEB and
Railways, and is presently sub-judice with Arbitration Tribunal. Further, the
revenue status of CSPDCL is under regulatory scrutiny and the treatment of same
is subjected to prudence check under provisions of tariff regulations.

As regards revenue surplus status during FY 2019-20, that it has taken the same into
consideration while proposing the retail supply tariff for FY 2019-20. Further,
CSPDCL requested the Commission for the protection and recovery of its approved
ARR.

As regards increase in tariff difference between 132 kV Steel Industries and rest of the
Steel Industries, CSPDCL submitted that retail tariff of any category should be within
+ 20% of ACoS. Steel Industry, being power intensive, pays 18% of revenue to
CSPDCL. Further, as per provisions of existing Tariff Order, Steel Industry category
avails a benefit of almost 11% concession in energy charges on account of load factor
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incentive and ToD billing. Any further reduction in tariff would result into lower
ABR, consequently affecting the retail consumer tariffs of other categories.

As regards modification of Load factor Incentive structure, CSPDCL submitted that
more than 15% of the consumers under HV-4 Category are availing the benefit of
load factor rebate under the existing framework and; any relaxation in lower limit
would result in the revenue loss for CSPDCL.

As regards non-supply hours for the computation of load factor, CSPDCL submitted
that the same is determined on the basis of average annual interruption due to all
possible reasons, including emergency and shutdowns.

As regards consideration of national holidays and gazetted holidays as off-supply
days for the computation of Load factor, CSPDCL submitted that the availability of
supply at consumer’s point of supply carries prime importance from commercial point
of view, including during national holidays and gazetted holidays as electricity falls
under emergency services. The onus to run factory on each day is on the consumer.

As regards increase of off-peak consumption demand limit during night, CSPDCL
submitted that due to this, the capacity of the distribution system feeding the
consumer supply may get adversely affected, and may also affect the supply
reliability of the adjoining consumers.

As regards Voltage-wise Cost of Supply, CSPDCL submitted that, this proposal of
Objector should not be considered as in the Hon’ble APTEL’s Judgement in Appeal
No. 131, 134, 151 and 185 of 2012 in the matter of Bihar Chamber of Commerce vs
Bihar Electricity Regulatory Commission, issue related determination of category
wise cost of supply and adjustment of category wise loss thereon to determine
applicable tariff for different class of consumers has been decided. CSPDCL
submitted that as per the aforesaid Judgement, Voltage-wise Cost of Supply
calculated in its present Petition, being indicative in nature, should not be used for
determination of retail tariff.

Commission’s View

The Commission has considered the past revenue gap/(surplus) arising out of final
True-up for past years for CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPDCL for reducing the
overall tariff for all consumer categories. For HV-4 Steel Industries, the Commission
has reduced Demand Charges by Rs. 10 per KVA per month across all voltage levels.
The existing scheme of Load Factor Incentive starting from 65% upto 79% has been
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restructured to 63% upto 77% to enable relatively small units to achieve load factor
incentive. The power-off (non-supply) hours shall be considered as 30 hours per
month for computation of monthly load factor.

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Tariff for rolling mills

The Objector submitted that Average Billing Rate of Rs. 5/kWh should be made
applicable for Rolling Mills and load factor limit should be changed from 25% to
35%. For all industries in the State, flat rate tariff plan should be made applicable,
which would include load factor rebate.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that rolling mills operate in a single 12-hour shift. Further, as per
technical requirements of rolling mills, maximum demand occurs for very limited
time only, which is reflected in their monthly energy consumption. As a result of
operation at low load factor, load charges for this industry appear to be high. To
address this anomaly, different energy charges and demand charges have been
determined for different ranges of load factor. CSPDCL, accordingly, requested the
Commission to keep demand charges and energy for this category unchanged.

As regards proposal for flat tariff for all industries, CSPDCL submitted that as per
previous years’ Tariff Orders determined by the Commission, different tariff has been
made applicable for high load and very high load industries, as per their consumption
pattern, and same should be continued.

Commission’s View

The Commission has increased the Load Factor limit for 33 kV and 11 kV sub-
categories from the existing level of 25% to 35%, exclusively for Rolling Mills
consumers. Further, the Commission has also reduced Demand Charges by Rs. 10 per
kVA per month for rolling mills consumers. The Commission’s detailed tariff
philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in Chapter-8 of this Order.

Digital Billing

The Objector submitted that, since all electricity bills are available on CSPDCL
website, the paper billing should be stopped. CSPDCL should pass benefit to the
consumers opting for the digital bills instead of paper bills.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the facility of digital electricity bills is already in service for
electricity consumers of the state from October, 2013. For this purpose, the consumer
has to register under ‘e-Sewa’ provided by CSPDCL and the details regarding the

same are available on CSPDCL’s website.

Commission’s View

Presently, there is no scheme to incentivise digital billing and online payment of bills.
Accordingly, the Commission would strive towards putting in place appropriate
mechanism to promote the same.

Power Factor Incentive and Surcharge
The Objector submitted that

a) No consumer should be penalised without verifying the power factor from
electricity meter installed by CSPDCL. Power Factor should be mentioned in
monthly bill, so that consumer can take necessary action to maintain the power
factor as desired by CSPDCL.

b) Power Factor Penalty should not be charged from Municipal Corporations.

c) Power Factor Incentive is being charged on street lights, which is against CSERC
Supply Code. Further, no power factor surcharge is applicable as per existing
Tariff Order, but CSPDCL is still charging it and this practice should be stopped.

d) Like LT connections, Power Factor Incentive should be made applicable to HT
connections also.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Objector has raised billing issue related to several
Telecom Towers, where LT Connection with contract demand ranging between 7 kW
to 35 kW exists. The billing issue is not related to the current tariff petition and should
be taken up with concerned field officers. Further, CSPDCL submitted that billing of
Power Factor Incentive and Surcharge to LT Consumers is in alignment with
provisions notified in Clause 9.1.10 of Tariff Order for FY 2018-19.

Ass regards power factor for HT categories, CSPDCL submitted that currently, kVAh
billing is done for HT consumers, under which power factor is already accounted for.
Therefore, power factor incentive is required for HT category consumers.
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As regards power factor incentive being charged on street lights, CSPDCL submitted
that the matter is a regular billing related issue, which is not the subject matter of its
current Petition. CSPDCL further submitted that Objector should present its case to
the appropriate division.

Commission’s View

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Waiver of OA Charges for Firm Renewable Energy Projects

The objector submitted that firm Renewable Energy (FRE) sources are the projects
with co-located storage solutions with solar PV and/or Wind projects, rendering firm
and dispatchable generation, which lends great advantage to DISCOMs. The
intermittent nature of renewable energy generation makes demand-supply balancing
difficult for LDCs, and also leads to stranding of the thermal capacity, lower PLFs,
and frequent ramp-ups and ramp-downs. The natural RE generation (wind and solar)
is also rigid and not responsive to demand, and therefore, are not suitable to match the
demand pattern of the country on isolated / stand-alone basis. As the percentage
contribution of variable RE (VRE) increases in the overall generation mix of India,
there will be an increasing challenge of meeting base load requirement. Therefore, it
iIs necessary to VRE to being able to service the base load and on-demand
requirements. FRE projects offer the most feasible solution to address these
challenges as it can eliminate the ‘hidden’ grid balancing cost of Rs. 3.50/kWh FRE
projects can also provide additional operational benefits to DISCOMs as they do not
suffer from intermittency issues. They can internally store the excess generation when
the supply is not needed, and then extend the supply hours to respond to the demand,
thereby supply power on demand. The Objector suggested for granting of complete
waiver of OA charges (Cross-subsidy Surcharge, Additional Surcharge, Transmission
Charges and Wheeling Charges) to OA consumers on the power consumed from FRE
generating projects for the useful life of the project or 25 years, whichever is lesser,
provided that the projects are commissioned before 2024.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the request of complete waiver of OA Charges for FRE
projects should not be considered because the rates for intra-state open access
electricity are Nil, i.e., the consumers who have intra-state open access do not have to
pay transmission charges, wheeling charges and SLDC operating charges. However,
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cross subsidy surcharge for renewable energy is 50% of the rates of CSS applicable
for consumers sourcing electricity through conventional sources.

CSPDCL further submitted that the carriage of additional power in intra-state
network, including distribution system on 33 kV would involve additional costs.
CSPDCL also submitted that this proposal would have commercial implications as the
revenue generated from sale of power to Open Access consumers comes under non-
tariff income. Therefore, any reduction of revenue under this head would
consequently burden the normal electricity consumers of Chhattisgarh.

CSPDCL further submitted that the condition of considering FRE projects
commissioned before 2024 is discriminatory and objector has furnished no reasons to
support this.

CSPTCL submitted the of waiver of OA Charges for the Open Access consumers
sourcing power from FRE projects is the prerogative of the Commission.

Commission’s View

Presently, transmission, wheeling and SLDC Operating Charges have been waived for
Open Access consumers availing supply from Renewable Energy sources through
open access. However, cross subsidy surcharge is payable at the rate of 50% of Cross-
subsidy Surcharge. In order to promote Solar Energy transactions, Cross-subsidy
Surcharge is being waived for open access solar power consumers.

Wheeling of power under intra-state Open Access

The Objector submitted that the Charges and losses for intra-state open access should
be reduced. The transmission charges should be reduced to 15 paise/lkWh and
transmission loss should be reduced to 2%. For intra-state open access (STOA), in the
event of force shut down, the seller has to inform the concerned SLDC regarding the
forced shut down, which is effective from 00:00 hours of the next day and the
downward revision is permitted only twice per month. The Objector requested that in
case of forced shut down, it should be applicable from the next 4™ block after
intimidation to the concerned SLDC. Further, the clause of downward revision
permitted only twice per month should be removed. The declaration of quantum of
power should be done on day ahead basis.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards reduction of intra State OA Charges, and transmission charges and losses,
CSPDCL submitted that transmission charges and losses are notified after the
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prudence check by the Commission. Transmission Charges are the mode of recovery
of ARR and any reduction in intra-state OA charges would adversely affect the tariff
income of the utility, which will ultimately burden the normal electricity consumers.

As regards the issue of ‘forced shut down’ and ‘declaration of quantum of power’
raised by the Objector, CSPDCL submitted that it does not relate to the subject matter
of the Petition. CSPDCL further submitted that the tariff Petition is filed under the
Section 61 of the Electricity Act, 2003, and the Tariff Order is issued as per Section
64 of the Electricity Act, 2003, which have no consideration to the context raised by
the Objector.

CSPTCL submitted that the rate of transmission charge and loss for intra state open
access are the prerogative of the Commission. As regards the forced shut down and
declaration of quantum, CSPTCL stated that matter related to the amendment of
Regulation 8.3 of ABT and DSM Regulations, 2016, which is in the purview of the
Commission.

Commission’s View

The Commission is of view that the issue is not related to the present Petition under
consideration. However, the Commission notes the issue and will be dealt
appropriately.

Settlement of energy at drawal point in case of Multiple Supply Consumer

The Objector submitted that, for the purpose of levy of contract demand by CSPDCL,
the quantum of power should be proportionate to contract demand quantum as well as
open access quantum. As per current provisions, in case of solar and wind generators
having capacity less than 5 MW, the generator shall be considered as the first supplier
and the supply in excess of actual open access supply by the generator in the same
time block is deemed to have been supplied by CSPDCL. This provision should be
made applicable for all intra-state OA consumers.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the issues raised by CSPDCL does not relate to the subject
matter of the Petition. CSPDCL further submitted that the tariff Petition is filed under
the Section 61 of the Electricity Act, 2003, and the Tariff Order is issued as per
Section 64 of the Electricity Act, 2003, which have no consideration to the context
raised by the Objector.
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2.3

231

Commission’s View

The Commission is of view that the issue is not related to the present Petition under
consideration. However, the Commission notes the issue and will be dealt
appropriately.

Miscellaneous Objections

The other Objectors submitted that the following observations can be made from the
Tariff Petition of CSPDCL.:

a) In order to prevent theft and loss, AB Cables should be installed, or High Voltage
Distribution System should be introduced.

b) To reduce transparency and reduce delays in new connection, existing status of
transformer load should be made online.

c) In case of DG sets, the licence requirement and electricity cess should be
discontinued.

d) The electricity tariff should be hiked only once in three years.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards AB Cables, high voltage distribution system, making status of connection
online, and licence requirements for DG sets, CSPDCL submitted that the issues are
not the subject matter of present Petition.

As regards Objector’s proposal of tariff hike to be done only once in three (3) years,
CSPDCL submitted that revised proposal for determination ARR and determination
of Tariff is filed as per the provisions of MYT Regulations.

Commission’s View

The Commission’s detailed tariff philosophy and categorisation are elaborated in
Chapter-8 of this Order.

Objections on True-up for FY 2016-17 and Provisional True up for FY 2017-18
for CSPGCL

Purchase of poor-quality Coal at higher price

The Objector has submitted that CSPGCL has purchased lower GCV coal at higher
price than fixed by South Eastern Coalfields Limited (SECL) during FY 2016-17 in
HTPS and KWTPP, leading to the revenue loss of Rs. 97.63 crore. CSPGCL has
purchased lower GCV coal at higher price than fixed by SECL during FY 2016-17 for
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DSPM, leading to the revenue loss of Rs. 163.57 crore. Instead of claiming this
excessive amount from SECL, CSPGCL preferred to recover this cost from Retail
Consumers through Fuel Cost Adjustment.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPGCL submitted that as per Fuel Supply Agreement (FSA), GCV, on the basis of
which classification of coal is made and prices are charged is defined as GCV on
‘Equilibrated Basis' or 'Conditioned Moisture basis'. As per applicable standards
mentioned in standard FSA document of Coal India the to measure the Equilibrated
GCV, sample is conditioned for 72 hours at 40-degree centigrade temperature and
60% relative humidity and then the test is carried out in a standard laboratory.
However, the firing in boiler takes place under actual conditions, wherein, coal
contains inherent moisture as well as surface moisture, whereas in the conditioned
sample (as per 1S) the surface moisture gets evaporated and only the 'Inherent' or
‘Conditioned" moisture survives. CSPGCL further submitted that it's not possible to
condition the coal for 72 hours before feeding to the boiler and is fed to the boiler on
as it is basis. Due to presence of surface moisture the actual GCV of coal is lower.
This GCV which is available for utilisation in the boiler is called GCV on TM basis,
where TM stands for Total Moisture. The formula for conversion of GCV on
equilibrated basis to GCV on TM basis is again specified in the IS itself.

CSPGCL further submitted that due to various technical reasons, there is a
deterioration in coal quality from the loading point to the coal bunker.

As regards HTPS, CSPGCL submitted that, at HTPS, during the year out of 365 days,
the normal coal stock (10 days or more) was available only for 42 days. Out of these
42 days 41 days were from 19" February to 31% March. For a very large number of
days the stock was in 'Supercritical” zone and "Critical* zone. Critical and
Supercritical stock is defined by Central Electricity Authority (CEA) as stocks lower
than seven (7) days and three (3) days, respectively. As the coal receipt dips below the
coal consumption, more and more old stock has to be fed to boiler. When stock comes
below the supercritical zone, practically, the generator is forced to dig into the carpet
coal. As such situation arises rarely, the carpet coal age is usually more than a year.
Older the stock higher is the stacking losses. According to a well-known and
acknowledged study, the stacking losses in a coal yard is around 600 kCal/kg per
year. The stacking loss alone, as estimated by CEA is to about 35 kCal/kg per month.
Additionally, as far as carpet coal is concerned, with open storage on earthen soil, the
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carpet coal quality deteriorates as it mixes with sand and soil and also absorbs
considerable moisture from ground.

As regards DSPM, CSPGCL submitted that SECL started supply of some of the coal
from Surakachar mines. The average designated grade of Surakachar Mine is G-5.
The FSA allows SECL to supply coal of any grade from any mine and refusal to
accept coal may have severe repercussions. CSPGCL further submitted that DSPM
TPS is one of the cheapest sources of power in state and thus, resorting to non-
utilisation of coal being supplied by SECL and part loading of machines in a plant
running at higher than normative PAF was not a prudent option. With better than
normative parameters, more loading at DSPM was beneficial to all stakeholders.
However, G-5 grade coal is much costlier than the G-11 grade coal. A comparison of
cost per 1000 kCal GCV reveals that the 65 grade coal costs about 81% higher than
the G-11 Coal As per coal price notification, rate and CV do not follow a linear
relationship. A mix of G5 with G-12 giving the same heat value costs higher than the
G-11 of the same heat value- Thus it is not -prudent to draw any inference on the
basis of average rate and compare it with cost derived from CV. All payments have
been made in accordance to the standard FSA terms and there is no wasteful
expenditure.

CSPGCL submitted that the coal bills are issued by the coal company on the basis of
declared grade for that mine, which has to be paid as per FSA. The grade of coal for a
mine / colliery is declared annually by the Coal Controller, an organization under
Ministry of Coal, Government of India. The designation is done by the Coal
Controller on the basis of a laid down sampling procedure. The samples are drawn
randomly on at least 3 different dates spaced at a minimum interval of 7 days and
grade is determined by taking the average of the samples. For any particular rake / lot
against grade up / down, supplementary bill / credit note is issued by coal company on
settlement. As and when a debit / credit note is realized, CSPGCL earnestly passes it
on to the beneficiary through the bimonthly FCA bill itself. Therefore, it is incorrect
to allege that CSPGCL raises no claim against grade slippages. CSPGCL submitted
that in FY 2016-17, at HTPS/KWTPP, 38 credit claims have succeeded, realized and
passed to beneficiaries in the subsequent FCA bills.

Regarding adjustment amount charged by Coal company and shown in the petition,
CSPGCL submitted that the amount is part of FCA and as the revenue indicated in the
petition include the FCA income on expense side also, the same is included. The
details of the adjustment amount have been submitted with respective FCA bills.
However, for ready reference it is submitted that major part of the adjustment amount



40

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2019-20

2.3.2

2.3.3

pertains to the DMF arrears, which was imposed w.e.f. 12th January 2015 but the
arrears for the previous years (about 15 months) were raised by SECL in FY 2016-17.

Commission’s View

The Commission examined the submissions made by the objector and CSPGCL. The
Commission is in agreement with the submission made by CSPGCL.

Double counting of railway freight

The Objector submitted that CSPGCL has claimed Rs. 64.67 crore as railway freight
charges for DSPM for FY 2016-17, which was already claimed in the coal bills raised
by SECL, leading to the double counting. CSPGCL should provide the clarification
for such expenditure.

Petitioner’s Reply

Regarding the railway freight charge, CSPGCL submitted that SECL does not charge
any rail freight, and same has not been claimed by CSPGCL under the head ‘payment
made to Coal Company'. In the FCA bills too, the amount is shown separately.
CSPGCL further submitted that the sum total of transportation charges appearing in
the bimonthly FCA bills also matches with the Transportation charges claimed in the
petition. CSPGCL submitted that the Objector, from the breakup of transportation
charges, has picked up only one part of the transportation charges. The Railway
charges are categorized under two different heads, Freight Charges and Engine
Hauling Charges. Railway issues separate bills against the two which are paid by
CSPGCL separately. CSPGCL further submitted that both are towards transportation
of coal and hence qualify under Coal Transportation charges of Rs 64.67 crore.

Commission’s View

The Commission examined the submissions made by the objector and CSPGCL. The
Commission is in agreement with the submission made by CSPGCL.

Cost of Generation in Marwa TPP during FY 2016-17

The Objector submitted that the Commission had approved Annual Fixed Cost of Rs.
2/unit for ABVTPP, whereas CSPGCL has claimed Annual Fixed Cost of Rs. 1286.20
crore for ABVTPP for FY 2016-17, which is in excess by Rs. 701.51 crore. For FY
2016-17, ABVTPP alone had huge revenue deficit of Rs. 709.58 crore, whereas all
other thermal power plants had revenue surplus of Rs. 400.27 crore. ABVTPP was
originally planned with Capital Cost of Rs. 6317.10 crore, for the installed capacity of
1000 MW. However, the final cost was provisionally assessed as Rs. 8,893 crore and
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the installed capacity was reduced to 834 MW. Further, the project was completed
with a massive delay of 42-44 months. This high revenue deficit of ABVTPP is
caused because of high Capital cost, inefficient operation, faulty planning, major
failure of new machineries, etc. The cost of all such inefficiencies and deficiencies on
part of CSPGCL should not be passed on to the consumers.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards capital cost for ABVTPP, CSPGCL submitted that issue is not the subject
matter of the current Petition, and has no locus for consideration.

As regards Annual Fixed Cost, CSPGCL submitted that the Objector has mixed up the
provisional order with the final order. The provisional tariff in the Order dated March
31, 2016, in terms of Annual Fixed Cost, per unit cost had limited applicability, and it
got superseded by the Commission’s tariff order for FY 2017-18, which further
attained finality with the final Order dated July 7, 2018. CSPGCL further submitted
that Annual Fixed Cost is a fixed cost, as is not represented in Rs. /kWh, and; if the
proposal of the Objector is accepted, the consumers will get deprived of the sharing of
gains, and will have to pay fixed cost Rs. 2.70/kWh for all the time to come.

As regards capacity of ABVTPP, CSPGCL submitted that 834 MW capacity indicated
for the first year of operation is the proportionate capacity computed for full year (due
to COD of Unit #2 on July 31). For FY 2017-18, installed capacity of ABVTPP has
been considered as 1000 MW only.

Commission’s View

The Commission in its Order dated March July 7, 2018 had approved the capital cost
of ABVTPP after due prudence check. The same capital cost has been considered for
the purpose of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY 2017-18.
For undertaking the true-up for ABVTPP, the Commission had sought additional
details/information and justification from CSPGCL regarding ABVTPP.

The Commission has undertaken the True-ups based on the available data and
reconciliation of expenses submitted by CSPGCL with accounts. The Commission’s
analysis for the true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY 2017-18 is
elaborated in Chapter-3 of this Order.
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3.1

3.2

FINAL TRUE-UP FOR FY 2016-17 AND PROVISIONAL
TRUE-UP OF ARR FOR FY 2017-18 FOR CSPGCL

Background

In accordance with the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, CSPGCL has filed this
Petition for final true-up of FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up of FY 2017-18 for its
existing Thermal Generating Stations, viz., HTPS, KTPS (East), DSPM TPS, 500
MW Korba West TPP, and Hasdeo Bango Hydro power plant and Marwa TPP.

CSPGCL submitted that it has filed the Petition based on audited annual accounts for
FY 2016-17 and provisional annual account of FY 2017-18. CSPGCL submitted that
provisional true-up of FY 2016-17 has already been completed by the Commission in
the previous year.

As regards ABV TPP, the Commission vide its Order dated July 7, 2018 had
approved the ARR and tariff for the period from FY 2018-19 to FY 2020-21. In this
Order, the Commission had not undertaken the provisional true-up for FY 2016-17 for
the reasons mentioned in that Order.

Generation Capacity of Existing Generating Stations

The details of the existing Generating Stations are shown in the following Table:

Table 3-1: Generation Capacity (MW) of existing Generating Stations

Sr. . No. of Units& Capacity
No. Particulars (MW)
1 Korba East Thermal Power Station (KTPS) (4x50) +(2x120) = 440 MW
2 Hasdeo Thermal Power Station (HTPS) 4x210 = 840 MW

1x500 MW Korba West Thermal Power Plant _
3 (KWTPP) 1x500 MW=500 MW

Dr. Shyama Prasad Mukherjee Thermal Power

Station (DSPM) 2x250=500 MW

5 Mini Mata Hasdeo Bango Hydro Electric Project | 3x40=120 MW

Atal Bihari Vajpayee Thermal Power Plant

(ABVTPP), Janjgir Champa 2x500 = 1000 MW
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3.3

Normative Annual Plant Availability Factor (NAPAF)
CSPGCL’s submission

CSPGCL submitted NAPAF for existing Generating stations, except for ABVTPP
(for which the provisional truing up was not done) is same as submitted by it in
provisional true-up petition. CSPGCL submitted the actual PAF for its stations for FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as compared to NAPAF approved by the Commission in the
MYT Order is as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-2: Actual Plant Availability Factor for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted
by CSPGCL

Station FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

KTPS 58.27% 51.82%
HTPS 80.63% 75.49%
DSPM 93.10% 96.30%
KWTPP 76.50% 92.10%
ABVTPP 33.24% 65.31%

As regards DSPM, CSPGCL submitted that PAF for FY 2016-17 is at the same level
as considered in the provisional true up for FY 2016-17. The sharing of gains and
losses has been computed in the manner adopted by the Commission in provisional
true-up of FY 2016-17. Further, DSPM has performed better than the norms specified
by the Commission during FY 2017-18.

As regards HTPS and KWTPP, CSPGCL submitted that HTPS and KWTPP have
performed better than the norms specified by the Commission during FY 2017-18.

As regards KTPS, CSPGCL submitted that throughout the year, the old units suffered
from technological obsolescence, coal shortages, etc. CSPGCL further submitted that
with advancement of technology, some of the hardware/software support has also
dried up, and with imminent retirement of the units, capital investment could also not
be taken up.

As regards ABVTPP, CSPGCL submitted that the prime reason for the low PAF
during FY 2016-17 was outage of Unit I on account of high vibration and problems in
barring. The machine has been supplied and erection / commissioning has been done
by BHEL. On May 14, 2016, the barring jammed. The efforts were made for in-site
corrections however, as last measure, HP inner casing and rotor had to be sent to
BHEL Hardwar works. The matter for speedy restoration was taken up at the highest
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levels. The complete de-blading and re-blading with new blades in 5 stages and
replacement of all inter stage and shaft sealing fins of HP rotor and inner casing were
carried out. The restoration work was got done at the cost of BHEL. Also, CSPGCL
submitted that further details will be submitted upon contract closure. After
restoration, the machine was synchronized again on March 12, 2017. Finally, BHEL
vide Technical Circular dated March 23, 2017, confirmed that, if two out of 14/16
signals from X or Y direction shaft vibration probe or bearing pedestal exceed 300
microns, tripping at time delay of one second shall be released. Currently, the
machine is being operated within that range only. In addition to this, R- phase GT of
Unit 2 also witnessed gas formation and had to be replaced.

In this regard, CSPGCL further submitted that, apart from the teething technical
trouble, ABVTPP also witnessed partial loading due to critical coal stock and even if,
there would have none of the above two incidents, with the coal made available by
SECL, the maximum achievable PLF would have been not been more than 37% for
FY 2016-17. CSPGCL submitted that major reason for deviation from performance
parameters in FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 was coal shortage.

CSPGCL submitted that ABVTPP had the coal assurance from the start but it had to
face coal shortages due to unforeseen and uncontrollable circumstances. Originally,
Parsa Coal Block was allocated to ABVTPP. Firstly, it was suffered due to Change in
law (Environment policy related to Go/ No-go) and then subsequent to Hon’ble
Supreme Court order on Coal block allocation policy wherein the allocation was
cancelled by Gol. The tapered linkage was also withdrawn. The Order of the Hon’ble
Supreme Court on coal block allocation policy was an uncontrollable factor for
CSPGCL.

In view of the simultaneous de-allocation of number of coal blocks throughout the
country and cancellation of tapered linkages too, the number of power projects got
stranded. CSPGCL submitted that, for Central and State Public Sector Undertakings,
vide OM dated February 8, 2016, Ministry of Coal, Government of India, introduced
a policy guideline for grant of “Bridge Linkage”, whose policy para (vii), (viil) and
(ix) are shown as under:

“(vii) As there are constraints in availability of coal and in view of the
negative coal balance, CIL/ SCCL shall endeavour to supply 75% of agreed
Requirement’ of coal where ‘Agreed Requirement’ is calculated at 90% of
normative requirement of the plant at 85% PLF. There shall be no minimum
assured quantity. Coal will be supplied on “best effort basis” after meeting
existing contractual obligations of coal companies.
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(viii) There shall be no penalty for supply of coal below Agreed Requirement.

(ix) Fuel Supply Agreement (FSA) shall not be signed between EUP and coal
company. The coal will be supplied on best effort MOU basis.”

Accordingly, CSPGCL submitted that, as per ‘Bridge Linkage’ Policy:
a) Agreed Requirement of coal = Coal required for 76.5% PLF (90% of 85%)
b) Best effort of Coal Company = Coal required for 57.375% (75% of 76.5%)

c) Minimum assured quantity of coal to be supplied = Nil.

CSPGCL further submitted that Coal India and Ministry of Coal, Government of
India were not confident that even this much coal could be supplied. It was the most
optimistic scenario, under Best Effort basis. CSPGCL further submitted that because
of all out efforts made by it to pursue its case for higher supplies in FY 2017-18,
CSPGCL was able to bring in more than 50,000 tons of coal in excess of what Coal
India Limited and Ministry of Coal, Government of India expected on the best effort
basis. In the ideal condition, this would have implied maximum PAF of about
69.47%.

Accordingly, CSPGCL requested the Commission to revisit and fix the normative
PAF for ABVTPP at a maximum level of 57.375% for FY 2016-17 and 69.47% for
FY 2017-18.

Commission’s View

The actual availability of the Generating Stations for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18
through CSLDC’s certificate as submitted by CSPGCL has been examined. The
Commission has considered the actual availability as per CSLDC’s certificate for both
years for undertaking sharing of gains and losses.

As regards DSPM, the Commission approves the NAPAF of 85% as per the MYT
Order for the purpose of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional true-up for FY
2017-18.

As regards HTPS and KWTPP, the Commission, while undertaking provisional true-
up for FY 2016-17, has approved the PAF of 81% for FY 2016-17, considering the
delay in commissioning of LDCC. The relevant extract of Order is as under:

“3.3 Commissioning of LDCC for KWTPP and allied issues
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Commission’s View

In view of this, there appears to be some merit in submission of CSPGCL
regarding the relaxation of PAF for HTPS and KWTPP. The reasons stated by
the Petitioner appear to be not under the control of the Generating Company.
Therefore, being special and exceptional circumstances, the Commission in
exercise of its powers to relax under Regulation 83 of MYT Regulations,
2015, revises the normative PAF to 81% for HTPS and KWTPP for FY
2016-17. Being provisional true up at this stage, no relaxation has been
considered in any other parameter for HTPS and KWTPP. This issue will be
taken up during final true up. The consequences of performance below this
level shall be treated in accordance with the applicable Regulations.”

(emphasis added)

In line with the above, the Commission hereby approves PAF of 81% for HTPS and
KWTPP for FY 2016-17, after final true-up.

In the MYT Order normative availability of 74.38% was approved for HTPS
considering the ESP augmentation of both units. However, the Commission observes
that CSPGCL has started ESP augmentation work in FY 2017-18 for Unit 1. CSPGCL
further clarified that delay in ESP augmentation has not made any adverse impact on
any of the performance parameters prescribed by the Commission and cost
parameters. As the outage of unit lead to deterioration of performance parameters,
with outage of only one unit instead of simultaneous outage / part loading of two
units, led to lesser cost of generation. Also, Auxiliary consumption (in absolute terms)
does not get reduced linearly with the generation, with sequential outage of units the
loss due to degradation of AEC is lower than the simultaneous outage of two units.

It has to be noted that relaxation of 8.62% (i.e., 83% - 74.38%) has been allowed in
MYT Order on account of outage of both units. Hence, since outage is for one unit, by
applying the same principle, the relaxation of 4.31% is allowed as adopted in MYT
Order. Accordingly, the Commission approves NAPAF of 78.69% for HTPS for FY
2017-18. In view of this, the Commission approves NAPAF of 85% for KWTPP for
FY 2017-18.

Regarding ABVTPP, the Commission notes that CSPGCL has sought relaxation in
PAF for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 on account of non-availability of coal. The
Commission notes the actual PAF of ABVTPP was 33.24% in FY 2016-17 and
65.31% in FY 2017-18. The Commission notes that this availability is as per CSLDC
certificate and CSPGCL also submitted the details of unit-wise outages during FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18. The Commission notes that it has approved PAF of 76.50%
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for the period from FY 2018-19 to FY 2020-21 in its Order dated July 30, 2018. The
relevant extract of Order is as under:

“Further, the Commission notes that arrangement of fuel is primary
responsibility of generating company. However, after perusal of documents of
Bridge linkage, it is understood that the agreed coal requirement is 76.5% of
coal requirement of plant. Hence, it would not appropriate to consider the
normative PLF of 85% for MTPP since it would be difficult to achieve during
the period, on account of lower supply of coal.

In view of the above, the Commission after exercising its powers Under
Regulation 83 and 85 of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 approves
normative PAF and PLF of 76.5% for MTPP for the period from FY 2018-
19 to FY 2020-21. Further, the Commission clarifies that this relaxation does
not bar CSPGCL from achieving the higher PAF and PLF than 76.5% during

such period.” (emphasis added)

Regarding the forced breakdown of one unit, the Commission sought the details of
BHEL recommendations, technical circular of BHEL and preventive measures taken
by CSPGCL to avoid such instances in future. CSPGCL submitted that due to outage
of unit, inspections were carried on site, number of discussions done and meetings
took place on the issue. Finally, it was decided that repair is needed at Haridwar
works. The Commission has verified a copy of the final e-mail from BHEL
confirming the same. BHEL confirms that it has decided to do IP inspection at site,
the HP rotor with inner casing (both halves with parting plane fasteners and Dowel
pin) along with HP outer casing exhaust side seal bushes are to be sent to BHEL
Haridwar works for repair. The material was finally dispatched on September 30,
2016 and October 1, 2016 in two trailers, which reached at BHEL works on October
10, 2016. CSPGCL also submitted copy of the gate passes issued at Marwa end as
well as receipt at Haridwar end.

Further, CSPGCL submitted the technical circular of BHEL dated March 23, 2016.
The circular was issued by BHEL after a workshop on turbine protection and
governing at PSTS Noida. Regarding preventive / precautionary measures, CSPGCL
submitted that a continuous vigil is being maintained. With the minute observations, it
has been found that the vibrations improve when machine is operated at slightly lower
temperature range. BHEL has also confirmed the same. Accordingly, the machine is
being run at such lower temperatures. Further, at the time of synchronization the
temperature and load gradient are being monitored closely. The vibration and bearing
temperatures are taken as key considerations. The machine behaviour is expected to
improve after the AOH.
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Regarding the coal shortage for CSPGCL, the Commission sought copies of all
documentary evidences mentioned by CSPGCL. CSPGCL submitted the copy of the
minutes of the high-level meeting dated August 29, 2016. The meeting has resulted in
improvement of coal supplies. The average coal supply during the remaining months
of FY 2016-17 was approximately double than the average supplies received during
the prior period. However, still, the coal receipt was less than the required /
committed quantity. It underlines the limitation on coal front due to multiple
constraints ranging from coal availability at SECL end to logistic problems at
Railways end.

Further, the Commission has gone through copy of office memorandum. In this
regard, CSPGCL submitted that under the Bridge Linkage, there is no minimum
assured quantity and there would be no Fuel supply Agreement, only MOU would be
entered with no penalties for lower supplies. Coal will be supplied on ‘best effort
basis’ after meeting existing liabilities. Agreed Requirement of Coal needs to be
calculated at 90% of the normative requirement of the plant at 85% PLF. The
quantification would be certified by Coal controller. The best effort would be limited
to supply of 75% of ‘Agreed requirement of Coal’. Thus, effectively the supply under
Best effort Basis MOU is limited to coal requirement of the plant at 57.375%. The
coal availability is matter of government policy. The coal shortfall has arisen as a
result of the decision of Hon’ble Supreme court on coal block allocation and
consequently the previously entered FSA got scrapped. This is a situation of ‘Change
in Law’, uncontrollable for CSPGCL.

Further, regarding the assured contracted quantity of coal for ABVTPP, CSPGCL
submitted that there is no assured contracted quantity. The Government of India
Policy, do not permit Coal India to enter into any such contract. Only MOU on best
effort basis is permissible and same has been entered into in July 2016. CSPGCL
submitted the copy of MoU and coal receipts.

The Commission observes that there is shortage of coal for ABVTPP during FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18. The Commission observes that there is possibility of
arranging the coal from alternate source for operation of ABVTPP. In this regard,
CSPGCL submitted that coal from other sources has two severe bottlenecks. The
shortage was most severe in FY 2016-17, as it was the first year after the Office
Memorandum and the cancellation of coal mines. Any attempt to import coal /
purchasing of coal through e-auction takes minimum six months to fructify due to
procedural and logistic arrangement for coal transport etc. State of Chhattisgarh is a
land locked State hence import becomes much costlier and transportation also
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becomes difficult. The most important aspect is the prohibitive costing. At a rough
estimate the ECR becomes more than double and the power becomes unviable. Also,
in the year FY 2016-17 itself, SECL under the FSA (i.e. at the notified rates) supplied
some coal from its Surakachar coal and that resulted in significant rise in FCA / VCA
for KTPS. All stakeholders expressed severe concern and Coal India had to be
pursued for avoiding dispatches of such high cost coal. Therefore, arranging coal
from other sources is not a commercially beneficial option. Efforts are being made to
get more coal from the existing arrangement and the coal availability is continuously
improving year by year.

Further, the Commission notes that arrangement of fuel is primary responsibility of
generating company. However, after perusal of documents of Bridge linkage and
other documents submitted by CSPGCL, there appears to be some merit in
submission of CSPGCL regarding the relaxation of PAF for ABVTPP. The
Commission in its Order dated July 30, 2018 has already acknowledged the fact for
shortage of coal and approved NAPAF of 76.5%, which is 90% of normative
availability. The reasons stated by the CSPGCL appear to be not under the control of
the Generating Company. Therefore, being special and exceptional circumstances, the
Commission in exercise of its powers to relax under Regulation 83 of MYT
Regulations, 2015, revises the normative PAF to 57.38% for FY 2016-17 and
69.47% for FY 2017-18. The Commission further clarifies that this relaxation
has been allowed as special case and the same shall not be considered as
precedence for other matters. The consequences of performance below this level
shall be treated in accordance with the applicable Regulations.

The PAF approved by the Commission for final True-up of FY 2016-17 and
provisional True-up for FY 2017-18 is shown in the following Table:

Table 3-3: Approved Plant Availability Factor for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

) FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station
NAPAF Actual PAF NAPAF Actual PAF

KTPS 60.52% 58.27% 66.19% 51.82%
HTPS 81.00% 80.63% 78.69% 75.49%
DSPM 85.00% 93.10% 85.00% 96.30%
KWTPP 81.00% 76.50% 85.00% 92.10%
ABVTPP 57.38% 33.24% 69.47% 65.31%
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3.4

Auxiliary Energy Consumption

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has submitted the actual Auxiliary Energy Consumption for its stations for
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18, as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-4: Auxiliary Energy Consumption for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted
by CSPGCL

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
>tation MYT Order gust})rﬁgs%o,rs] MYT Order gustfrﬁscsfgri
KTPS 11.25% 12.65% 11.25% 13.23%
HTPS 9.76% 9.76% 9.70% 9.90%
DSPM 9.00% 7.78% 9.00% 7.92%
HBPS 1.00% 0.61% 1.00% 0.40%
KWTPP 5.25% 5.00% 5.25% 4.41%
ABVTPP 5.25% 8.97% 5.25% 6.61%

CSPGCL submitted that all its stations performed better than the norms except KTPS,
HTPS and ABVTPP, during FY 2017-18. Also, AEC for all stations for FY 2016-17
is at same level as considered in provisional true-up of the same year.

As regards HTPS and KWTPP, CSPGCL submitted that there is rectification in
normative Auxiliary energy consumption and Station Heat Rate for FY 2016-17.
CSPGCL submitted that the specific dispensation of these two parameters was made
by the Commission in provisional true up Order for FY 2016-17. CSPGCL further
submitted that as per Standard Bidding Documents floated by Ministry of Power,
Government of India, and in Indian Electricity Grid Code (4™ amendment),
degradation SHR and AEC due to part loading of machines are considered as
uncontrollable phenomenon. CSPGCL further submitted that the Commission had
also acknowledged the above principle in the MYT Order as under:

“.. As far as CSPGCL’s prayer for allowing impact of outage on norms of
operation is concerned, the relaxation in norms shall be decided at the time of
true-up in accordance with the provisions in IEGC under the heading
“Technical minimum schedule for operation of CGS and ISGS ...”
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CSPGCL submitted that at 81% PLF, the normative AEC and SHR for HTPS and
KWTPP need to be compensated by 0.35% and 2.25%, respectively, subject to such
lower degradation or actual. Accordingly, CSPGCL submitted that normative AEC
for HTPS needs to be adjusted to 9.76% for FY 2016-17.

As regards KWTPP, CSPGCL submitted that, since the actual AEC for FY 2016-17 is
lower than the norm, no relaxation is needed.

As regards ABVTPP, CSPGCL submitted that higher AEC was mostly on account of
outage of one unit for considerable time and part loading of other because of coal
shortage. During the period, common services remain in operation and with reduction
in load, AEC in absolute terms reduces but, it increases in percentage terms. Further,
with part loading of machines deterioration of SHR is an uncontrollable and technical
phenomenon. Accordingly, CSPGCL requested the Commission to consider
normative AEC as 6.25% for FY 2016-17 and 5.90% for FY 2017-18. The higher
specific oil consumption was primarily due to repeated rolling of unit 1.

Commission’s View

It is pertinent to note that CSPGCL filed Appeal No. 222 of 2015 before the Hon’ble
APTEL in which the issue of relaxed norms of AEC for KTPS as approved in Order
dated May 23, 2015 has been raised. In this order Hon’ble Tribunal has held that there
IS no unjustness in the order and the State Commission has rightly approved the norms
strictly as per the Regulations. Accordingly, in this Order norms of AEC for truing up
has been approved as per MYT Order.

CSPGCL has prayed for relaxation in AEC & SHR on account of lower NAPAF.
CSPGCL has placed reliance on the IEGC 4th amendment and the MYT Order.
Commission has given a careful consideration to the pleadings. It is true that part load
operations result in higher AEC & SHR, however, to qualify for any relaxation in
such norms the lower NAPAF should be a result of statutory constraints leading to
part load operation. Backing down instructions (BDIs) as considered in IEGC and the
outages due to capital works such as ESP up-gradation as considered in the MYT
order, qualify under this category. A power station cannot avoid BDI from SLDC nor
part loading during ESP up-gradation may be avoided. However, coal shortages do
not qualify in this category. Constraint in coal supply may itself be uncontrollable and
as such qualify for relaxation in NAPAF, however, it does not necessarily imply
sustained or intermittent part load operation results in higher AEC & SHR. As such,
though KWTPP and ABVTPP qualify in relaxation in NAPAF, yet following the
principles of equity and fairness, to balance the interest of all stakeholders, the
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Commission is not inclined to accept the prayer for relaxation in AEC & SHR for the
two stations.

For HTPS, the ESP capital work qualifies for consideration. However, a closer review
of performance reveals that the plant is already in overall gain. Therefore, relaxation
is not justified for higher gains. Therefore, Commission is not considering any
relaxation on AEC / SHR for this plant too.
For the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains and losses the actual AEC for FY 2016-
17 and FY 2017-18 has been considered as submitted by CSPGCL. Further, the
normative AEC for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 has been considered for computation
of normative net generation, as shown in the Table below:
Table 3-5: Approved Auxiliary Energy Consumption for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18
FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
station | MyT | cspGeLs | APPTOVe | Myt | cspaelss | APProved
L d in this . in this
Order | Submission Order | Submission
Order Order
KTPS 11.25% 12.65% 11.25% | 11.25% 13.23% 11.25%
HTPS 9.70% 9.76% 9.70% | 9.70% 9.90% 9.70%
DSPM 9.00% 7.78% 9.00% | 9.00% 7.92% 9.00%
HBPS 1.00% 0.61% 1.00% | 1.00% 0.40% 1.00%
KWTPP 5.25% 5.00% 5.25% | 5.25% 4.41% 5.25%
ABVTPP | 5.25% 8.97% 5.25% | 5.25% 6.61% 5.25%
3.5  Gross Generation and Net Generation

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual gross generation and net generation for FY 2016-17
and FY 2017-18 as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-6: Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as
submitted by CSPGCL (MU)

Station FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Gross Net Gross Net
Generation Generation Generation Generation
KTPS 2,290.56 2,000.85 1,787.79 1,551.30
HTPS 5,932.51 5,353.65 5,297.57 4,773.37
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Station FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Gross Net Gross Net
Generation Generation Generation Generation
DSPM 3,982.41 3,672.68 4,043.00 3,722.87
HBPS 147.52 146.62 216.87 216.00
KWTPP 3,322.10 3,155.96 3,986.07 3,810.45
ABVTPP 2,378.75 2165.30 5,719.99 5,342.17
Total 18,053.85 16,809.08 21,051.29 19,416.16

Commission’s View

The billing mechanism has been changed from October 2014 where in three-part ABT
billing is done based on declared capacity and corresponding scheduled energy and
the deviations from the schedule are governed through deviation settlement
mechanism. The above figures submitted by CSPGCL is the actual generation and not
the scheduled generation. For the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains and losses the
Commission has considered the actual Gross Generation and actual Net Generation as
submitted by CSPGCL, duly verified with the monthly Statements. The actual gross
generation and net generation is based on actual metered data and the normative gross
generation and net generation has been arrived based on normative figures approved
in the Tariff Order as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-7: Approved Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2016-17 (MU)

FY 2016-17
Station Normative Actual
Gross Net Gross Net

Generation Generation Generation Generation
KTPS 2332.68 2070.26 2,290.56 2,000.85
HTPS 5960.30 5382.15 5,932.51 5,353.65
DSPM 3723.00 3387.93 3,982.41 3,672.68
HBPS 147.52 146.62 147.52 146.62
KWTPP 3547.80 3361.54 3,322.10 3,155.96
ABVTPP 4192.97 3972.83 2,378.75 2165.30
Total 19,904.27 18,321.33 18,053.85 16,495.06
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Table 3-8: Approved Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2017-18 (MU)
FY 2017-18
Station Normative Actual
Gross Net Gross Net
Generation Generation Generation Generation
KTPS 2247.12 1994.32 1,787.79 1,551.30
HTPS 5790.32 5228.66 5,297.57 4,773.37
DSPM 3723.00 3387.93 4,043.00 3,722.87
HBPS 274.00 271.26 216.87 216.00
KWTPP 3723.00 3387.93 3,986.07 3,810.45
ABVTPP 6085.94 5766.43 5,719.99 5,342.17
Total 21,843.38 20,036.53 21,051.29 19,416.16
3.6 Gross Station Heat Rate

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual Gross Station Heat Rate (GSHR) approved for FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18 for existing Generating Stations. Further, CSPGCL
submitted that with part loading of machines deterioration of SHR is an
uncontrollable and well recognized technical phenomenon. As regards ABVTPP,
CSPGCL prays that under the conditions forced by Change in Law, degradation of
SHR by 4% and AEC by 0.65% qualifies for consideration in accordance to the
provisions of Indian Electricity Grid Code (IEGC- 4th amendment). Accordingly,
CSPGCL prays to consider normative AEC as 5.90% & SHR 2385.46 kcal/kwh for
ABVTPP. The details of SHR are shown in the following Table:

Table 3-9: GSHR for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 (kcal/kwWh)

Station FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
KTPS 3187.66 3047.3
HTPS 2671.78 2655
DSPM 2435.54 2434.4
KWTPP 2494.55 2398.2
ABVTPP 2479.3 2385.5

CSPGCL submitted that DSPM performed as per norms and achieved all the targets.
Regarding HTPS, ESP augmentation work has started. However, looking to the power
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requirement, simultaneous long outage of two units was not found to be feasible and
prudent. Accordingly, instead of taking two units on outage during one year,
CSPGCL has taken up ESP work on one unit during FY 2017-18. CSPGCL submits
that considering the revised PAF the normative Station Heat Rate (SHR) and
normative Auxiliary Energy Consumption (AEC) or HTPS needs to be slightly
adjusted in accordance to MYT order, (as per computation methodology given under
Indian Electricity Grid Code). Regarding KWTPP, it did not achieve the SHR target.
For KTPS, itis submitted that old units were suffered from vintage, technological
obsolescence, coal shortages, etc. during the year. With advancement of technology,
some of the hardware / software support has also dried up and with the imminent
retirement of units, capital investment also could not be taken up. The gains / losses
are proposed to be shared as per Regulation. The performance of ABVTPP was as per
norms.

Commission’s View

As per the reasons stated above in this order also the Commission is not inclined to
relax the norms of AEC for truing up. For DSPM, GSHR has been considered as
approved in the MYT Order.

As regards SHR of ABVTPP, the Commission in its Order dated July 30, 2018 has
approved SHR of 2378.42 kCal/kWh which is based on design heat rate and
provisions of Tariff Regulations. The Commission approves the same SHR for the
purpose of final true-up for FY 2016-17 and provisional True-up for FY 2017-18.

The actual SHR for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 has been considered as submitted by
CSPGCL for the computation of actual Fuel Cost and the normative SHR has been
considered for computation of normative Fuel Cost. SHR approved by the
Commission for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 are shown in the following Table:

Table 3-10: Approved GSHR for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 (kcal/kwh)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station . .
Normative Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 3110.00 | 3187.66 3110.00 3047.3
HTPS 2650.00 | 2671.78 2650.00 2655
DSPM 2500.00 | 2435.54 2500.00 2434.4
KWTPP 2375.00 | 2494.55 2375.00 2398.2
ABVTPP 2378.42 | 2479.3 2378.42 2385.5
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3.7

Secondary Fuel Oil Consumption

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has submitted the Secondary Fuel Oil Consumption (SFOC) for FY 2016-
17 and FY 2017-18 as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-11: SFOC submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 (ml/kwWh)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station
MYT Order Actual MYT Order Actual
KTPS 2.00 1.59 2.00 1.60
HTPS 0.80 0.61 1.00 0.60
DSPM 0.50 0.19 0.50 0.21
KWTPP 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.18
ABVTPP - 2.34 -- 0.82

Commission’s View

For the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains/losses, actual SFOC has been
considered vis-a-vis normative SFOC for computation of normative fuel cost, as
shown in the Table below:

Table 3-12: Approved SFOC submitted for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 (ml/kWh)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station
Normative Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 2.00 1.59 2.00 1.60
HTPS 0.80 0.61 0.90 0.60
DSPM 0.50 0.19 0.50 0.21
KWTPP 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.18
ABVTPP 0.50 2.34 0.50 0.82
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3.8

Transit Loss

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has submitted the transit loss as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-13: Transit loss as submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

Station FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

KTPS 1.13% 1.15%
HTPS 0.19% 0.19%
DSPM 0.13% 0.13%
KWTPP 0.19% 0.19%
ABVTPP 0.63% 0.23%

Commission’s View

The actual transit loss for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 has been considered as
submitted by CSPGCL for the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains and losses.
Accordingly, the normative transit loss for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 has been

considered for computation of normative fuel cost, as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-14: Approved Transit loss for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station - -
Normative Actual Normative | Actual
KTPS 1.15% 1.13% 1.15% 1.15%
HTPS 0.20% 0.19% 0.20% 0.19%
DSPM 0.20% 0.13% 0.20% 0.13%
KWTPP 0.20% 0.19% 0.20% 0.19%
ABVTPP 0.80% 0.63% 0.80% 0.23%
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3.9 Calorific Value and Price of Fuel

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual calorific value and price of fuels for its thermal power
stations for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18, as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-15: Actual Calorific Value and Price of fuels for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

Coal Secondary Fuel Coal Secondary Fuel
Statlon | erific || Pricsat. | Caoriic fetal | calorific rioeot | Galorifi et

Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel
(kcal/kg) /E\Iﬂ?_sr.) (kcal/kL) (Rs. /kL) (kcal/kg) /$\|/|Q‘S|") (kcal/kL) (Rs. /KL)
KTPS 3266.71 | 2217.59 10,000 | 33,615.47 3134 1639.9 10,000 | 36291.4
HTPS 3378.6 1713.72 10,000 | 43,270.25 | 3494.09 1729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44
DSPM 3587.8 | 2039.11 10,000 | 50,758.17 | 3857.77 | 1959.35 10,000 | 48,687.93
KWTPP 3428.19 1713.72 10,000 | 43,270.25 | 3493.65 1729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44
ABVTPP 3525.44 2494.76 10,000 | 33,730.07 | 3659.13 2122.32 10,000 | 53,194.07

Commission’s View

As per information available common facility is used for transportation of coal for
HTPS and KWTPP. In view of this the Commission sought clarification from
CSPGCL regarding methodology adopted/process followed for allocation of coal to
these power plants during FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. CSPGCL clarified that the
methodology adopted is same as settled by the Commission in previous year true-up.
Accordingly, landed price of coal has been considered on integrated basis and the
same rate has been used for computation of fuel cost for both the plants. The
Commission accepts the submission of CSPGCL and accordingly considers the
landed price of coal for HTPS and KWTPP.

In view of issue raised by one of Objector there is difference in GCV of coal as billed
and as fired detailed justification was sought from CSPGCL. It has been submitted by
CSPGCL that GCV on the basis of which classification of coal is made and prices are
charged is defined as GCV on equilibrated basis or conditioned moisture basis.
CSPGCL cited reference to the third-party sampling agreement with CIMFER
(Central Institute for Mining and Fuel Research) an organization under Ministry of
Science and Technology, Govt. of India. Regarding Definition and procedure of
Equilibrated GCV, CSPGCL cited a reference to the IS 1350 (part 2 for determination
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of CV read with IS (1350 - part 1 for proximate analysis). As per the standard, the
sample is conditioned / equilibrated at 40-degree centigrade temperature and 60%
relative humidity though a 72 hours process and then the test is carried out in a
standard laboratory. CIMFER also uses the same conditioning procedure. CSPGCL
submitted a copy of the relevant portion of IS and a sample CIMFER report.

It was also submitted that as actual firing in boiler takes place under actual conditions,
the Coal as fired contains surface moisture as well as inherent moisture. Hence the
same needs to be corrected by application of a correction factor. It was further
submitted that there is nothing specific to CSPGCL and it is a standard industry
practice. It is pertinent to note that BHEL which is the biggest manufacturer of power
plants in India, in its standard Performance Test Procedure/ report, adopts the same
methodology. CSPGCL also submitted a copy of the relevant portion of BHEL PG
Test Procedure / report. In this reference it was also submitted that as per a well-
known CPRI report, drop in GCV due to surface moisture is about 145 Kcal/ kg per %
of surface moisture. Once correction is applied then the issue of drop of GCV from
loading point to firing end (Coal bunker) comes. As per CEA report the drop is in the
range by 85-100 Kcal / kg for pit head stations and 105 to 120 Kcal/ kg for not
pithead stations.

During FY 2016-17, there was coal crisis throughout India. During the year, the stock
position normal only for 42 days and that too at the far end of the year, otherwise for
most of the period, on daily basis, the stock was in ‘Supercritical” / “Critical” zone
(Supercritical for 128 days and Critical for 65 days). The coal stock of HTPS became
so low that CSPGCL had to feed the carpet coal too. Older the stock higher is the
stacking losses. In this regard, CSPGCL has also referred NTPC R&D study and
recent CEA report. This loss is under BAU condition and does not pertain to carpet
coal. As far as carpet coal is concerned, with open storage on earthen soil, the carpet
coal quality deteriorates further as it mixes with sand and soil and also absorbs
considerable moisture from ground.

Further, in view of the coal shortages, SECL started supply of some of the coal from
Surakachar mines. The average designated grade of Surakachar Mine is G-5. The FSA
allows SECL to supply coal of any grade from any mine and refusal to accept coal
may have severe repercussions. However, the G-5 grade coal is much costlier than the
G-11 grade coal. As per coal price notification, rate and CV do not follow a linear
relationship. Hence, it is not prudent to draw any inference on the basis of average
rate and compare it with cost derived from CV. All payments have been made in
accordance to the standard FSA terms.
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It was further submitted that the coal bills are issued by the coal company on the basis
of declared grade for that mine. As per FSA, the procurer is bound to pay the same.
The grade of coal for a mine/ colliery is declared annually by the Coal Controller, an
organization under Ministry of Coal, Government of India. The designation is done by
the Coal Controller on the basis of a laid down sampling procedure. The samples are
drawn randomly on at least 3 different dates spaced at a minimum interval of 7 days
and grade is determined by taking the average of the samples. For any particular rake /
lot against grade up / down, supplementary bill / credit note is issued by coal company
on settlement. As and when a debit / credit note is realized, CSPGCL earnestly passes
it on to the beneficiary through the bimonthly FCA bill itself. In FY 2016-17 itself, at
HTPS alone, 38 credit claims have succeeded, realized and have been passed in the
subsequent FCA bills. In case of grade slippages only the difference in basic price and
not the tax portion on the original bill, is reimbursed by the Coal India. CSPGCL has
raised this issue at all possible forums, even up to the Committee of Alternate Dispute
Resolution Mechanism (ADRM) Ministry of Coal. However, the order of Committee
as communicated by Shri R P Gupta, Joint Secretary to The Government of India
(Ministry of Coal), (received on 04.2016) acknowledges “It is not possible for CIL to
account for difference in taxes.” As such even when grade slippage is established,
claim is lodged and it succeeds, under the provisions of law (the order by Committee
of Alternate Dispute Resolution Mechanism, assumes the force of law), the recovery
is limited to basic price only and is not applicable on tax portion.

After perusal of the submission of CSPGCL, there appears merit in the submission of
CSPGCL regarding the difference of GCV as billed and as fired. For the purpose of
this Order, the Commission accepts the submission of CSPGCL regarding GCV of
Coal.

The details of month-wise Gross Calorific Value (GCV) for each Generating Station
for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 were scrutinised. The calorific values of fuels for FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18 have been considered as submitted by CSPGCL. The actual
prices of Secondary Fuel Qil for FY 2016-17and FY 2017-18 have been considered as
submitted by CSPGCL. The landed price of coal has been re-computed considering
the approved transit and handling loss, for computation of normative Fuel Cost.

The calorific value of fuel and price of fuel considered by the Commission for
computation of normative fuel cost for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is shown in the
following Table:
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Table 3-16: Approved Calorific Value and Price of fuels for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

Coal Secondary Fuel Coal Secondary Fuel
Statlon | orific | Priceof | Calorlfi Jetal | Calorific rioent | Galorifi et

Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel
(kcal/kg) /E\I/I?_sr.) (kcal/kL) (Rs. /kL) (kcal/kg) /E\I/T'Sr.) (kcal/kL) (Rs. /kL)
KTPS 3266.71 | 2217.59 10,000 | 33,615.47 3134 1639.9 10,000 | 36291.4
HTPS 3378.6 1713.72 10,000 | 43,270.25 | 3494.09 1729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44
DSPM 3587.8 | 2039.11 10,000 | 50,758.17 | 3857.77 | 1959.35 10,000 | 48,687.93
KWTPP 3428.19 1713.72 10,000 | 43,270.25 | 3493.65 1729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44
ABVTPP 3525.44 2494.76 10,000 | 33,730.07 | 3659.13 2122.32 10,000 | 53,194.07

3.10 Fuel Cost

Commission’s Views

Based on the approved performance parameters, calorific values of fuels and fuel
prices, the normative and actual fuel cost has been computed for FY 2016-17 and FY
2017-18 as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-17: Approved Fuel Cost for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station ) :
Normative | Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 505.81 505.45 379.64 293.93
HTPS 819.41 817.87 780.89 709.30
DSPM 537.77 554.72 481.20 503.51
KWTPP 428.02 420.78 445.39 476.24
ABVTPP 711.30 432.19 858.77 813.68

3.11

Annual Fixed Charges for CSPGCL

Regulation 35 of the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 specifies the components of
Annual Fixed Charges (AFC) for CSPGCL as under:

(@) Return on Equity;

(b) Interest and Finance charges;

(c) Interest on Working Capital;
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3.12

(d) Operation and Maintenance Expenses and;

Less:

(e) Non-Tariff Income

In addition to the above, the Commission has approved the Contribution to Pension
Fund as a part of AFC in the MYT Order for Control Period from FY 2016-17 to FY
2020-21.

Capital Cost and Additional Capitalisation
CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has considered the opening capital cost and capital structure of existing
Thermal and Hydro Stations same as the closing values for FY 2015-16 as approved
in True-up Order. The additional capitalization for both years i.e., FY 2016-17 and
FY 2017-18 has been considered for the schemes approved in Capital Investment
Plan. CSPGCL has segregated the capital expenses and R&M expenses, in
compliance with the directives of the Commission and in line with the approach
adopted by the Commission in Order dated June 12, 2014 and subsequent letter No.
1705 dated October 27, 2014.Further, CSPGCL has also considered de-capitalisation
towards recoveries/reconciliation of certain sub-components, which were already
capitalised, instead of considering under Other Income. CSPGCL stated that
additional capitalisation of Rs. 8.81 crore was done towards Rail Infra PMC got
erroneously booked for ABVTPP instead of DSPM during FY 2016-17, which needs
to be rectified in the final accounts. The overall capitalisation of the project till date is
Rs. 3,588.52 crore, which is within the approved project cost of Rs. 3,719.37 crore.
Further, an income from advance to contractor amounting Rs. 2.075 crore appeared in
account for FY 2016-17 for ABVTPP. In accordance to settled regulatory practice, the
same has been considered for reduction from capital cost.

Commission’s Views

The station-wise additional capitalisation submitted by CSPGCL and additional
capitalisation incurred have been duly scrutinised. The Commission has considered
the additional capitalisation for KTPS, HTPS, DSPM and Hasdeo Bango as after due
prudence check.

The capitalisation of KWTPP has been scrutinized in line with the capital expenditure
approved in Order dated September 22, 2015. The actual additional capitalisation for
KWTPP was Rs. 26.55 crore during FY 2016-17. The Commission has approved
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additional capitalisation of Rs. 12.81 crore for KWTPP, after reversal of the interest on
advance to contractor of Rs. 13.74 crore. As regards the correction entry in GFA
relating to migration of accounting software, the Commission has not considered any
adjustment in FY 2016-17 as it has already been considered in true-up for FY 2015-16.

The additional capitalisation approved for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is shown in
the following Table:

Table 3-18: Approved Additional Capitalisation in true up for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18

(Rs. crore)
FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Station Cl\)ﬂrgz;rr Petition | Approved (I;/Irz:arr Petition | Approved
KTPS 7.00 6.86 6.86 47.00 0.66 0.66
HTPS 11.30 32.00 32.00 227.58 6.44 6.44
DSPM 3.96 2.07 2.07 0.75 - -
HBPS - - - - - -
KWTPP - 12.81 12.81 53.58 7.90 7.90
ABVTPP 306.63* 306.63* 68.93 68.93 68.93
Total 22.26| 360.37 360.37 397.84 83.93 83.93

* In case of ABVTPP, total capitalisation during the year was Rs. 306.63crore, out of which Rs. 61.71
crore was towards Unit 1. Unit 2 commenced operation on July 31, 2017.

3.13 Means of Finance for Additional Capitalisation

CSPGCL’s submission

CSPGCL submitted that the actual equity addition towards additional capitalisation is
higher than 30%, except for ABVTPP. However, in line with the provision of
Regulations 17.1 and 17.3 of the MYT Regulations, 2015, debt: equity ratio of 70:30
has been considered for the additional capitalisation in FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18
for all generating stations except ABVTPP.

Commission's Views

As regards the funding of additional capitalisation, the Commission notes that the
actual equity addition is more than 30% as per the audited accounts for FY 2016-17
and provisional accounts for FY 2017-18 for all generating stations, except for
KWTPP and ABVTPP. The Commission has considered the normative debt: equity
ratio of 70:30 in accordance with provisions of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 for
all generating stations except ABVTPP. The equity in excess of 30% of capitalisation
has been considered as normative loan.
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For KWTPP and ABVTPP, it was observed that the actual equity addition was less
than 30% of the additional capitalisation incurred during FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-
18. Accordingly, the Commission has considered actual debt: equity ratio for
ABVTPP.

The means of finance for additional capitalisation for FY 2016-17and FY 2017-18 as
approved is shown in the following Tables:

Table 3-19: Approved Means of Finance for existing stations for FY 2016-17

(Rs. crore)
S CSPGCL Petition Approved
Equity | Debt Total Equity Debt Total
KTPS 2.06 48| 686 2.06 48| 686
HTPS 9.6 22.4 32 96| 224 32
DSPM 0.62 145|  2.07 062 145| 207
HBPS - -
KWTPP 22| 1061 1281 22| 1061| 1281
?OBJ\Q;/F,)Z(;J{)GtO 767| 5403| 6171 767| 5403| 6171
ﬁ@g”zgfgr 3046 | 214.46 | 244.92 30.46 | 214.46 | 244.92
Total 52.61| 307.75| 360.37 5261 | 307.75| 360.37

Table 3-20: Approved Means of Finance for existing stations for FY 2017-18

(Rs. crore)
S CSPGCL Petition Approved
Equity Debt Total Equity Debt Total
KTPS 0.20 0.46 0.66 0.20 0.46 0.66
HTPS 1.93 4.51 6.44 1.93 451 6.44
DSPM - - - - - -
HBPS - -
KWTPP 1.36 6.55 7.90 1.36 6.55 7.90
ABVTPP 8.57 60.36 68.93 8.57 60.36 68.93
Total 12.06 71.88 83.93 12.06 71.88| 83.93
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3.14

Depreciation

CSPGCL’s Submission

As regards DSPM and KWTTP, CSPGCL submitted that the depreciation has been
computed by applying the weighted average depreciation rate on the average
regulatory GFA during the year. The weighted average depreciation rate has been
computed by applying the category-wise scheduled rates specified in Regulation 24.4
of the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015. The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for
DSPM is shown in the following Table:

Table 3-21: Depreciation for DSPM for FY 2016-17and FY 2017-18 as submitted by

CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

DSPM
. FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars

MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s

Order Petition Order Petition
Opening GFA 2335.24 2333.70 | 2339.20 2,335.77
Additional 3.96 2.07 0.75 0.00
Capitalization
Closing GFA 2339.20 2335.77 | 2,339.95 2,335.77
Average GFA 2337.22 2334.73 | 2,339.58 2,335.77
Weighted Average Rate | g oo, 5.49% |  5.50% 5.49%
of Depreciation
Depreciation 128.53 128.15 128.66 128.17

The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for KWTPP is shown in the following Table:

Table 3-22: Depreciation for KWTPP for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted by

CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

KWTTP
. FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars

MYT CSPGCL’s MYT | CSPGCL’s

Order Petition Order Petition
Opening GFA 3665.79 3561.97 | 3665.79 3574.78
Additional 0.00 1281 | 5358 7.90
Capitalization
Closing GFA 3665.79 3574.78 | 3719.37 3582.68
Average GFA 3665.79 3568.37 | 3692.58 3578.73
Weighted Average 5.17% 517% | 5.17% 5.16%
Rate of Depreciation
Depreciation 189.68 184.38 191.07 184.70
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As regards HTPS, CSPGCL has computed the average depreciation rate on assets
added after April 1, 2010 as per CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015.The depreciation for
assets capitalized after April 1, 2010 has been calculated as shown in the following
Table:

Table 3-23: Depreciation for HTPS for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA on additional
capitalization from FY 2010-11 | 346.64 348.3 | 357.94 380.3
onwards
Adqlltlonal Capitalization 113 3| 22758 6.44
during the year
Closing GFA 357.94 380.3 | 585.52 386.74
Average GFA 352.29 364.3 | 47173 383.52
Depreciation rate (%) 5.38% 5.33% | 5.38% 5.33%
Depreciation for the year 18.95 19.43 25.38 20.44

As regards KTPS, CSPGCL submitted that 90% of the closing GFA has been reduced
by accumulated depreciation till previous year. The balance depreciation has been
divided by the balance useful life to compute the depreciation for FY 2016-17 and FY
2017-18 as per methodology adopted by Commission in the MYT Order, as shown in
the Table below:

Table 3-24: Depreciation for KTPS for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA as per Order 671.63 668.32 | 678.63 675.18
Additional Capitalisation 7.00 6.86 47.00 0.66
Closing GFA 678.63 675.18 | 725.63 675.84
90% of GFA 610.77 607.66 | 653.06 534.17
Accumulated Depreciation u
ey 201516 P P | 36359 363.92 | 413.02 412.67
Balanced Depreciable value 247.18 243.74 | 240.04 193.82
Balance useful life 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.00
Depreciation for the year 49.43 48.75 60.01 48.45
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As regards Hasdeo Bango, CSPGCL has computed the depreciation in accordance
with the first proviso of Regulation 24.4 and in line with the methodology adopted in
the MYT Order, by spreading the balance depreciable value over the balance useful
life, as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-25: Depreciation for HBPS for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA 109.90 109.90 109.90 109.90
Additional Capitalisation - - - -
Closing GFA 109.90 109.90 109.90 109.90
gcl(;‘;";;::‘*d Depreciation up 61.78 61.78| 6178 61.78
90% of GFA excluding land 98.91 98.91 98.91 98.91
dBeZ'raer;?;s;“O“m tobe 37.13 37.13|  34.48 34.48
Remaining Useful Life 14.00 14.00 13.00 13.00
Depreciation for the year 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65

Further, CSPGCL submitted the depreciation for ABVTPP for FY 2016-17 and FY
2017-18 as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-26: Depreciation for ABVTPP as submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2016-17 and

FY 2017-18
FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition
Opening GFA - 8019.25 - 8,264.17
Additional Capitalization - 244.92 - 68.93
Closing GFA - 8264.17 - 8,333.10
Average GFA - 8141.71 - 8,298.64
\é\/eeplgr;:Ctiea(:iﬁr:/erage Rate of i 5 29% i 5 49%
Depreciation - 362.90 - 440.79
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Commission's Views

The Commission has detailed the methodology for computation of depreciation for
existing Generating Stations in the MYT Order. CSPGCL has clarified that during FY
2016-17 and FY 2017-18 no asset had been retired as per accounts pertaining to plants
under consideration.

For KTPS, the Commission was allowing the depreciation for KTPS based on
scheduled depreciation rate as specified in CSERC MYT Regulations till FY 2015-16.
However, in MYT Order, the Commission has changed the methodology and
approved Depreciation over the balance useful life of the Units (till FY 2020-21) by
considering the anticipated closure of 50 MW Units. As per retirement schedule
considered in MYT Order, Unit 3 was proposed to be retired in June 2016, Unit 1 in
March 2017, Unit 2 in December 2017 and Unit 4 in June 2018. However, the
Commission notes that none of the 50 MW Units retired during FY 2016-17.
CSPGCL submitted that 2 nos. of 50 MW Units were due for retirement in FY 2016-
17 in compliance of the closure notice received from Chhattisgarh Environmental
Conservation Board. However, pending appeal before the Hon’ble Green Tribunal,
plant was kept in operation. Moreover, CSPGCL confirmed that the retirement of
plant would be in FY 2020-21. Since, it is presumed that all Units of KTPS will be
retired by FY 2020-21 as per original schedule, the Commission has not considered
any deviation in methodology for allowing depreciation.

In view of the above, the Commission continues with the methodology of
depreciation as approved in MYT Order and approves the depreciation over balance
useful life of the plant for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18.

For HTPS, the Commission in its Order dated June 12, 2014, adopted a methodology
wherein the balance depreciable value of original capital cost of the asset is
depreciated over balance useful life of assets, i.e., up to FY 2015-16. Hence, no
balance depreciation value for original capital cost has been considered from FY
2016-17 onwards, since it has already been allowed till FY 2015-16. For the
additional capitalisation after 2010, the depreciation on average GFA and depreciation
rate based on scheduled depreciation rate of 5.31% for FY 2016-17 and 5.32% for FY
2017-18 has been considered.

For DSPM, the Commission has computed depreciation based on scheduled rates
specified in the MYT Regulations, 2015,Depreciation has been computed by applying
the weighted average depreciation rate of 5.49% on average GFA In case of KWTPP,
the depreciation rate has been considered based on the actual depreciation reported in



CSERC Tariff Order FY 2019-20

69

the accounts for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18, which has been applied on the revised
opening GFA and asset addition during the year approved in this Order.

For Hasdeo Bango, the depreciation has been considered over the balance useful life
of the plant, as per methodology adopted in past Orders.

For ABVTPP, the depreciation rate has been considered based on the actual
depreciation reported in accounts, which has been applied on the revised opening
GFA and asset addition during the year approved in this Order. Further, for FY 2016-
17, the depreciation has been computed considering the COD of each Unit and in line

with the provisions of MYT Regulations, 2015.

In view of the above, the Commission approves the Depreciation for FY 2016-17 after
final true-up, as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-27: Depreciation approved for CSPGCL for FY 2016-17 (Rs. crore)

ABVTPP

Particulars KTPS | HTPS |DSPM TPS Bango KWTPP (01.04.2016 [1&2(31.07.2019
to to 31.03.2017)

30.07.2019)

Opening GFA 668.32 | 348.30%|  2,333.70 109.90| 3,561.97| 4.227.31 8,019.25

Additional 6.86| 32.00 2.07 - 1281 61.71 244.25

Capitalization

Closing GFA 675.18| 380.31| 2,335.77 109.90| 3574.78| 4.289.02 8264.17

Average Rate of .| 531% 5.49% S| 517%|  5.29% 5.20%

Depreciation

Depreciation 48.75| 19.34 128.15 265| 184.38 74.74 288.16 | 362.90

*Note — Opening GFA on additional capitalisation from FY 2010-11 onwards

Table 3-28: Depreciation approved for CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 (Rs. crore)

Particulars KTPS | HTPS |DSPM TPS ';Z;dgeg KWTPP | ABVTPP
Opening GFA 675.18| 380.31| 2,335.77 109.00| 3574.78| 8264.17
Additional 0.66 6.44 0.00 - 7.90 68.93
Capitalization

Closing GFA 675.84| 386.74| 2,335.77 109.90| 3582.68| 8333.10
Average GFA 383.52 2,335.77 3578.73 8298.64
Average Rate of | 532% 5.49% | s16% 5.31%
Depreciation

Depreciation 48.75 20.41 128.17 2.65 184.70 440.79
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3.15

Return on Equity
CSPGCL’s submission

CSPGCL has computed Return on Equity (ROE) as per Regulation 22 of the MYT
Regulations, 2015 for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. RoE has been computed on pre-
tax basis at the base rate of 15.50% for existing Thermal and Hydel Power Plants on
permissible equity for FY 2016-17. Since, no actual Income Tax has been paid during
FY 2016-17, no grossing up with applicable Tax rate has been considered. CSPGCL
submitted that in case any Income Tax liability for FY 2016-17 is raised by the
Income Tax authorities during the final assessment, the same may be allowed in the
future True-up Order. CSPGCL, in the instant petitions has preferred gross up limited
to actual tax recovery only. As under BAU (Business as Usual) scenario (i.e. without
relaxation) Marwa TPP and KTPS have incurred losses during the period, hence tax
loading has been considered on ROE of HTPS, DSPM TPS and KWTPP only. For a
tax recovery of 41.64%, the effective tax rate has been computed to 13.75% for FY
2017-18. CSPGCL submitted that in case any Income Tax liability for FY 2017-18 is
raised by the Income Tax authorities during the final assessment, the same may be
allowed in the future True-up Order.

CSPGCL submitted the station-wise RoE for FY 2016-17as shown in the following
Table:

Table 3-29: Return on Equity for FY 2016-17 as submitted by CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

FY 2016-17
Particulars
KTPS | HTPS | DSPM 'gi?]dgec‘; KWTPP | ABVTPP

Permissible Equity in

Opening GFA 207.08 | 360.78 | 694.89 37.72 610.58

Equity addition during the

2.06 9.60 0.62 0.00 2.20
year

Permissible Equity in

Closing GFA 209.14 | 370.38 | 695.51 37.72 612.78

Rate of return on Equity 15'%/00 15.50% | 15.50% | 15.50% 15.50%

Return on Equity 32.26 56.67 | 107.76 5.85 94.81 132.13
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CSPGCL submitted the station-wise RoE for FY 2017-18 as shown in the following

Table:

Table 3-30: Return on Equity for FY 2017-18 as submitted by CSPGCL (Rs. crore)

FY 2017-18
Particulars
KTPS | HTPS | DSPM HBane° KWTPP | ABVTPP
ango
Permissible Equity in | 30, 53 | 37038 | 69551 | 37.72| 61278 | 1,027.82
Opening GFA
Equity addition during 020 193] 000! 000 1.36 8.57
the year
Permissible Equity in | 509 34 | 37232 | 69551 | 37.72| 61414 | 1,036.39
Closing GFA ' ' ' ' ' R
Eghel t‘;/f return on 1550% | 17.98% | 17.98% | 15.50% | 17.98% | 15.50%
Return on Equity 2857 | 66.76 | 125.04 585 | 110.29 159.98

Commission’s View

Regulation 22 of the MYT Regulations, 2015 specifies as under:

“22. RETURN ON EQUITY

22.1 Generation and Transmission: Return on Equity shall be computed in
rupee terms on the equity base determined in accordance with Regulation 17.
Return on equity shall be computed on pre-tax basis at the base rate of
maximum 155 % to be grossed up as per Regulation 22.3 of these
Regulations.

22.3 The rate of return on equity for each year of the control period shall be
computed by grossing up the base rate with the prevailing MAT rate of the
base year: Provided that return on equity with respect to the actual tax rate
applicable to the generating company or the transmission licensee or
distribution licensee, as the case may be, in line with the provisions of the
relevant Finance Acts of the respective year during the Control Period shall
be trued up separately for each year of the Control Period. In case, no tax is
payable during the financial year, the tax rate for the purpose of truing up
shall be taken as nil....”

The RoE for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 has been approved in the MYT Order dated
April 30, 2016.
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For existing stations, the closing equity approved in true-up for FY 2015-16 has been
considered as the opening equity for FY 2016-17. The addition of equity has been
considered equivalent to equity amount approved towards additional capitalisation.
ROE has been computed as per Regulation 22 of the MY T Regulations, 2015.

The grossing up of base rate of RoE with the applicable tax rate has not been
considered. The base rate of RoE of 15.50% has been considered as specified in the
MYT Regulations, 2015. As regards the prayer of CSPGCL to allow the Income Tax
liability for FY 2017-18 on actual basis, an appropriate view regarding the same shall
be taken based on submissions of CSPGCL in this regard at the time of final true-up
for FY 2017-18, when audited accounts for FY 2017-18 are available.

For KTPS, effective plant capacity for FY 2017-18 was 387.53 MW out of 400 MW
due to retirement of retirement of units. Therefore, the effective average normative
equity for calculation of RoE has been adjusted accordingly.

For ABVTPP, ROE has been considered based on the COD of Unit 1 and Unit 2
during FY 2016-17 and approved capital cost of each unit in Order dated July 7, 2018.

RoE approved for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 is shown in the following tables:

Table 3-31: Approved Return on Equity for FY 2016-17 (Rs. crore)

ABVTPP
) Hasdeo KWTP Unit 1 Unit 1&2 Total
Particulars KTPS HTPS DSPM Bango P (01.04.2016 | (31.07.2019
to to
30.07.2019) | 31.03.2017)
Opening 207.08 | 360.78 | 69489 | 37.72| 610.58 52575 99735
Equity
Equity 7.67 30.46
addition 2.06 9.60 0.62 0.00 2.20
during the year
Closing Equity | 209.14 | 370.38 | 69551 | 37.72| 612.78 533.42 1,027.81
Rate of retum | ¢ choe | 155006 | 15.50% | 15.50% | 15.50% 15.50% 15.50%
on Equity
R
eturn on 3226 | 5667 | 107.76 | 585 | 9481 27.21 10492 | 132.13

Equity
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3.16

Table 3-32: Approved Return on Equity for FY 2017-18 (Rs. crore)

Particulars KTPS | HTPS | DSPM gzsndgeg KWTPP | ABVTPP
Opening Equity 209.14 | 37038 | 69551 37.72 612.78 1,027.81
Equity addition 0.20 1.93 0.00 0.00 1.36 8.57
during the year
Closing Equity 209.34 | 37232 | 69551 37.72 614.14 1,036.39
Eszeit‘;f return on 1550% | 1550% | 1550% | 15.50% 15.50% 15.50%
Return on Equity 28.57 5756 |  107.80 5.85 95.09 159.98

Interest and Finance Charges
CSPGCL’s submission

CSPGCL submitted that Interest and Finance charges have been computed as per
Regulation 23 of the MYT Regulations, 2015 for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. The
repayment for the year has been deemed to be equal to the depreciation for the year
and normative interest on loan has been calculated on the normative average loan
during the year by applying the weighted average rate of interest of actual loan
portfolio at the beginning of the year.

CSPGCL added that depreciation is deemed as repayment as per philosophy adopted
in the MYT Regulations and the MYT Order, while the repayment of State
Government Loan has been notionally considered as matured and no interest charges
against the same is included.

CSPGCL submitted that the loan for KWTPP was obtained from PFC and REC on
April 1, 2015 at rate of interest of 13% and 12.25%, respectively. Further, CSPGCL
has opted for loan refinancing. The offer from State Bank of India was received for
refinancing of loan of KWTPP and DSPM at concessional rate. However, it involved
upfront closure /commitment cost. As against this, PFC made a counter offer to
refinance the same at the rates 10.30% and 10.25% for KWTPP and DSPM,
respectively, without any front-end cost. A