CHHATTISGARH STATE ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

RAIPUR

CSERC
Chhattisgarh State Power Generation Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 02/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Co. Ltd ... P. No. 03/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre ... P. No. 04/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 12/2020(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 for final true-
up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

2. Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

3. Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre (CSLDC) Petition for final true-up for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

4.  Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) Petition for final true-
up for FY 2017-18, provisional true up for FY 2018-19, and determination of Retail
Supply Tariff for FY 2020-21.

ORDER
(Passed on 30/05/2020)

1. 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

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21 I



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
2017-18 and FY 2018-19, (ii) Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd.
(CSPTCL) for approval of final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, (iii)
Chhattisgarh State Load Dispatch Centre (CSLDC) for approval of final true-up for
FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19.

Since the Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Limited did not file any
tariff petition, the Commission, by virtue of the direction issued by the APTEL
Judgment dated November 11, 2011 in OP No. 01 of 2011, registered suo-motu
petition No. 12 of 2020 on January 9, 2020 and proceeded with determination of tariff
for the relevant year. However, in reply to the notice issued by the Commission,
CSPDCL filed detailed petition for final true-up for FY 2017-18, provisional true up
for FY 2018-19, and determination of retail supply tariff for FY 2020-21.

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 above petitions, 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. 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 and objections/suggestions were
invited as per the procedure laid down in the Regulations. Further, the Commission
conducted hearings on the petitions in its office at Raipur on 17" and 18" March 2020.
The Commission also held a meeting with Members of the State Advisory Committee
on March 16, 2020 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.
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The Commission has undertaken final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 for
CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPGCL and for FY 2017-18 for CSPDCL, 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 2018-19 for CSPDCL based on the provisional accounts
submitted by CSPDCL and in accordance with the provisions of the CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015. The final true-up for CSPDCL for FY 2018-19 shall be undertaken
after filing of true-up petition by CSPDCL based on audited annual accounts for FY
2018-19, subject to prudence check.

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 on
March 31, 2017 and for FY 2018-19 on March 26, 2018.

The revenue surplus/(gap) of CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC arising out of final
true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, along with corresponding carrying/holding
cost, have been considered while computing the cumulative revenue surplus /(gap) to
be allowed for CSPDCL for FY 2020-21.

After applying the holding cost on revenue surplus of CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and
FY 2018-19, the total revenue surplus up to FY 2020-21 has been approved as Rs.
239.77 cr.

After applying the holding cost on the revenue surplus of CSPTCL for FY 2017-18
and FY 2018-19, the total revenue surplus up to FY 2020-21has been approved as Rs.
60.35 cr. Similarly, after applying the carrying cost on revenue gap of CSLDC for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19, the total revenue gap up to FY 2020-21 has been approved
as Rs. 3.36 cr.

The revenue gap of CSPDCL after applying the carrying cost for FY 2017-18, FY
2018-19 up to FY 2020-21 is computed as Rs. 1716.64 cr. The cumulative revenue
surplus/(gap) of CSPGCL, CSPTCL, CSLDC, and CSPDCL for FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19along with carrying/holding cost amounting to Rs. 1,537.69 Cr, has been
considered in the ARR of CSPDCL for FY 2020-21.
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The Commission notes that the State of Chhattisgarh is in a state of lockdown because
of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Commission is conscious of the difficult conditions,
which the country and the State are going through. The Government of India has itself
declared the prevailing situation as a force majeure event. The Commission
appreciates that most industrial and commercial establishments have been shut down
due to lockdown conditions. The prime function of the Commission is to protect the
interest of the consumer and at the same time ensuring recovery of cost by the
utilities.

The present circumstances are unforeseen and unprecedented. It is also true that
extraordinary situations require extraordinary solutions. This is a matter of public
interest and the Commission deems it fit to provide some relief to consumers and
utilities in the State of Chhattisgarh in order to mitigate the difficulties being faced, to
some extent, in the context of the all-out efforts to contain the spread of COVID-19
pandemic.

As an immediate measure, the Commission, vide its order dated April 21, 2020, May
1, 2020 and May 6, 2020 in Petition No. 40, 46 & 47 of 2020 respectively, has already
provided certain relaxation to generating companies, licensees and consumers in the
State of Chhattisgarh, in order to mitigate the impact of COVID-109.

Further, the Government of India has announced Atmanirbhar Bharat special
economic and comprehensive package on May 13, 2020, wherein liquidity infusion of
Rs. 90,000 cr. is to be given to distribution licensees against receivables and loans
against State Government Guarantees for discharging liabilities to Central Sector
power utilities. Further, the Ministry of Power, vide letter No. 11/16/2020-Th-11 dated
15"& 16™ May 2020, directed that all Central Public Sector Generation Companies
and Central Sector Public Transmission Company may consider to offer rebate of
about 20-25% on power supply billed (fixed cost) and inter-State transmission
charges, and deferment of fixed charges for power not scheduled without interest, etc.
The Commission has considered the impact of such estimated rebate as Rs. 113.43 cr.,
while considering power purchase cost for FY 2020-21.

Further, it is noted that the Commission, in the 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
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available now, till FY 2019-20.The Commission has also undertaken true-up for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19 in this order based on the actual indices of CPIl and WPI.
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 Act and CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015, decides to revise the normative O&M Expenses based on the
actual indices available now. Hence, the Commission has revised O&M Expenses for
FY 2020-21 by applying increase in CPI of 7.53 % and WPI of 1.68 % on O&M
expenses for FY 2018-19 approved in this order.

The Commission, in the MYT order dated March 31, 2016 had approved
capitalisation based on the Capital Investment Plan for MYT control period.
Considering the likely impact of lockdown on implementation of the approved
projects, the Commission has revised the capitalisation for CSPGCL and CSPTCL for
FY 2020-21 and approved depreciation, interest on loan capital and return on equity
accordingly.

Further, the Commission notes that it has approved Return on Equity for FY 2020-21
at 15.5% for CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC and at 16% for CSPDCL. The return on
equity is nothing but the regulatory profit approved by the Commission in the present
MYT framework. It is also noted that Central Sector Power companies have also
provided relief to end consumer and took a hit on their returns. The Commission is of
the view that it may not be prudent to allow the power utilities in the State to avail
returns at such higher rate, keeping in view the severe difficulties being faced by the
consumers because of COVID-19 pandemic. Hence, the reduction in rate of return is
required to be considered for State utilities. Accordingly, the Commission shall, at
time of truing up for FY 2020-21, consider the reduced rate of return for approving
the return on equity.

CSPGCL: Tariff for FY 2020-21

Keeping in view the unusual hike in fuel prices, 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, except for ABVTPP for FY 2017-18. Further, the
Commission vide its Order dated July 7, 2018 in Petition No. 31 of 2018 has
approved Energy Charge Rate for FY 2020-21 for ABVTPP. The existing ECR in the
orders are shall be continued for FY 2020-21 as well. As discussed earlier, after
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considering the reduction in O&M Expenses and capitalisation, the Annual Fixed
Cost (AFC) and Energy Charge Rate for CSPGCL stations, approved by the
Commission for FY 2020-21, areas under:

Thermal Power Stations

FY 2020-21
Sl Particulars Units
KTPS HTPS | DSPM | KWTPP | ABVTPP
1 éggt“a' Fixed | ps cr. 26320 | 53891 | 45642 | 604.30 | 1,508.31
Energy Charge
o | Rate (ex-bus Rs./kWh 1.927 | 1487 | 1545 1.264 1.393
power plant
basis)
Contribution to
Pension
3 &Gratuity Rs. Cr. 65.60 67.92 11.16 10.99 24.81
(P&G)
Hydro Power Station (Hasdeo Bango)
SI. No. Particulars Units FY 2020-21
1 Approved Annual Fixed Cost Rs. Cr. 25.60
2 Approved Net Generation MU 271.26
3 Approved Tariff Rs./kWh 0.944
4 Contribution to P&G Rs. Cr. 4.53
CSPTCL.: Tariff for FY 2020-21
20. For CSPTCL, the transmission charge for FY 2020-21 shall be as under:
Sl. Particulars Units FY 2020-21
A | ARR for CSPTCL (including contribution to Rs. Cr.
. . 1,002.42
pension and gratuity)
Less: past year cumulative revenue surplus Rs. Cr. 60.35
Net Approved ARR (A-B) Rs. Cr. 942.07
Monthly Transmission Charges for Medium-term | Rs. Cr./month 78.51
and Long-term Open Access Consumers (C/12) '
5 Short-term Open Access Charges Rs./kWh 0.3244
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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 2020-21

For CSLDC, the Commission has revised ARR to Rs. 13.71 Cr. for FY 2020-
21.Accordingly, System Operation Charges are approved as Rs. 10.97 cr. and Intra-
State Market Operation Charges as Rs. 2.74 cr. for FY 2020-21.

CSPDCL.: Tariff for FY 2020-21

For FY 2020-21, CSPDCL has sought approval for ARR of Rs. 14,230.05 cr. As
against this, the Commission, after prudence check and due scrutiny, has approved the
ARR at Rs. 12,486.90 cr. The State Government subsidy has not been taken into
account while approving the ARR of CSPDCL for FY 2020-21.

CSPDCL, in its petition for FY 2020-21, has sought approval for cumulative revenue
gap of Rs. 3,559.17 cr. pertaining to previous years. As against this, the Commission,
after prudence check and due scrutiny, has arrived at a cumulative revenue gap of Rs.
1,716.64 cr.

After adjusting the cumulative revenue surplus/(gap) combined for CSPGCL,
CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPDCL, the Commission has arrived at cumulative revenue
gap of Rs. 1,537.69 cr. for CSPDCL for FY 2020-21.

After considering the ARR and revenue from sale of electricity for FY 2020-21,
stand-alone revenue surplus has been estimated at Rs. 1324.69 cr. After adjusting the
cumulative revenue gap of Rs. 1,537.69 cr. of previous years, the Commission
approves net revenue gap of Rs. 213 cr.

In order to mitigate the difficulties being faced because of the spread of COVID-19
pandemic, the Commission decides to continue with the existing Tariff approved for
FY 2019-20 vide order dated February 28, 2019. Accordingly, the net ARR for
recovery through tariff for FY 2020-21 has been approved as Rs. 13,812cr. for
CSPDCL. Average Cost of Supply has been approved as Rs. 5.93/kWh, compared to
Rs. 6.07/kWh for FY 2019-20.
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The regulatory asset of Rs. 213 cr. has been approved for FY 2020-21 and the same

shall be considered for recovery through tariff in the next tariff order.

Though the Commission has decided to continue with the existing tariff as approved

for FY 2019-20, certain terms and conditions of tariff have been further rationalised

based on the suggestions and objections received from various stakeholders and

Commission's analysis. Accordingly, the Commission has made following changes in

this order as compared to the previous tariff order:

a)

b)

f)

9)

For the purpose of calculating load factor rebate, on energy charges, available to
'HV-4: Steel Industries' category, the maximum prescribed load factor has been
scaled down from load factor of 77% and above' to load factor of 70% and
above'.

In case of excess supply to consumers (other than of HV-7 tariff category)
having minimum contract demand of 150 MVA, and having captive generating
plant(s) of capacity of atleast 150 MW, such consumers shall have to pay an
additional demand charges of Rs. 20/kVA/month on the quantum of power
availed over and above its contract demand notwithstanding anything contained
anywhere in this order. Further, energy consumed corresponding to excess
supply shall be billed at normal tariff. This provision is intended to remove the
difficulties being faced by such consumers in the event of outage of its CGP.

The hospitals run by charitable trusts, which avail supply at high voltage level
shall now be covered under HV-6 category, which is having a comparatively
lower tariff.

Hospitals in the HV-3tariff category shall be entitled for a discount of 5% on
Energy Charges.

Private clinics and nursing homes including X-Ray units, diagnostic centres and
pathological labs in the LV-2 tariff category shall be entitled for a discount of
5% on Energy Charges.

Rice mills in the HV-3 tariff category shall be entitled for a discount of 5% on
Energy Charges.

Parallel operation charges payable by captive users and non-captive users shall
be governed by the order dated 05/04/2019 passed in petition No. 09 of 2018
and its subsequent amendments from time to time.

viii
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29. For ready reference, the Tariff Schedule applicable in reference to this order is
appended herewith as Schedule.

30.  The order will be applicable from 1*June, 2020 and will remain in force till March 31,
2021or till the issue of next tariff order, whichever is later. The terms and conditions
of LV and HV tariff shall be read along with relaxation provided by the Commission
vide its order dated April 21, 2020, May 1, 2020 and May 6, 2020 in Petition No. 40,
46 & 47 of 2020 respectively or any other order issued from time to time.

31.  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. 02/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Co. Ltd ... P. No. 03/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre ... P. No. 04/2020 (T)
Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Co. Ltd. ... P. No. 12/2020(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 for final true-
up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

2. Chhattisgarh State Power Transmission Company Ltd. (CSPTCL) Petition for final
true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

3. Chhattisgarh State Load Despatch Centre (CSLDC) Petition for final true-up for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19;

4.  Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Ltd. (CSPDCL) Petition for final true-
up for FY 2017-18, provisional true up for FY 2018-19, and determination of Retail
Supply Tariff for FY 2020-21.

CORRIGENDUM ORDER
(Passed on July 3, 2020)

The following corrections are made in Order in the above petitions issued by the
Commission on May 30, 2020. In Order, an inadvertent typographical error has been
noticed in computation of revenue gap/(surplus) arising out of final true-up for FY
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2017-18 and final/provisional true-up for FY 2018-19. Accordingly, the following
changes have been made in the Order.

2. In para 9 of the Order, the total revenue surplus up to FY 2020-21 for CSPGCL shall
be read as Rs. 225.51 cr. instead of Rs. 239.77 cr.

3. In para 10 of the Order, total revenue surplus up to FY 2020-21 for CSPTCL shall be
read as Rs. 53.08 Cr. instead of Rs. 60.35 Cr. Similarly, total revenue gap up to FY
2020-21 for CSLDC shall be read as Rs. 3.18 Cr. instead of Rs. 3.36 Cr.

4. In para 11 and 24 of the Order, the cumulative revenue surplus/(gap) of CSPGCL,
CSPTCL, CSLDC, and CSPDCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 along with
carrying/holding cost shall be read as Rs. 1548.09 Cr. instead of Rs. 1,537.69 Cr.

5. In para 20, transmission charge for CSPTCL for FY 2020-21 shall be read as under:
Sl Particulars Units FY 2020-21
A | ARR for CSPTCL (including contributionto | Rs. Cr. 1,002.42
pension and gratuity)
Less: past year cumulative revenue surplus Rs. Cr. 53.08
Net Approved ARR (A-B) Rs. Cr. 949.34
Monthly Transmission Charges for Medium- | Rs. Cr./month 79.11
term and Long-term Open Access Consumers
(C/12)
5 | Short-term Open Access Charges Rs./kWh 0.3269
6. After considering the changes in cumulative revenue gap/(surplus) for CSPGCL,

CSPTCL, CSLDC and CSPDCL, Para 25 and 27 of the Order shall be read as under:

“25.  After considering the ARR and revenue from sale of electricity for FY 2020-
21, stand-alone revenue surplus has been estimated at Rs. 1244.17 cr. After adjusting
the cumulative revenue gap of Rs. 1,548.09 cr. of previous years, the Commission
approves net revenue gap of Rs. 303.92 cr.

27.  The regulatory asset of Rs. 222.22 cr. has been approved for FY 2020-21 and
the same shall be considered for recovery through tariff in the next tariff order.
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7. 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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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
CSPTrCL 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

ml Millilitre

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21




Abbreviation

Description

MMC Monthly Minimum Charges

MT Metric Tonnes

MU Million Units

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

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 (CSPTrCL), 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 Act 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.

14
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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
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.

1.3 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.

Subsequently, the Commission has issued Tariff Order for FY 2016-17 and FY 2018-
19. Further, Utilities had filed Petitions for final true-up for FY 2016-17 and
provisional True-up for FY 2017-18, on which the Commission has issued Order
February 28, 2019, along with Tariff for FY 2019-20.

Now, CSPGCL filed the petition for approval of final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 for Thermal Generation Stations and Hydro Electric Plants on 30/12/2019,
which was registered as Petition No. 02 of 2020 (T). CSPTCL filed the Petition for
approval of final true-up for FY 2017-18 & FY 2018-19 and determination of
Transmission Tariff for FY 2020-21 on 28/12/2019, which was registered as Petition
No. 03 of 2020 (T). Also, CSLDC filed the Petition for approval of final true-up for
FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 on 28/12/2019, which was registered as Petition No. 04
of 2020 (T).

Since the Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Limited (CSPDCL) did not
file any tariff petition, the Commission, by virtue of the direction issued by the
Hon’ble APTEL Judgment dated November 11, 2011 in OP No. 01 of 2011,
registered suo-motu petition No. 12 of 2020 on January 9, 2020 and proceeded with
determination of tariff for the relevant year. However, in reply to the notice issued by
the Commission, CSPDCL filed detailed petition for final true-up for FY 2017-18,
provisional true up for FY 2018-19, and determination of retail supply tariff for FY
2020-21.
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In this Order, the Commission has undertaken the final true-up for FY 2017-18& FY
2018-19 for CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC in accordance with the provisions of the
MYT Regulations, 2015. In case of CSPDCL, the Commission has undertaken final
true-up for FY 2017-18, provisional true-up for FY 2018-19 and determination of
revised ARR and Tariff for FY 2020-21. The Commission in this order has
undertaken the final true-up based on audited accounts and 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.

Admission of the Petition and Hearing Process

The Petitions filed by CSPTCL, CSPGCL and CSLDC were registered on
02/01/2020. Since the Chhattisgarh State Power Distribution Company Limited did
not file any tariff petition, the Commission, by virtue of the direction issued by the
APTEL Judgment dated November 11, 2011 in OP No. 01 of 2011, registered suo-
motu petition No. 12 of 2020 on January 9, 2020 and proceeded with determination of
tariff for the relevant year. However, in reply to the notice issued by the Commission,
CSPDCL filed detailed petition for final true-up for FY 2017-18, provisional true up
for FY 2018-19, and determination of retail supply tariff for FY 2020-21.

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 CSPGCL and CSPTCL on 24/01/2020, CSLDC on 07/02/2020 and
CSPDCL on 19/02/2020 in the leading news papers of the State.

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
27/02/2020 & 28/02/2020 with the petitioners. During the TVS, additional
information required for processing of the Petitions was sought from the Petitioners.
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The Petitioners submitted the additional information sought in the TVS. The Notices
under Section 94(2) of the Act were published on 01/03/2020 and 13/03/2020 in the
leading news papers of the State.

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 March 17 and 18, 2020 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-11.

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.

1.5  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 16/03/2020 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 1.

The following suggestions and Objections were submitted:

a) The amount of Security Deposit being taken from the consumers should be
reduced to reduce the burden on the consumers.

b)  The efficiency of distribution licensee and transmission licensee be improved.

c) As per available data, Chhattisgarh's rank is 3™ from the bottom in
implementation of UDAY schemes. Approximately 75 % of loan amount of
UDAY scheme has been waived .But there is no substantial change in the
balance sheet. As per UDAY agreement, the losses should be not more than 15%
whereas the T&D losses of CSPDCL is 18% in FY 2018-19. CSPDCL should be
directed to reduce these losses in accordance with the UDAY agreement.
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d)

In FY 2017-18, CSPDCL has sold around 1899 MU to other States at price
around Rs. 3.5/unit which is less as compared to its power purchase cost.
Whereas this power could have been given to the industrial consumers of the

State at a rate higher than Rs. 3.5/-.
All the members suggested that the tariff should not be increased or at least be

kept at the same level.
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HEARING PROCESS, INCLUDING THE COMMENTS
MADE BY VARIOUS STAKEHOLDERS, THE
PETITIONERS’ RESPONSES AND VIEWS OF THE
COMMISSION

2.1
211

212

Objections for CSPGCL
Payment of Pension, Gratuity and Other retirement benefits by Power
Companies

The Objector submitted that the Power Companies have calculated Contribution of
Pension and Gratuity on actual basis, whereas the revenue from operations is
accounted on accrual basis. Hence, the Objector requested that expense towards
Pension and Gratuity should also be accounted on accrual basis.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPGCL submitted that it has filed the Petition in accordance with the governing
Regulations, previous Orders and prevailing procedures. If approved by the
Commission, CSPGCL has no objection in making additional payments in accordance
with the suggestion made by the Objector. CSPGCL further submitted that as a
responsible corporate entity, it is bound to comply with all statutory obligations.

Commission’s View

In line with the approach adopted in past Orders, the Commission has approved the
Contribution to Pension and Gratuity based on the amount approved in the MYT
order irrespective of the provision made in the Accounts. The detailed approach is
elaborated in Chapter 3 of this Order.

Data Transparency

The Objector submitted that the Power Companies have not submitted data and
information on several issues and the submitted data is flawed in many cases.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPGCL submitted that all data related to availability/ scheduling/ injection relied on
by CSPGCL are based on SLDC certification and revenue figures are based on bills
(in accordance with the methodology approved by the Commission in the previous
Orders).
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2.13

2.2

2.2.1

Commission’s View

The Commission notes that CSPGCL has submitted the data relevant to the Petition
and replies to data queries raised by the Commission. The Commission has finalised
the true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 for CSPGCL based on the data and
information submitted by CSPGCL, after due prudence check.

Income Tax paid by CSPGCL

The Objector submitted that during FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, CSPGCL has paid
huge amount of Rs.52.79 Cr. and Rs.76.92 Cr., respectively, towards Income Tax.
The Objector suggested that all Power Companies except CSPTCL, should be merged
immediately so that huge expenses (about Rs.100 Cr every year) are saved.

Petitioner’s Reply
No reply submitted by CSPGCL.

Commission’s View

The Commission has allowed Income tax for CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-
19, after due prudence check. Further, the Commission is of the view that the
erstwhile CSEB was unbundled in accordance with the provisions of the Act, in order
to achieve greater transparency and accountability among the different segments, viz.,
Generation, Transmission, and Distribution. Moreover, the decision of reorganisation
and restructuring of electricity industries is prerogative of the State Government.

Objections for CSPTCL
High Short-Term Open Access (STOA) Charges

The Objector submitted that STOA charges are high and requested the Commission to
reduce the STOA charges.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPTCL submitted that the Commission, in the MYT Order, has approved
transmission losses of 3.22%. In the Tariff Order dated February 28, 2019, the
Commission has determined short-term Transmission Charges of 29.60 paise/unit and
mentioned that transmission losses of 3% or the energy scheduled for transmission at
the point or points of injection shall be recoverable from Open Access customers. The
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2.3
2.3.1

2.4

24.1

proposed charges of 34.33 paise/unit have been derived by CSPTCL based on the
methodology adopted by the Commission in the previous Order.

Commission’s View

The Commission has approved STOA Charges based on the methodology adopted in
the past Tariff Orders. The Commission has determined STOA charges of 32.69 paise
per unit as against 34.33 paise per unit proposed by CPSTCL. The detailed
computation has been given in Chapter 4 of this Order.

Objections for SLDC
High Operating charges of SLDC

The Objector submitted that the Operating Charges of Rs. 2000 per transaction per
day are very high. The Objector cited examples of States like Delhi, Sikkim, Haryana,
Uttar Pradesh and Jammu & Kashmir, wherein such charges are Rs. 1000 per
transaction per day. The Objector requested the Commission to reduce the Operating
Charges and make it at par with other States.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSLDC submitted that it comes under WRLDC in case of transmission. The other
States like Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh within WRLDC are having Operating
Charges of Rs. 2250 and Rs. 3000, respectively per transaction per day. CSLDC
further submitted that the comparison should be made with relevant States, which
come under the same RLDC. CSLDC submitted that, in line with the charges
prevalent in other States, it is eligible to charge Rs. 2000 per transaction per day.

Commission’s View

The Commission has retained the Operating Charges of Rs. 2000 per transaction per
day, which is at par with that prevalent in other States in the Western Region.
Objections for CSPDCL

Sales forecast for agricultural consumption

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has underestimated Agriculture Consumption
for FY 2020-21. Hence, the revenue projected from Agriculture category is also
understated. Also, as decided in previous Tariff Orders, the Study Report on
Agricultural Consumption should be made available along with the Tariff Order for

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21 21



24.2

FY 2020-21. The Action Taken Report to curb the large number of defective energy
meters and present status of such meters as observed in the Tariff Order for FY 2018-
19 and FY 2019-20 should be made available along with Tariff Order for FY 2020-
21.The actual agricultural consumption for FY 2018-19 and sales forecast for FY
2020-21 should be approved based on realistic projections.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that administrative proposal to undertake field level study in
compliance of the Commission’s directives in the Tariff Order for FY 2019-20 is
under consideration. However, energy sales projected for FY 2020-21 is in line with
the sales projection approved by the Commission in the Tariff Order for FY 2019-20.
Further, Agriculture Consumption during FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 are based on
R-15, which is based on meter readings or assessment according to the provisions of
Supply Code in cases where meter reading is absent.

Commission’s View

In the past, the Commission had projected the agriculture sales on the basis of
Compounded Annual Growth Rate (CAGR). However, it has been observed that
actual agriculture sales reported by CSPDCL are mostly based on assessed sales on
account of high number of defective meters. Hence, in the Tariff Order for FY 2019-
20, the Commission estimated the agriculture sales by applying consumption norms in
terms of units per HP per month, derived on the basis of feeder level data. In the
absence of the Study Report on Agriculture Consumption, the Commission has
adopted the same approach for estimating sales for FY 2020-21, as decided in Tariff
Order for FY 2019-20. The approach of the Commission is detailed in Chapter 7 of
this Order. A suo-motu petition has been initiated regarding this issue.

UDAY Scheme and Distribution Losses

The Objector submitted that after the MoU between Gol, GoCG and CSPDCL, under
the UDAY Scheme, the Commission had amended its MYT Regulations to specify
distribution loss trajectory in line with the UDAY Scheme. The Commission, in past
Tariff Orders, has been approving the distribution losses as per these amended
Regulations. In the True-up, CSPDCL has claimed a Distribution Loss below 33 kV
as 19.36% for FY 2017-18 and 19.3% for FY 2018-19 based on target approved in
MYT Order. Further, in the revised ARR for FY 2020-21, CSPDCL has claimed a
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Distribution Loss below 33 kV as 16.50%. In spite of the matter being decided in the
earlier Tariff Order, CSPDCL has claimed that AT&C loss targets prescribed in
UDAY are flexible in nature, and has computed the incentive on account of lower
than previously specified targets of Distribution Losses in the MYT Order.

The Objector requested the Commission to allow AT&C Loss of maximum 18% and
15% for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 respectively, and even lower for upcoming
years. The Objector also requested to disallow any revenue losses due to under-
achievement with respect to target loss levels specified under the CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015.

Another Objector pointed out that CSPDCL has submitted Distribution losses of
19.3% in Truing up of FY 2018-19 and 16.50% in revised ARR for FY 2020-21. Loss
reduction of this magnitude is not possible, and this will affect the cash flows for FY
2020-21.The Objector proposed to consider the actual losses till January 2020 for
determination of Tariff of FY 2020-21.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the request of the Objector has no basis because CSPDCL
has not claimed any incentive towards over-achievement of performance during true-
up years. As regards the consideration of AT&C losses agreed under UDAY Scheme
in accordance with Regulation 71.3 of the MYT Regulations, 2015, CSPDCL has
made a detailed submission in the Petition. The Objector has not submitted any
justification to substitute Distribution Losses with AT&C losses for the purpose of
prudence check.

Commission’s View

For the purpose of true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, the Commission has
approved Distribution Losses based on actual energy sales and purchase, and
considered the Distribution Losses approved based on the UDAY Scheme. The
Commission has not considered any sharing of gains/losses for CSDPCL on this
account. The detailed rationale for the same has been provided in Chapter 6 of this
Order.

The Commission in its MYT Order has approved higher trajectory for Distribution
Losses. However, the same was revised subsequently based on UDAY Scheme. For
FY 2020-21, the Commission has approved the target of 16% for Distribution Losses,

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21 23



24.3

which is 0.50% lower than the target approved for FY 2019-20. The detailed approach
of the Commission is discussed in Chapter 7 of this Order.

Non-reconciliation with CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC by CSPDCL and excess
amount claimed

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has not reconciled data in its Petition with data
submitted by CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC in their respective Petitions. CSPGCL,
in its Petition, has shown revenue from sale of power as Rs. 6,803.37 Cr. for FY
2017-18 and Rs. 6,805.05 Cr. for FY 2018-19, whereas CSPDCL has claimed cost of
power purchase from CSPGCL as Rs. 7,122.38 Cr. for FY 2017-18 and Rs. 6,892.81
Cr. for FY 2018-19. Thus, CSPDCL has claimed excess amount of Rs. 319.01 Cr. and
Rs. 87.76 Cr. during FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 respectively. Similarly, CSPDCL
has claimed excess Annual Fixed Cost for Transmission of Rs. 17.88 Cr. for FY
2017-18 and Rs. 36.80 Cr. for FY 2018-19 as compared to data submitted by
CSPTCL in its Petition.

The Objector also submitted that CSPDCL, while computing the cumulative Revenue
Gap for FY 2020-21, has not included the Revenue Surplus of Rs. 185.09 Cr. for
CSPGCL and Revenue Surplus of Rs. 52.27 Cr. for CSPTCL, as submitted in their
respective True-up Petitions.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL denied the contentions of the Objector. The amount payable by CSPDCL
includes Delayed Payment Surcharges, duty and taxes etc. To that extent, mismatch in
the data is justified. According to CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, income from
Delayed Payment Surcharge in not included in revenue. Therefore, CSPGCL and
CSPTCL have not included the same in their Petitions. CSPDCL submitted the
statement of reconciliation towards power purchase expenses through letter No. 3105
dated March 5, 2020 to the Commission, in response to data queries.

Commission’s View

The Commission sought the reconciliation of expenses claimed by CSPDCL vis-a-vis
revenue submitted by CSPGCL and CSPTCL in their respective Petitions. The
Commission has approved the power purchase cost and transmission charges for
CSPDCL after due prudence check. The details are provided in Chapter 6 of this
Order.
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Further, while considering the cumulative Revenue Gap and adjusted Aggregate
Revenue Requirement (ARR) for recovery through Tariff in FY 2020-21 for
CSPDCL, the Commission has considered the Revenue Gap/(Surplus) arising out of
final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 for CSPGCL, CSPTCL and CSLDC.
The details are provided in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Higher Cost of Renewable Power and Lower Quantum of Concessional Power
Purchase

The Objector submitted that:

(i) CSPDCL has been purchasing renewable energy at a cost higher than that
approved by the Commission;

(i1) Also that it is getting much lower quantum of concessional power for which any
explanation has not been provided. This has caused a burden of approx. Rs.275 cr.
during FY 2017-18 to the consumers.

(iii) the Objector suggested that CSPDCL should act against defaulting IPPs.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that purchase of renewable power is under statutory renewable
purchase obligation. The power purchase and procurement process are under control
of the Commission. Accordingly, PPAs including quantum and rate are approved by
the Commission. As regards cost of biomass and solar power, the deviation is due to
delayed payment surcharge as well as cess, duty and water charges (applicable to only
small hydro). Hence, objection for higher cost of renewable power is not valid.

As regards concessional power, CSPDCL submitted that it has no direct contractual
relation with generators as the power is supplied through a back to back purchase
agreement with CSPTrdCL. It is gathered that difficulties in availability of primary
fuel is among major constraints to run the generator at optimum capacity. In this
context, CSPDCL clarifies that contracted power at ex-bus of generator is available
for supply to consumers. In view of the above, less availability of concessional power
is consequential and has no direct control of CSPDCL.

Commission’s View

The Commission, after prudence check, observes that the renewable power has been
procured from RE sources at tariff determined / adopted by the Commission and also
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that the generator has supplied concessional power as per the power purchase
agreement, the details of which are given in Chapter 6 of this Order. Therefore, there
IS no merit in the objections.

Steep and Abnormal Hike in Cost of Power Purchased from CSPGCL

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has not submitted station-wise data of power
purchase for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. From a comparison between Central
Generating Stations and CSPGCL for last 4 years, it is noted that cost of power from
Central Generating Stations has increased by only 3%, whereas cost of power from
CSPGCL has increased by 38%. The average power purchase cost from CGS Stations
is Rs. 2.88/kWh and Rs. 3.13/kWh for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 respectively.
However, the average cost of power purchase from CSPGCL is Rs. 3.69/kWh and Rs.
3.49/kWh for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 respectively.

The Objector requested the Commission to conduct a thorough examination of
Station-wise Power Purchase Quantum and Cost (Fixed Cost and Energy Charges
separately).

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it is not correct to state that CSPDCL has not submitted
station-wise power purchase quantum and cost for true-up years. It has submitted the
power purchase cost in specified format (R4) in its letter no. 2674 dated January 24,
2020. The Objector has compared present cost with true-up values of previous years.
CSPDCL has clarified that cost of power purchase from CSPGCL is claimed based on
the audited accounts and in accordance with provisions of CSERC MYT Regulations,
2015. Further, the expenses claimed under this Petition are subjected to prudence
check by the Commission.

Commission’s View

The Commission notes that CSPDCL has provided requisite details in the replies to
data gaps raised by the Commission. The detailed ruling of the Commission on
approval of fixed cost and energy charges for purchase of power from CSPGCL after
True-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 is given in Chapter 6 of this Order.
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2.4.6 Power Purchase from ABVTPP of CSPGCL and subsequent Sale to Telangana
State

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has tied-up back-to-back sale of power
generated by ABVTPP to Telangana State during FY 2017-18. During FY 2017-18,
CSPGCL has submitted the net generation of 5342.17 MU; However, sale to
Telangana State has been considered as 5421.16 MU. The objector submitted that
there is a loss of Rs. 183 cr. in sale of power to Telangana State and the same has
been loaded on consumers of CSPDCL. The Objector requested to disallow loading of
lower realization of Rs. 183.78 Cr. including approved trading margin of 7 paise/kWh
on inter-State sale of power procured from ABVTPP and sold to Telangana State.
Further, FCA Charges for ABVTPP were also recovered from retail consumers in FY
2017-18. Though CSPDCL has admitted the mistake, yet, the refund of the same is
not given to the consumers.

The Objector also requested to disallow the statutory and other charges relating to
ABVTPP such as water charges, CSLDC charges, intra-State Transmission Charges,
intra-State Transmission Losses, Start-up Power Charges, P&G Fund Contribution,
duty & Cess, if any, and Fuel Cost Adjustment and any adjustment with respect to
ABVTPP from the determination of ARR.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the contention of loss of Rs. 183 Cr. on account of sale of
power to Telangana State is incorrect. CSPDCL has been supplying power to
Telangana State from May 6, 2017. Prior to this, generation from ABVTPP was
utilised to supply power to consumers of the Chhattisgarh State. During FY 2017-18,
CSPDCL sold 5421 MU of surplus power at average rate of Rs. 4.07/kWh, which
amounts to revenue of Rs. 2365.47 Cr. In this sale, 4929.55 MU was sold from
ABVTPP at the rate of Rs. 4.41/kWh and 495 MU from other sources at the rate of
Rs. 3.90/kWh. From this, it is evident that there is no under realisation, as ABVTPP
power costs Rs. 4.39/kWh. Further, water charges and other O&M expenses like
contribution to Pension and Gratuity are billed to Telangana State. CSPDCL clarified
that it supplies electricity generated from ABVTPP to Telangana State as per terms
and conditions of back to back power purchase agreement, which is subjected to final
approval of the Appropriate Commission. Further, Clause 6.8 of the PPA obligates the
seller to provide electricity from alternate sources to meet aggregate contracted
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capacity on annual basis. Accordingly, there are deviations in units received from
ABVTPP and subsequent sale to Telangana State. As regards current billing by
CSPGCL and subsequent billing by CSPDCL to Telangana, it is strictly as per the
approved tariff.

Commission's View

For the purpose of true-up/provisional true-up, the Commission has approved sale of
surplus power after due prudence check. The approach adopted by the Commission is
detailed in Chapter 6 of this Order.

Sale of surplus power to Other States

The Objector submitted that during FY 2020-21, the sale of power to other States has
been considered at lower rate. CSPDCL has shown power purchase at Rs. 4.04 per
unit and sale of surplus power at Rs. 2.58 per unit to other States, which is not viable.
Further, agriculture tariff is set at Rs. 4.60 per unit while the sale of power to other
States is at Rs. 2.58 per unit, which is not viable. Excess power should be used to
provide the same to the farmers at a cheaper rate.

Another Objector submitted that CSPDCL has failed to adhere to directives of the
Commission to examine the possibility of optimum utilization of surplus power
within the State through appropriate incentive mechanism. CSPDCL, in the current
Petition, has estimated that 26% of available power of CSPDCL would be surplus,
which may increase further due to lower consumption of HV-4 Steel Industries
category compared to estimated sales at a growth rate of 10%. The Objector also
submitted that rate of sale of surplus power at Rs. 2.57 /kWh is much lower to the
approved value of Rs.3.56/kWh in the Tariff Order, which is causing huge revenue
losses and suggested surrendering costly CGS power and move to short-term power
purchase.

The Objector further suggested the following methodology to reduce the quantum of
surplus power:

a)  Night Tariff may be designed at a fixed tariff of Rs.3.50 per unit for 12 hours.

b) Retail Consumers may be allowed to consume more power compared to

previous year’s average consumption at Rs.3.50 per unit.

c) The present relaxation in Contract Demand at 20% for HV4-Steel Industries
during Off-Peak Hours may be increased to 30%.
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d)  Suitable Load Factor rebate may be introduced for all industrial consumers.

The Objector also submitted to direct CSPDCL to surrender the power from NTPC
Mauda, NSPCL, Kakrapar and NTPC Solapur during FY 2020-21. This will lead to
reduction in ARR for FY 2020-21 by Rs. 719 Cr.. Also, a suitable mechanism to
encourage power consumption within the State should be introduced.

Another Objector submitted that the cost of power purchase from CGS is Rs. 3.64 per
unit, whereas the same is Rs. 1.69 per unit for purchase through Power Exchanges.
Hence, the power purchase from Power Exchange is much cheaper and the same
should be considered to reduce the tariff.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the request of the Objector to surrender the power from
Central Sector during FY 2020-21 is not correct. The PPAs have been executed in
pursuance of capacity allocation by the Union of India to the State Government. The
allocation is based on long-term study of Demand and Supply in the State. The
surplus power is not available round the clock. It is worth noting that short-term
power is required to meet exigencies. CSPDCL submitted that, presently, no surplus
exists round the clock. Therefore, the proposal to consume surplus power within the
State is not relevant. Further, short-term prices are market driven and cannot be relied
upon.

Commission’s View

In the present Order, the Commission has considered the surrender of higher cost
energy as per economic despatch principles, while estimating the power purchase cost
for FY 2020-21. This means that while estimating the power purchase cost, power
from sources having higher energy charges is considered as not scheduled on a
monthly basis. The approach adopted by the Commission is detailed in Chapter 7 of
this Order.

Banking of Power

The Objector submitted that the 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 for 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, agreed Date and Time
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for Reverse Banking etc. The Objector also requested to make necessary Regulations
at the earliest with respect to Banking of Power.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it is complying with the directions issued by the Commission
in the Tariff Order dated February 28, 2020 regarding banking of power. Accordingly,
a separate passbook showing records of all banking transactions in terms of banking
availed and returned is maintained on yearly basis. CSPDCL further submitted that no
financial transactions take place under banking of power, except that the Open Access
charges and Transmission Charges are borne by the receiver.

Commission’s View

While undertaking the final true-up for FY 2017-18 and provisional true-up for FY
2018-19, the Commission sought all relevant details of banking of power and
approved the quantum of banked power after due prudence check.

Huge Increase in O&M Expenses

The Objector submitted that O&M Expenses are a controllable factor and any loss on
account of over-expenditure should be shared in the ratio of 50:50 between the
Licensee and consumers, excluding Employee Cost. CSPDCL in its Petition has
submitted that A&G expenses like meter reading and other merchandizing and service
contracts and electricity charges to offices and establishments are beyond its control
because of certain reasons. Apart from this, CSPDCL has not justified huge increase
in O&M expenses, particularly, R&M expenses and A&G expenses. The Objector
requested to review the increase in expenses, along with comparable increase in sales,
efficiency and cost parameters.

The Objector requested to consider entire A&G expenses and R&M expenses, while
deciding sharing of gains/loss as per the existing provisions of CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015. The Objector also requested to disallow unreasonable increase in
O&M expenses by Rs.36.68 Cr. over approved value in Tariff Order for FY 2017-18
and by Rs. 122.53 Core over approved value in Tariff Order for FY 2018-19,
considering share of loss as 50%. The objector submitted that CSPDCL’s plea to
consider certain O&M expenses as uncontrollable should be rejected, as CSERC
MYT Regulations, 2015 do not allow such relaxation.

30

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21



2.4.10

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL denied the contentions of the Objector and stated that the same do not
counter CSPDCL’s detailed submissions made at para 5.24 to 5.31 of the Petition for
FY 2017-18 and at para 6.17 to 6.24 of the Petition for FY 2018-19. CSPDCL
submitted that major services involved engagement of contract labour for operations
of 33/11 kV substations, meter reading, bill distribution, secretarial assistance in
offices, housekeeping and security guards, because of substantial vacant posts of
Class 111 and IV employees. Had this business been performed by departmental staff,
the expenditure would have been booked under employee expenses, which is
uncontrollable as per the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015. Hence, the higher
expenditure under A&G expenses and R&M expenses are justified.

Commission’s View

The Commission has approved normative O&M expenses as per CSERC MYT
Regulations, 2015 and actual O&M expenses based on audited/provisional accounts,
after due prudence check. The sharing of gains and losses has been considered in
accordance with the provisions of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, as amended from
time to time. The details are given in Chapter 6 of this Order.

Payment of Pension, Gratuity and other Retirement Benefits by Power
Companies

The Objector submitted that the Commission should approve the contribution to
Pension and Gratuity of at least Rs. 56 Cr. per month for FY 2020-21. The Objector
also requested to direct the Power Utilities to provide the additional contribution to
the Pension Trust, after approval of the Commission in the Tariff Order, without any
further delay. The Objector also requested that the deficit in inflow in past two years
should be considered as Regulatory Asset and the same should be allowed to be
recovered in future years.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that there is merit in the submission of the Objector to allow
excess contribution to Pension and Gratuity Trust by the Companies, considering the
present outflow from the Fund being more than the inflow, as it is in line with the
request made by Secretary, CSEB, Gratuity and Pension fund Trust to the
Management of Power Utilities vide Letter No. 10 dated January 9, 2010.
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CSPDCL further submitted that the Trust has raised additional monthly demand by
more than Rs. 45 Cr. over and above existing contribution of Rs. 36.81 Cr.. Increase
in Terminal Benefits due to recommendations of 7™ Pay Commission was the main
reason considered by Trust to request for additional contribution. The excess outflow
has depleted the corpus by more than Rs. 332 Cr. till September 2019.

CSPDCL further submitted that the point raised by Objector may be taken into
consideration as it is in line with Regulation 32 of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015.

Commission’s View

As per the approach adopted in past Orders, the Commission approves the
Contribution to Pension and Gratuity based on the amount approved in the MYT
order , irrespective of provision made in the Accounts. The detailed approach is
mentioned in Chapter 3 of this Order.

Discrepancy in Non-Tariff Income

The Objector submitted that the Non-Tariff Income reported in Audited Accounts of
FY 2017-18 is much higher than the Non-Tariff Income considered by CSPDCL in its
Petition. The Objector has reconciled the same and computed the difference of
income as Rs. 267.09 Cr. The Objector requested to consider this income of Rs.
267.09 Cr., as an additional Non-Tariff Income over and above true-up claim of
Rs.313.83 Cr.

The Objector also requested to consider the Non-Tariff Income of Rs. 333.41 Cr. for
FY 2018-19, equal to value approved in the Tariff Order, instead of Non-Tariff
Income of Rs.281.54 Cr. claimed by CSPDCL in the provisional true-up.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Non-Tariff Income submitted in the Petition is based on
the audited/provisional accounts. The revenue from operations is bifurcated under two
categories, viz., Revenue from Sale of power and Non-Tariff Income. The portion of
revenue not covered under Revenue from Sale of Power is considered under Non-
Tariff Income. No portion of revenue is left unconsidered. The claim of Non-Tariff
Income is supported by Audited Accounts, which is further subjected to prudence
check by the Commission. Further, several disputes related to billing of Cross Subsidy
Surcharge and Parallel Operation Charges are sub-judice presently.
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Commission’s View

While undertaking true-up for FY 2017-18 and provisional true-up for FY 2018-19
for CSPDCL, the Commission sought reconciliation of Non-Tariff Income reported in
the audited/provisional accounts vis-a-vis amounts submitted in the Petition. The
Commission has approved Non-Tariff Income for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 after
due prudence check, based on the reconciliation submitted by CSPDCL. All heads of
revenue have been considered. The details are provided in Chapter 6 of this Order.

Revenue from existing tariff

The Objector submitted that the Average Billing Rate (ABR) estimated by CSPDCL
is higher by 50 paise per unit than actual ABR, when it is calculated based on R-15
data. This is resulting in a loss of Rs. 475 Cr. to CSPDCL. Further, the growth
estimated in HT category is 16%, which seems unrealistic. The Objector requested the
Commission to calculate ABR on the basis of actual R-15 data for more realistic
projections.

Another Objector submitted that R-15 format for FY 2017-18 has shown an amount
of Rs. 473.71 Cr. as subsidy given by Government for HV4-Steel Industries.
However, CSPDCL has not adjusted the same in its True-up Petition for FY 2017-18,
which amounts to suppression of revenue received by it. The Objector requested the
Commission to adjust the amount of State Government Subsidy given to HV4-Steel
Industries while truing-up for FY 2017-18.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Objector’s contention is not correct. In the present
Petition, CSPDCL has submitted the revenue based on Audited Accounts for FY
2017-18 and provisional accounts for FY 2018-19, and not based on R-15. Also, the
reconciliation between the revenue reported in R-15, Audited/Provisional Accounts
and that considered in the Petition has been submitted to the Commission.

As regards State Government Subsidy for Steel Category, CSPDCL submitted that it
has considered a revenue subsidy of Rs. 512.24 Cr. towards rebate provided to Steel
Industries by Government of Chhattisgarh. The revenue from sale of power of Rs.
11760.72 Cr. in Table 27 of the Petition includes the aforesaid amount.
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Commission’s View

While undertaking true-up for FY 2017-18 and provisional true-up for FY 2018-19,
the Commission sought reconciliation of revenue from sale of power reported in
audited/provisional accounts vis-a-vis amounts submitted in the Petition. The
Commission has approved revenue from sale of power for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-
19 after due prudence check. The details are provided in Chapter 6 of this Order.

Suppression of Actual Revenue

The Objector submitted that the Commission while undertaking provisional true-up
for FY 2017-18 has considered the additional revenue of Rs. 351.24 Cr. for
Agriculture category. However, CSPDCL has not considered such additional revenue
of Rs. 351.24 Cr. in final true-up for FY 2017-18, thereby overstating the Revenue
deficit. Based on the same methodology, as adopted by the Commission for FY 2017-
18, the Objector has computed the additional revenue of Rs. 372.43 Cr. for FY 2018-
19 for Agriculture category.

Further, based on the methodology adopted by the Commission for Agriculture
Category, the Objector submitted that CSPDCL has suppressed revenue realization
from LV1-Domestic Category including BPL Consumers during FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 to the extent of Rs. 234.78 Cr. and Rs. 222.50 Cr., respectively. Similarly,
CSPDCL has suppressed revenue realization from Non-Domestic Category of Rs.
47.78 Cr. during FY 2017-18.

The Objector requested to consider additional notional revenue on account of
Revenue suppression and non-submission of data, while deciding the true-up.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that being a fully owned State Government Company, it is
controlled by directions given by the State Government from time to time, according
to the Articles of Association, which have overriding effect. CSPDCL submitted that
it has effected the flat rate tariff for agriculture category from 2013, in compliance
with the directions contained in State Government Notification No. 2131/F-
21/08/2009/13/2/UV/KJJY dated September 19, 2013. The billing to Krishak Jivan
Jyoti Yojana (KJJY) under LV 3 category has been done as per the terms and
conditions of the aforesaid Order. The revenue statements have been regularly placed
before the Commission under statutory compliance. Resultantly, the actual billing rate
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of LV-3 is less due to impact of KJJY scheme, which may be considered as revenue
in respect of LV-3 category for computation of Revenue Gap.

As regards LV1 and LV2 category, CSPDCL submitted that the contentions made
regarding revenue suppression are not correct. Merely multiplying sales with
approved tariff in a particular slab would defeat the effect of slab-wise billing,
wherein net revenue of consumer under highest slab carries effect of tariff applicable
to lower slabs too. The categorisation under R-15 is based on the monthly
consumption recorded in latest month. All other revenue details about energy charges,
demand charges consumption, etc., in respect of such consumer is displayed
according to aforesaid categorisation. Also, the Objector has neglected the principle
of slab-wise billing and constraints which affect actual billing over assessment. In
view of the above, under telescopic principle of billing, actual billing rate indicated in
revenue statement is lower than the relevant slab tariff. This is merely indicative and
does not have any commercial implications. The bills issued to consumers in these
categories are correct and compliant with terms and conditions of the Tariff Order.
The Objector has failed to identify a single case of wrong billing or revenue
suppression. Hence, the contentions raised by the Objector are not correct and should
not be considered for the purpose of true-up.

Commission’s View

The Commission has undertaken detailed scrutiny of actual revenue earned by
CSPDCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. As regards the revenue for Domestic and
Non-Domestic category, the Commission has analysed R-15 data and found that the
submission of CSPDCL is correct. The Commission observes that there is lower
revenue realisation from Agriculture Category against Energy Charges. In line with
the approach adopted in True-up of previous years, the Commission has considered
the notional revenue on account of lower revenue realisation against Energy Charges
for Agriculture category for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. The Commission has not
considered any notional revenue for Domestic and Commercial Category. The details
are provided in Chapter 6 of this Order.

Agriculture tariff

The Objector submitted that the agriculture consumers are actually being billed on a
flat rate tariff and not on the two-part tariff as per Order. The Objector suggested to
make the agriculture tariff as a flat rate tariff comprising only energy charges. This
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will ensure proper meter reading by the Field Officers and proper recording and
accounting of distribution data. Further, the farmers will also be attentive towards
energy consumption and over usage of ground water will also be checked and the
subsidy can also be tuned from 50% to 80%.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that as per the Tariff Policy, the tariff needs to be two-part tariff.

Commission’s View

The Commission has continued with the tariff approved in the Tariff Order for FY
2019-20. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given
in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Treatment of Railways

The Objector submitted that being a deemed Distribution Licensee, Railways should
be treated at par with CSPDCL. The power sold to Railways should be at the average
Power Purchase cost of CSPDCL.

The Objector further requested to maintain a reasonable traction tariff in view of
various ongoing projects and development of the Railways in the State. It requested
that Railway traction tariff, i.e. HV1, should be maintained at the same level as the
present tariff, while the non-traction loads of Railways should be considered in the
LV-6 category.

Petitioner’s Reply

As regards consideration of same traction tariff, CSPDCL submitted that
determination of tariff for Railway Traction is the prerogative of the Commission and
may be considered subject to protection of approved ARR for FY 2020-21.

As regards consideration of non-traction load under LV-6 Public Utility category,
CSPDCL submitted that the Commission has framed specific tariff for bulk supply at
one point for Railways for load other than traction load. The bifurcation of demand
charges and energy charges has commercial implications. The proposal to include
non-traction load under Public Utilities category LV-6 may face constraints of
simultaneous HV/LV supply in the premises.
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2.4.17

Commission’s View

The Commission has continued with the tariff approved in the Tariff Order for FY
2019-20. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given
in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Charitable Hospitals

The Objector requested for a special category in the tariff with low tariff rates for
charitable hospitals, which are working in a non-profit environment. The Objector has
cited extracts of Orders of other SERCs giving special consumer category for
Charitable Hospitals.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL stated that in the Tariff Schedule, the use of electricity in private hospitals,
nursing homes and clinics has been considered as commercial use. The Objector has
not produced any solid argument against this. The reference to Orders given by other
SERCs should not be considered as these are based on different circumstances.
Further, the Commission has reduced the tariff of LV2 category in its Tariff Order
dated 28.02.2019. The present billing is being done on the basis of the latest Tariff
Order, and decisions cannot be taken on the basis of old rulings of different States
under different circumstances.

Commission’s View

In the present Order, the Commission has decided that the hospitals run by Charitable
Trusts, which avail supply at high voltage level, shall now be covered under HV-6
category, which is having a comparatively lower tariff. The detailed rationale and
philosophy adopted by the Commission is given in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Difference in Urban and Rural power supply

The Objector submitted that urban and rural consumers are treated differently. The
rural systems are not up to the mark. CSPDCL is not being penalised for power cuts
in rural areas. The urban areas are served better and immediate response is given to
the urban consumers, whereas rural consumers face long delays in proper
maintenance and system works. The quality of power in rural areas and urban areas is
different, where the rural area faces lack of response and infrastructure.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the issue is not relevant to the Tariff Petition filed before the
Commission.

Commission’s View

The Commission is of the view that the issue is not relevant to the present Tariff
Petition. However, CSPDCL should make best possible efforts to improve its services
in Urban as well as Rural areas and comply with the provisions of Standards of
Performance Regulations and Supply Code.

Tariff for Rice Mill

The Objector submitted that there should be special category for rice mills. The
existing categorisation under HV3 category is creating a lot of burden on industries in
rural area. The categorisation of agriculture-based industries under HV 3 category
results in higher price of electricity. Thus, there should be a subsidised rate of tariff
for the rice mills. Further, the rice mill industry is seasonal and payment of Demand
Charges in off-season creates addition burden on the consumer.

The Objector further submitted that there is a huge difference in the tariff for rice
mills in LV and HV category. The Objector requested that rice mills should be given
tariff equal to Agriculture category. A special subsidised rate should be given to the
rice mills for development and working.

The Objector further submitted that the penalty for exceeding Contract Demand for 15
minutes is charged for the full month. The Objector requested that penalisation should
be as per the usage and on the energy charge and not on the Demand Charges. Also,
penalty should be levied only on the excess units consumed.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL stated that the Commission in its Tariff Order dated 15.06.2005 has
simplified the consumer categorisation. The Objector has not produced enough
reasons to support the claim for creation of new category.

The claim for differentiation in the HV and LV category is also not proper. The
Commission, from FY 2016-17, has adopted voltage-wise cost of supply, which
includes line losses, in the tariff for the categories and which is currently being
followed.
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Further, CSPDCL stated that as per the Tariff Policy, the tariff has to be two-part
tariff and, hence, the Demand Charges cannot be eliminated. The Demand Charges
are levied in order to maintain and ensure proper connection and supply of electricity.

The consumers are given power on the basis of their Contract Demand. The energy
charges are linked to the real time usage and which are separate from Demand
Charges. Hence, linking the penalty to actual usage would not be appropriate. As
regards 15-minute time block billing, as per the billing system of the generator and
the Distribution Company, the demand is conveyed to the generator in 15 minutes
block one day in advance, as per the norms.

Commission’s View

In the present Order, a discount of 5% on Energy Charges has been made applicable
for Rice Mills under HV-3 Category. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted
by the Commission is given in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Load Factor Rebate

The Objector submitted that in the Public Notice issued by the Commission, the
Commission has proposed to reduce the Load Factor rebate. This will demoralise the
stakeholders and will not lead to development of the sector.

There is differential tariff in HV-4 category for achieving Load Factor. On non-
achievement of prescribed Load Factor, due to change in Tariff, huge cost implication
is seen in the Induction furnace business. The Objector requested for an average rate
for HV-4 category.

Another Objector submitted that the proposed Load Factor rebate framework will
create tariff shock of more than Rs. 0.66 per unit and power intensive industry will
not survive.

Another Objector submitted that Steel Industries at 132 kV and 220 kV level should
also be given differential tariff for load factor >15% and load factor <=15% .

Another Objector submitted that Load Factor rebate is given to Railways and Steel
industries to incentivise higher consumption. The Objector requested that the
incentive should be applicable for energy consumed beyond cut off load factor. The
Commission has proposed the change in calculation for Steel industries and not for
Railways, hence, the Objector requested for inclusion of Railways in the same revised
formula.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it has not submitted any tariff proposal before the
Commission. Furthermore, the Commission has statutory powers to determine retail
supply tariff which may be considered in light of the provisions of the Act. The
Commission has issued a public notice to change the present structure of load factor
rebate, which may be considered subject to approved ARR for FY 2020-21 to be
protected.

As regards differential tariff for Steel Industries at 132 kV and 220 kV level,
CSPDCL submitted that the Load Factor based tariff is a creation after merger of Low
Load Factor steel industries in the Tariff Order dated April 30, 2016. Prior to that,
specific category existed for steel industries who operated in one shift and availed
supply at 33/11 kV. As pre-revised low load factor tariff did not include EHV
category of consumers, hence, the same should not be considered.

Commission’s View

For the purpose of calculating load factor rebate on energy charges available to 'HV-
4: Steel Industries' category, the maximum prescribed load factor has been scaled
down from load factor of '77% and above' to load factor of 70% and above'. The
detailed approach of the Commission is discussed in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Further, the Commission has not considered any change in the tariff for Steel
Industries at 132 kV and 220 kV level.

Tariff for Consumer Categories

As regards tariff for LV 1 Category, the Objector proposed to increase the
consumption slabs to 601-900 units, 901-1200 units and 1200 and above. As regards
tariff for LV 2 Category, the Objector requested to include slab of 501-900 units, 901-
1200 units and 1200 and above. The Objector further submitted that in case of
consumption of the small shops adjacent to the rural household, the whole household
should be billed at the same tariff applicable for small business.

The Objector requested for inclusion of Fisheries and Water filling in ponds under
LV- 3 Category.

As regards tariff for HV 4 Category, the Objector requested to reduce the tariff for
steel plants and normalise with other States to maintain their competitiveness in the
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market. The Objector requested for a special night tariff for the steel plant consumers
who wish to operate in the night time, as under:

e Applicability- 8 pm to 8 am
e Demand Charges- Reduction by 50% in the night
e TOD off peak charges applicable

As regards tariff for HV 5 Category, the Objector requested to reduce Demand
Charges by Rs. 25 and Energy Charges by Rs. 1/kWh, on account of COVID 19
scenario, which has devastated the poultry business.

Further, the Objector submitted that special concession is being given to non-
subsidised agriculture pump to a level of 10%. The Objector requested to increase the
concession to 20%, which should be included in the billing system of CSPDCL.

Further, the advertisement hoarding lights should be charged highest and special slab
should be there for billing of such consumption by advertisement hoardings.

Further, the objector requested not to increase the residential tariff and requested the
Commission to form a Committee to compare the residential tariff in the country.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that it has not proposed any Tariff Schedule in the Tariff Petition.
Further, CSPDCL highlighted that according to the Act, the Commission has the
power to determine the electricity tariff.

Further, CSPDCL submitted that usage of domestic power in non-domestic or any
kind of commercial process is not acceptable under Section 126 of the Act and it is
not as per rules.

CSPDCL submitted that as per Clause 2.1 of the Electricity Supply Code, the
comment on changing the provision of exceeding Maximum Demand is not
acceptable. To solve the problem, the billing cycle has been made minimum 1 month.

CSPDCL submitted that for extra billing of hoarding lights and advertisement, a
proper hearing should be initiated on this topic.

Further, as per the Act, the Commission needs to publish the Tariff Order within 120
days of the Tariff Petition. Forming a Committee for comparison of tariff will not
allow the Commission to adhere to the timelines. Hence, this suggestion may not be
accepted.
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24.21

As regards the tariff proposal submitted by Objectors, CSPDCL submitted that the
Commission has already announced the relief to electricity consumers in order to
mitigate the effect of COVID-19 through its Order dated May 1 and 6, 2020. The
reliefs are in the form of moratorium on payment of Demand Charges and reduction
in delayed payment surcharges of electricity bills payable between April 1, 2020 to
June 30, 2020. CSPDCL further submitted that as per Section 62 of the Act, it is the
Commission’s prerogative to determine retail supply tariff according to differentiation
allowed in sub-section (3) of Section 62 of the Act. The Commission may consider
the tariff proposals subject to protection of its approved ARR for FY 2020-21.

Commission’s View

The Commission has continued with the tariff approved in the Tariff Order for FY
2019-20. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given
in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Further, the Commission has already announced relief measures for electricity
consumers in light of COVID-19 through its Order in suo-motu Petition No. 46 and
47 of 2020.

Standby Demand Charges and Penalty for exceeding Contract Demand

The Objector submitted that for consumers having Captive Power Plant, additional
Demand Charges of Rs. 20/kVA/month should be payable only on the extent of the
standby demand component and not on the entire Contract Demand. The additional
Demand Charges should be levied on the Standby component only if the consumer’s

demand exceeds its Contract Demand.

Further, the Objector requested that if a consumer exceeds his Contract Demand, he
will be billed at the applicable Demand Charge rate for the demand actually recorded
and also be charged an additional amount and no extra charges for the excess demand.

Another Objector submitted that the limit of 20% for exceeding Contract Demand
during off peak period should be increased to 30% to utilise the surplus power that
has been shown in CSPDCL Petition.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Objector's proposal is objectionable in light of the
commercial understanding of Contract Demand between the Licensee and the
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consumer. The Contract Demand has commercial significance and Demand Charges
are billed at 75% of Contract Demand to recover network expenses. The usage over
and above Contract Demand is stipulated as unauthorised use and accordingly
additional billing in terms of excess supply is applicable.

The contentions regarding imposing penalty for exceeding Contract Demand are
incorrect because the Tariff Order provides additional charges towards usage of
electricity over and above Contract Demand. The request to delink energy charges
from excess supply billing is against the fundamental principle of electricity, wherein
energy is consequence of demand. The real time utilization of electricity load stated
by consumer under Contract Demand is measured in terms of energy and therefore
delinking it would attract commercial consequences.

As regards the enhancement of limit of 20% for exceeding contract demand during
off-peak hours, CSPDCL submitted that the contentions of the Objector are based on
the assumption that CSPDCL has surplus of around 150-300 MW during off-peak
hours. CSPDCL clarified that the supply to consumer requires availability of surplus
on RTC basis. Further, utilisation of Contract Demand from existing limit of 120% to
130% requires technical consideration and examination of distribution network on
case-to case basis. Hence, it would be difficult to operate.

Commission’s View

In the present Order, the Commission has decided that in case of excess supply to
consumers (other than of HV-7 tariff category) having minimum Contract Demand of
150 MVA, and having captive generating plant(s) of capacity of at least 150 MW,
such consumers shall have to pay additional Demand Charges of Rs. 20/k\VA/month
on the quantum of power availed over and above their Contract Demand
notwithstanding anything contained anywhere in this Order. Further, energy
consumed corresponding to excess supply shall be billed at normal tariff. This
provision is intended to remove the difficulties being faced by such consumers in the
event of outage of their Captive Generating Plant (CGP).

The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given in Chapter
8 of this Order.
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2.4.22 Rebate on high voltage

The Objector requested that a special rebate should be given for the consumers getting
supply at high voltage, i.e., 400/220/132 kV. The Objector also requested to reduce
the cross-subsidy charges as the cross-subsidy charges are increasing every year.

Another Objector requested for reduction in the tariff differential in HV4 category
between the 33 kV and 132 kV consumers. The Objector highlighted that this
differentiation is creating disadvantage for the small players and making the market
less competitive.

Another Objector requested to reduce the tariff of 132 kV by 60 paise/unit so that
many consumers of the steel industry can shift to 132 kV connection, which will in
turn increase the revenue of the Distribution Company.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the objector has not explained as to which rebate allowed to
other consumers is not being allowed to consumers taking supply at high voltage.
Further, the rebates allowed under Tariff Order to industry consumers in terms of load
factor, etc., applies to all consumers irrespective of the supply voltage. Further, cross-
subsidy surcharges is among the component of retail supply tariff which falls under
Non-Tariff Income of the Distribution Licensee. It is prerogative of the Commission
to determine tariff, hence, the Petitioner in the capacity of Distribution Licensee
requests to consider reduction in Cross-Subsidy Surcharge subject to protection of its
approved ARR for FY 2020-21.

The rationalization of retail supply tariff on voltage basis has already been done by
the Commission in its Order dated April 30, 2016, which is continued thereafter.

Commission’s View

The Commission has continued with the tariff approved in the Tariff Order for FY
2019-20. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given
in Chapter 8 of this Order.

2.4.23 Incentive for prompt and advance payment
The Objector requested for rebate or incentive on prompt and advance payments made
by non-residential consumers.
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2.4.24

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that as per Clause 10.11 of the Electricity Supply Code, the
advance payment should be declared and prior information should be given to the
Distribution Licensee.

Commission’s View

The Commission has continued with the tariff approved in the Tariff Order for FY
2019-20. The detailed rationale and philosophy adopted by the Commission is given
in Chapter 8 of this Order.

Multiple Distribution Licensees

The Objector highlighted that in the State, there are two different Distribution
Licensees, i.e., CSPDCL and JSP Raigarh, who are having different tariff. There is
massive difference in cost of power in these two areas. The average rate of power in
JSP, Raigarh area is Rs. 4.34 per unit. However, the same is Rs. 5.37 per unit in
CSPDCL area. Because of this difference, the competitiveness and viability of steel
plants located in these two areas are affected. The Objector submitted to ensure the
reduction in gap between cost of power in these two areas.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the objector has compared CSPDCL tariff with prevailing
tariff applicable in area of supply of Jindal Park, Raigarh. The consumer tariff at
Jindal Park is the outcome of Judgment delivered by the Hon’ble High Court of
Chhattisgarh and hence, cannot be compared with tariff of CSPDCL’s consumers.
The tariff of consumers of CSPDCL is determined by the Commission according to
relevant provisions of the Act after observance of due process established by law.
Furthermore, retail supply tariff to steel industries is in line with the provision of
Tariff Policy wherein consumer tariff is required to be within limits of +/- 20% of
average cost of supply.

Commission’s View

The Commission agrees with the CSPDCL's reply. Moreover, the matter related to
tariff to retail tariff of consumers of Jindal Industrial Park is subjudiced before the
appellate authorities.
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2.4.25

2.4.26

2.4.27

Non-Compliance of directives

The Objector submitted that CSPDCL has not submitted any kind of status report
towards compliance of directives issued by the Commission and requested the
Commission to take stern action for such non-compliance and to direct them for
immediate compliance without giving more time.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that the Commission conducts quarterly review on directions
passed in the Tariff Order. During such review, no adverse directives were passed by
the Commission in respect of directives issued in the Tariff Order for FY 2019-20.

Commission’s View

The Commission has initiated a suo-motu petition regarding this issue.

Excess electricity charge in Ravi Bhavan

The Objector submitted that in Ravi Bhavan complex, the rate of electricity being
charged is more than the tariff rate and it is not falling in any slab stipulated in the
Tariff Order.

Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that this is not a matter of tariff determination, and the objector
should approach the right authority for solution in the matter.

Commission’s View

The Commission has initiated a suo-motu petition regarding this issue.

Energy loss and voltage wise cost of supply

The Objector submitted that as per the present CSPDCL Petition, 33 kV energy losses
are 4.85%, as against 6% as per Tariff Schedule of CSPDCL. This difference in
number is causing confusion amongst consumers.

The Objector further submitted that the Hon’ble APTEL, vide its Judgment dated
May 30, 2011 in Appeal No. 102 of 2010, stipulated the guidelines for cost of supply
calculations. These guidelines are given due to non-availability of adequate data at
that period of time. CSPDCL is applying the same method for calculation of cost of
supply without considering the development in metering network and availability of
actual voltage-wise losses.
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Petitioner’s Reply

CSPDCL submitted that distribution loss of 6% are not applicable for billing to the
Objector as it is supplied at EHV level. The loss of 6% is applicable to Open Access
Consumers, when the utilisation of electricity is at voltage of 11 kV or lower.

CSPDCL further submitted that the directives of Hon’ble APTEL have already been
considered by the Commission on Page No. 297 of the Order dated April 30, 2016
and retail supply tariff has been rationalised accordingly.

Commission’s View

The approach of the Commission regarding determination of Voltage-wise cost of
supply is given in Chapter 8 of this Order.
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3 FINAL TRUE-UP FOR FY 2017-18 AND FY 2018-19 FOR
CSPGCL
3.1 Background

The Commission notified the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 for the third MYT
Control Period from FY 2016-17 to FY 2020-21 on September 9, 2015. Subsequently,
the Commission notified the first amendment to CSERC MYT Regulations on June
16, 2017. The Commission issued the MYT order on April 30, 2016 approving the
ARR of existing Generating Stations viz. HTPS, KTPS (East), DSPM TPS, 500 MW
Korba West TPP, and Hasdeo Bango Hydro power plant of CSPGCL for the control
period from FY 2016-17 to FY 2020-21. Further, the Commission vide its order dated
July 7, 2018 had approved ARR and generation tariff of ABVTPP for MYT Control
Period.

Subsequently, in the tariff order dated February 28, 2019, the Commission undertook
provisional true-up for FY 2017-18 for existing generating stations of CSPGCL based
on provisional accounts for FY 2017-18. Now, based on audited accounts. CSPGCL
has filed this petition for final true-up of FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 for its existing
thermal generating stations, viz., HTPS, KTPS (East), DSPM TPS, 500 MW Korba
West TPP, Hasdeo Bango Hydro power plant and ABVTPP, Regulation 10.4 of the
CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 specifies as under:

“10.4. The scope of the truing up shall be a comparison of the performance of the
generating company or STU/transmission licensee or distribution licensee or SLDC

with the approved forecast of Aggregate Revenue Requirement and expected revenue
from tariff and charges and shall comprise of the following:

(@) A comparison of the audited performance of the applicant for the previous
financial year(s) with the approved forecast of such previous financial year(s),
subject to the prudence check including pass-through of impact of uncontrollable
factors;

(b) Review of compliance with directives issued by the Commission from time to
time;

(C) Other relevant details, if any.”

In accordance with the above Regulation, the Commission, in the present order, has
undertaken final true-up of ARR for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 on the basis of
audited accounts as submitted by CSPGCL.

In this chapter, the Commission has analysed all the elements of actual expenditure
and revenue of CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 and undertaken the final
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3.2

3.3

true-up of expenses and revenue in accordance with Regulation 10 of the CSERC
MYT Regulations, 2015. The Commission has approved the sharing of gains and
losses on account of controllable factors between CSPGCL and its beneficiaries, in
accordance with Regulation 13 of the CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015.

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. Particulars No. of Units&

No. Capacity (MW)

1 Korba East Thermal Power Station (KTPS) 387.53 MW*

2 Hasdeo Thermal Power Station (HTPS) 4x210 = 840 MW

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

(ABVTPP), Janjgir Champa 2x500 = 1000 MW

6

*Average capacity during FY 2017-18 due to retirement of 50 MW units. During FY 2018-19
it was 285.75 MW.

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

The actual PAF for its stations for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 is as shown in the
Table below:

Table 3-2: Actual Plant Availability Factor for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted

by CSPGCL
Station FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19
KTPS 51.82% 61.07%
HTPS 75.49% 76.45%
DSPM 96.30% 92.62%
KWTPP 92.10% 92.24%
ABVTPP 65.31% 73.06%
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As regards KTPS, CSPGCL submitted that all the figures submitted are considered on
the basis of actual retirement of units.

As regards HTPS, the Commission while approving normative parameters has
considered the outage of the plant for installing ESP and other capital works.
Accordingly, norms on PAF and specific oil consumption were relaxed for two years
to 74.38% % and 0.8 ml/ kwWh. Keeping all factors in consideration, instead of taking
two units on outage during one year, CSPGCL has taken up ESP work on one unit.
The policy proved to be advantageous for all stakeholders. CSPGCL prayed that the
relaxation allowed may be reduced to half but extended to double of the years. Thus,
without any additional relaxation, just the relaxation granted may be spread to four
years instead of two years. In the previous true up, the Commission has allowed the
same and approved normative PAF of 78.69% and specific oil consumption of 0.9 ml/
kWh for FY 2017-18. The same has been continued for FY 2018-19.

As regards DSPM and KWTPP, CSPGCL submitted that it has achieved availability
as per targets specified by the Commission.

As regards ABVTPP, CSPGCL submitted that, the Commission has approved relaxed
PAF for FY 2017-18 during provisional true-up. The normative values were allowed
by the Commission after detail deliberation and verification of documents. The same
has been relied for the purpose of final true-up. For FY 2018-19, the normative PAF
has been submitted as per Order dated July 7, 2018.

Commission’s View

The actual availability of the generating stations for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19
supported by 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 to KTPS, the Commission approves NAPAF for FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 as 66.19% and 69.50% respectively as per the principle approved in MYT
Order.

As regards DSPM, the Commission approves the NAPAF of 85% as per the MYT
order for the purpose of final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19.

As regards HTPS, the commission in the provisional true up of FY 2017-18 approved
NAPAF of 78.69%. The methodology adopted by the Commission is given in the
following para:
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“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.”

In view of the above, the Commission observes that ESP augmentation plan has been
changed. In MYT order, CSPGCL sought approval of outage of two units
simultaneously for two years. Now, CSPGCL has taken outage of one unit at a time
and thus for four years for units. The Commission accords the approval for change in
ESP augmentation plan and accordingly revised NAPAF as discussed in earlier para.
Accordingly, the Commission approves NAPAF of 78.69% for FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 after final true-up. The same NAPAF would continue for FY 2020-21 too.

As regards to KWTPP, as one unit of HTPS was in outage during year, the unutilized
coal of HTPS was utilised in KWTPP, resulting in higher actual availability of
KWTPP as compared to normative parameter. In view of this, the Commission
approves NAPAF of 85% for KWTPP for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-109.

As regards to ABVTPP, in the order dated July 7, 2018 the Commission has approved
NAPAF of 76.50% for MYT control period. Further, the while undertaking the
provisional true-up for FY 2017-18, NAPAF of 69.47% was approved. The relevant
para is as under:

“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
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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
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.
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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 7, 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.”

From the above, the Commission notes that it has approved NAPAF of 69.47% for
FY 2017-18 for ABVTPP, after due prudence check and the same has been elaborated
in the above paras. Further, the CSPGCL has not sought any relaxation for NAPAF
for FY 2018-19. In view of the above, the Commission approves NAPAF of 69.47%
for FY 2017-18 and 76.50% for FY 2018-19 for ABVTPP.

The actual PAF have been verified from SLDC statements submitted by CSPGCL.

The NAPAF and actual PAF approved by the Commission for final true-up of FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19 is shown in the following Table:

Table 3-3: Approved Plant Availability Factor for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

) FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19

Station

NAPAF | Actual PAF NAPAF Actual PAF
KTPS 66.19% 51.82% 69.50% 61.07%
HTPS 78.69% 75.49% 78.69% 76.45%
DSPM 85.00% 96.30% 85.00% 92.62%
KWTPP 85.00% 92.10% 85.00% 92.24%
ABVTPP | 69.47% 65.31% 76.50% 73.06%
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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 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-4: Auxiliary Energy Consumption for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted

by CSPGCL
FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
KTPS 11.25% 13.23% 11.25% 12.65%
HTPS 9.70% 9.90% 9.70% 9.43%
DSPM 9.00% 7.92% 9.00% 7.98%
HBPS 1.00% 0.40% 1.00% 0.32%
KWTPP | 5.25% 4.41% 5.25% 4.85%
ABVTPP | 5.25% 6.61% 5.25% 5.65%

CSPGCL submitted that, during FY 2017-18, all its stations performed better than the
norms specified except KTPS, HTPS and ABVTPP. The auxiliary consumption for
FY 2017-18 is considered at same level as approved in provisional true-up. Also,
during FY 2018-19, all its stations performed better than the norms specified except
KTPS and ABVTPP.

Commission’s View
In this order norms of AEC for truing up have been approved as per MYT Order.

For the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains and losses the actual Auxiliary Energy
Consumption for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 has been considered as submitted by
CSPGCL. Further, the normative AEC for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 has been
considered for computation of normative net generation, as shown in the Table below:
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Table 3-5: Approved Auxiliary Energy Consumption for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19

Station MYT Normative | MYT Normative

Order O approved Order HERE approved
KTPS 11.25% 13.23% 11.25% 11.25% 12.65% 11.25%
HTPS 9.70% 9.90% 9.70% 9.70% 9.43% 9.70%
DSPM 9.00% 7.92% 9.00% 9.00% 7.98% 9.00%
HBPS 1.00% 0.40% 1.00% 1.00% 0.32% 1.00%
KWTPP 5.25% 4.41% 5.25% 5.25% 4.85% 5.25%
ABVTPP 5.25% 6.61% 5.25% 5.25% 5.65% 5.25%

3.5  Gross Generation and Net Generation

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual gross generation and net generation for FY 2017-18
and FY 2018-19 as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-6:Actual Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19
as submitted by CSPGCL (MU)

Station FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Gross Net Gross Net

Generation Generation Generation | Generation
KTPS 1,787.79 1,551.30 1,543.37 1,348.09
HTPS 5,297.57 4,773.37 5,478.74 4,961.96
DSPM 4,043.00 3,722.87 3,828.14 3,5622.74
HBPS 216.87 216.00 241.09 240.32
KWTPP 3,986.07 3,810.45 4,009.98 3,815.49
ABVTPP 5,719.99 5,342.17 6,417.27 6,054.70
Total 21,051.29 19,416.16 21,518.59 19,943.30

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 are the actual generation and
not the scheduled generation. For the purpose of sharing of efficiency gains and losses
the Commission has duly verified the monthly statements submitted by CSPGCL. The
actual gross generation and net generation is based on actual metered data and the
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3.6

normative gross generation and net generation has been arrived based on normative
figures approved in the Tariff Order which is as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-7: Approved Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2017-18 (MU)

FY 2017-18
St Normative Actual
Gross Net Gross Net

Generation Generation Generation Generation
KTPS 2,247.12 1,994.32 1,787.79 1,551.30
HTPS 5,790.32 5,228.66 5,297.57 4,773.37
DSPM 3,723.00 3,387.93 4,043.00 3,722.87
HBPS 274.00 271.26 216.87 216.00
KWTPP 3,723.00 3,527.54 3,986.07 3,810.45
ABVTPP 6,085.94 5,766.41 5,719.99 5,342.17
Total 21,843.38 20,176.12 21,051.29 19,416.16

Table 3-8: Approved Gross Generation and Net Generation for FY 2018-19 (MU)

FY 2018-19
St Normative Actual
Gross Net Gross Net
Generation Generation Generation Generation
KTPS 1,537.38 1,364.42 1,543.37 1,348.09
HTPS 5,790.32 5,228.66 5,478.74 4,961.96
DSPM 3,723.00 3,387.93 3,828.14 3,5622.74
HBPS 274.00 271.26 241.09 240.32
KWTPP 3,723.00 3,527.54 4,009.98 3,815.49
ABVTPP 6,701.40 6,349.48 6,417.27 6,054.70
Total 21,749.10 20,129.29 21,518.59 19,943.30

Gross Station Heat Rate

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual Gross Station Heat Rate (GSHR) for FY 2017-18 and
FY 2018-19 for existing generating stations as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-9: GSHR for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 (kcal/kwh)

Station FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19
KTPS 3047 3040
HTPS 2655 2587
DSPM 2434 2413
KWTPP 2398 2384
ABVTPP 2385 2369
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CSPGCL submitted that DSPM and KTPS performed as per norms and achieved the
targets. The SHR target was not achieved for HTPS on the account of ESP

augmentation work.

Commission’s View

As regards GSHR of ABVTPP, the Commission in its order dated July 7, 2018 has
approved GSHR of 2378.42 kcal/kWh, which is based on design heat rate and as per
the provisions of Tariff Regulations. The Commission has considered the same GSHR

for the purpose of final true-up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-109.

After due verification, the actual GSHR for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 has been
considered as submitted by CSPGCL for the computation of actual Fuel Cost and the
normative GSHR has been considered for computation of normative Fuel Cost. GSHR
for thermal power stations as approved by the Commission for FY 2017-18 and FY

2018-19 are shown in the following Table:

Table 3-10: Approved GSHR for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 (kcal/kWh)

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Station . )

Normative | Actual | Normative | Actual
KTPS 3,110 3,047 3,110 3,040
HTPS 2,650 2,655 2,650 2,587
DSPM 2,500 2,434 2,500 2,413
KWTPP 2,375 2,398 2,375 2,384
ABVTPP 2,378 2,385 2,378 2,369

Secondary Fuel Oil Consumption

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has submitted the actual Secondary Fuel Oil Consumption (SFOC) for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as shown in the following Table:
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Table 3-11: SFOC submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 (ml/kWh)

. FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Station MYT Order Actual MYT Order Actual
KTPS 2.00 1.60 2.00 1.52
HTPS* 0.90 0.60 0.90 0.39
DSPM 0.50 0.21 0.50 0.24
KWTPP 0.50 0.18 0.50 0.29
ABVTPP 0.50 0.82 0.50 0.83

* The HTPS revised normative values are as per order dated 28.02.2019.

Commission’s View

The Commission in MYT Order has approved SFOC of 1.0 ml/lkWh for HTPS as
against SFOC norm of 0.8 ml/kWh as specified in the CSERC MYT Regulations,
2015. In the provisional true up order, the norms were revised based on ESP
augmentation works. For the purpose of final true-up, the Commission approves
SFOC norms of 0.90 ml/kWh as approved in previous order. The same shall be

applicable for FY 20-21 also.

Further, the Commission observes that all generating stations except ABVTPP has
achieved norms of SFOC. 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 (mI/kwh)

Station F\.( 2017-18 F_Y 2018-19
Normative Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 2.00 1.60 2.00 1.52
HTPS 0.90 0.60 0.90 0.39
DSPM 0.50 0.21 0.50 0.24
KWTPP 0.50 0.18 0.50 0.29
ABVTPP 0.50 0.82 0.50 0.83

Transit Loss
CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL has submitted the actual transit loss as shown in the following Table:
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Table 3-13: Transit loss as submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

Station FY 2017-18 | FY 2018-19
KTPS 1.15% 1.14%
HTPS 0.19% 0.18%
DSPM 0.13% 0.12%
KWTPP 0.19% 0.18%
ABVTPP 0.23% 0.34%

Commission’s View

Based on documents submitted by CSPGCL the Commission duly verified the actual
transit loss with monthly coal quantum received. The actual transit loss for FY 2017-
18 and FY 2018-19 has been considered as submitted by CSPGCL for the purpose of
sharing of efficiency gains and losses. Accordingly, the normative transit loss for FY
2017-18 and FY 2018-19 has been considered for computation of normative fuel cost,

as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-14: Approved Transit loss for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

. FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Station Normative Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 1.15% 1.15% 1.15% 1.14%
HTPS 0.20% 0.19% 0.20% 0.18%
DSPM 0.20% 0.13% 0.20% 0.12%
KWTPP 0.20% 0.19% 0.20% 0.18%
ABVTPP 0.80% 0.23% 0.80% 0.34%

Calorific Value and Price of Fuel

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted the actual calorific value and price of fuels for FY 2017-18 and
FY 2018-19, as shown in the following Table:
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Table 3-15: Actual Calorific Value and Price of fuels for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Coal Secondary Fuel Coal Secondary Fuel
. Actual Actual
Station
Calorific | Price of | Calorific A(_:tual Calorific | Price of | Calorific A(_:tual
Price of Price of
Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel
(kcal/kg) (Rs. (kcal/kL) (kcal/kg) (Rs. (kcal/kL)
IMT) (Rs. /kL) IMT) (Rs. /kL)
KTPS 3,134.00 | 1,639.90 10,000 | 36,291.40 | 3,092.97 | 1,858.43 10,000 | 47,640.89
HTPS 3,494.09 | 1,729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44 | 3,555.33 | 1,841.26 10,000 | 55,104.14
DSPM 3,857.77 | 1,959.35 10,000 | 48,687.93 | 3,745.06 | 2,081.98 10,000 | 60,752.56
KWTPP 3,493.65 | 1,729.72 10,000 | 45,699.00 | 3,559.75 | 1,841.26 10,000 | 55,104.14

ABVTPP 3,659.13 | 2,122.32 10,000 | 53,194.00 | 3,614.52 | 2,299.98 10,000 | 47,808.00

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 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. CSPGCL clarified that the
methodology adopted is same as settled by the Commission in previous year true-up
order. 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.

The Commission observes that, during the period under true up, third party sampling
of coal has started. The third party sampling is being done by Central Institute of
Mining and Fuel Research (CIMFER), a constituent laboratory under the aegis of
Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), New Delhi which aims to
provide R&D inputs for the entire coal-energy chain encompassing exploration,
mining and utilization. The third party sampling at loading end on behalf of the power
plant and the coal companies, is being done in accordance to the Guideline No
23011/48/2013-CPD dated 26th November 2015 issued by the Ministry of Coal,
Government of India. As per the guideline the fee shall be equally borne by both the
parties. Consequent to the guidelines and SOP, a supplementary agreement has been
signed between SECL, CSPGCL and CIMFER. As per settled position, the
Government guidelines qualify as Change in Law and as per Regulations the impact
of Change in Law is a pass through. The third-party sampling has started since FY
2017-18. As such the cost of third-party sampling has been included in the cost of
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Coal. For timely pass through of such cost through FCA, minor modification in the
FCA format is allowed and the revised formats are annexed to the order.

Further, the Commission sought details of fuel quantum received, calorific value of
fuel and landed price of fuel on monthly basis for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. The
details submitted by CSPGCL has been duly verified. The detailed analysis was also
done for FY 2017-18 during provisional truing up order.

The calorific value of fuel and price of fuel considered by the Commission for
computation of normative fuel cost for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 is shown in the
following Table:

Table 3-16: Approved Calorific Value and Price of fuels for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Coal Secondary Fuel Coal Secondary Fuel
: Actual Actual
Station
Calorific | Price of | Calorific A(_:tual Calorific | Price of | Calorific A(_:tual
Price of Price of
Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel Value Fuel
(kcal/kg) (Rs. (kcal/kL) (kcal/kg) (Rs. (kcal/kL)
IMT) (Rs. /kL) IMT) (Rs. /KL)
KTPS 3,134.00 | 1,639.90 10,000 | 36,291.40 | 3,092.97 | 1,858.43 10,000 | 47,640.89
HTPS 3,494.09 | 1,729.72 10,000 | 45,699.44 | 3,555.33 | 1,841.26 10,000 | 55,104.14
DSPM 3,857.77 | 1,959.35 10,000 | 48,687.93 | 3,745.06 | 2,081.98 10,000 | 60,752.56
KWTPP 3,493.65 | 1,729.72 10,000 | 45,699.00 | 3,559.75 | 1,841.26 10,000 | 55,104.00
ABVTPP 3,659.13 | 2,122.32 10,000 | 53,194.00 | 3,614.52 | 2,299.98 10,000 | 47,808.00

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 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 as shown in the Table below:

Table 3-17: Approved Fuel Cost for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19

_ FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
SR Normative Actual Normative Actual
KTPS 379.64 293.93 300.12 291.70
HTPS 780.89 709.30 820.84 744.74
DSPM 481.20 503.51 528.03 518.65
KWTPP 445.39 476.24 466.74 500.38
ABVTPP 858.75 813.68 1,025.89 989.43
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3.12

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:

(a) Depreciation

(b) Return on Equity;

(c) Interest and Finance Charges;

(d) Interest on Working Capital;

(e) Operation and Maintenance Expenses and,;
Less:

(f) 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 2016-17 as approved
in True-up. The additional capitalization for both years i.e., FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 has been considered based on 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.

As regards DSPM TPS, CSPGCL submitted that, in the accounts for FY 2018-19,
after receipt of LP rotor at site capitalisation of LP rotor took place . , Inadvertently
the value of GST, Insurance and Transport cost and the invoice value got omitted and
was not factored in . The correction entry is being passed in accounts for FY 2019-
20. However, the same amount has been considered in additional capitalisation for FY
2018-19.

As regards KWTPP, CSPGCL submitted that the BOP vendor M/s Techpro has gone
under the NCLT proceedings. IRP has been appointed by the NCLT. In reference to
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the representation/ notice submitted by the IRP, CSPGCL obtained a legal opinion
and supplementary agreement has been reached thereof. Accordingly, the income
from advance to contractor has been revisited. In the instant petition, the
corresponding reversal has been incorporated in the same manner in which it was
claimed in the previous years. At the same time, Minutes of the meeting has been
signed with BHEL for settlement of liquidated damages for the plant. After detail
pursuance, finally BHEL has agreed for liquidated damages of Rs. 44.83 Crore. In
accordance with the principle adopted in Hon’ble APTEL in the Appeal No. 72 of
2010, CSPGCL in the instant True up has considered adjustment of 50% of the
Liquidated Damages settled with BHEL. It is further clarified that, though the above
settlement on Liquidated Damages would appear in accounts of FY 2019-20,
CSPGCL is passing of the Liquidated Damages adjustment benefit in the True up of
FY 2018-19 itself.

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 after due
prudence check.

As regards DSPM TPS, the Commission notes that CSPGCL has considered the
capital cost of Rs. 18.54 Crore for LP rotor, which has been inadvertently missed out
in FY 2018-19 and will be booked in accounts for FY 2019-20. The Commission
notes same and accordingly the amount has been considered in FY 2018-19. Further,
the Commission directs CSPGCL not to consider the same amount at time of final
true-up for FY 2019-20 and same shall be submitted separately to the Commission. In
subsequent submission to the Commission, CSPGCL submitted that final
capitalisation report was received for rotor capitalisation and submitted the capital
cost of Rs. 22.09 Crore as against amount of Rs. 21.98 Crore submitted in the
Petition. Accordingly, the Commission approves additional capitalisation of Rs. 25.89
Crore for FY 2018-19 for DSPM, which includes capitalisation towards rotor, raising
of ash dyke and other works.

As regards KWTPP, the actual net additional capitalisation is 11.10 Crore for FY
2017-18 and Rs. 13.39 Crore for FY 2018-19. The Commission notes that, while
considering the actual additional capitalisation for FY 2018-19, CSPGCL has adjusted
the amount of Rs. 45 Crore towards Liquidated Damages (LD).
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In reply to the specific query of the Commission, CSPGCL submitted copy of
Minutes of Meeting with BHEL for settlement of LD of Rs. 45 Crore. The
Commission verified the details from the same.

As regards the adjustment of LD in ARR, CSPGCL in reply to the specific query
submitted that the impact of LD has been considered at 50% in accordance with the
Hon’ble APTEL Judgment in Appeal No. 72 of 2010. Further, CSPGCL submitted
that LD recovery, which shall be reflected in the financial accounts in FY 2019-20
and for the purpose of regulatory accounts has been considered in FY 2018-19 itself,
shall result in de-capitalisation of the assets. Further, in the previous years, interest
from advance to contractor (M/s Techpro) was considered. After reconciliation, it
was found that excess recovery of interest has taken place and the same has been
reversed. Post COD, in the previous years, a significant part of the interest so charged
was considered as de-capitalisation. However, some of the portion was also booked to
the Non-tariff Income. As a corollary, the reversal has to trade the same path, which
was adopted for the original booking. Accordingly, against the decapitalisation
considered in the previous years, reversal is treated as additional regulatory
capitalization and against NTI considered in the previous year, reversal of NTI is
considered. In the order this reversal of NTI has been shown as Prior period charges
so as to distinguish it from the NTI of FY 18-19.

After reconciliation, the actual interest on advance, as per the terms of agreement
reached by the parties is stated to be Rs. 48.36 Crore. Against the same total interest
on advance shown in the previous petitions and considered in the respective orders
was as under:

(@ Rs. 44.22 Crore adjusted in the project cost as on COD vide order dated
September 22, 2015 on the Petition No. 08 of 2015 (M).

(b) In the Final True up for FY 2013-14, post COD, Interest on Advance to
Contractors was considered in Form 17 (NTI), as Rs 2,99,59,017/-. No
decapitalisation was considered.

(c) In the Final True up for FY 2014-15, Interest on Advance to Contractors (Rs
4,21,31,375/-) was booked to NTI at HO. No decapitalisation was considered.

(d) In the Final True up for FY 2015-16, Interest on Advance to Contractors was
considered in Form 17, as Rs 8,24,65,629/-. No decapitalisation was considered.
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(e) In the Final True up for FY 2016-17, Interest on Advance to Contractors was
considered as de-capitalization in the Form 9. The de-capitalisation was
considered as Rs 13,74,05,286/- . No NTI was considered.

() In the Final True up for FY 2017-18, Interest on Advance to Contractors was
considered as de-capitalization in the Form 9. The de-capitalisation was
considered as Rs 13,01,61,163/- . No NTI was considered.

In view of the above, the reversal of decapitalisation has been considered in the
following manner:

(a) Additional Regulatory Capitalisation — Rs. 26.76 Crore (Rs. 13.74+13.02 Crore)
(b) De-capitalisation of recovery of LD — Rs. 22.50 Crore (50% of Rs. 45 Crore)
(c) Netadjustment in Capitalisation — Rs. 4.26 Crore.

The Commission notes that actual capitalisation for FY 2018-19 is Rs. 9.14 Crore. In
addition to this, adjustment of Rs. 4.26 Crore was considered by CSPGCL, which
includes the impact of 50% of LD i.e., Rs. 22.42 Crore and reversal of interest on
advance to contractor of Rs. 26.76 Crore as discussed above.

Further, the Commission notes that capital cost for KWTPP was approved in Order
dated September 22, 2015 in the Petition No. 8 of 2015. In the said Order, the
treatment regarding the IDC on account of delay has been considered in accordance
with Hon’ble APTEL Judgment in Appeal No. 72 of 2010. The relevant extract of
Order is as under:

“8.9.24 On the basis of above judgement of Hon’ble ATE ,the Commission is
of the view that extra IDC on account of the delay (of about 96 days i.e total delay of
265 days minus delay of 169 days on account of chimney) would be shared between
the generating company and the beneficiary. Accordingly the cost has to be shared
between the generating company and the beneficiaries in ratio 50:50. In such a case,
the extra IDCneeds to be computed considering the impact of the delay in the
commissioning of the project only (i.e. 96 days).

8.9.25 The Commission has recomputed IDC due to time over run of 96 days
considering the approved cost of Rs. 2,432.73 crore (which is exclusive of IDC) with
Debt: Equity ratio of 90:10, based on the actual loan drawal pattern of Rs. 2,649.26
crore upto COD and actual interest rates submitted by CSPGCL. Commission
considers actual disbursement for re-computation of IDC as base since the

)

disbursement was made on actual bills submitted to PFC for payment as loan.’
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From the above, the Commission confirms that the adjustment of LD has to be
considered in ratio of 50:50 in accordance with Hon’ble APTEL Judgement. Further,
the Commission is of view that the recovery of LD was not considered at time of
approval of Capital Cost. However, since, it has realised now, the treatment of the
same has been considered from the year of realisation. Accordingly, the Commission
has considered the recovery of LD in FY 2018-19. Further, based on the submission
made by CSPGCL, the Commission approves the additional capitalisation of Rs.
13.39 Crore for KWTPP for FY 2018-19.

As regards ABVTPS, the Commission vide Order dated July 7, 2018 has approved the
Project cost of Rs. 8892.51 Crore. This Capital cost includes recovery of anticipated
LD of Rs. 233.25 Crore. The recovery of LD has been considered at 50% as per
Hon’ble APTEL Judgment in Appeal No. 72 of 2010. The relevant extract of Order is
as under:

“As the costs up to revised COD are being allowed in full and for the period
thereafter are being disallowed in totality, in accordance to Hon’ble APTEL Order,
the recoveries through LD / penalties/ insurance should also follow the same path.
However, as at present no delay analysis and break up of proposed LD is available,
for the purpose of this order the Commission is considering sharing of proposed
recovery from LD in 50:50 ratio. The petitioner is directed to submit details of delay

analysis and LD recoveries at the time of true up after contract closure.”

In the present Petition, the Commission notes that CSPGCL sought extension of cut
off date for completion of pending works without any cost escalation for ABV TPS as
well as KWTPP upto FY 20-21. The Commission grants the same however it is made
clear that no cost escalation on account of such time extension shall be entertained.
Further no time extension beyond the control period shall be granted. The instant
extension is inclusive of consideration of pandemic and related issues.

At the same time it is noted that prayer for such extension implies further delay in
closure of contracts and LD settlement for ABVTPS. Hence, the Commission, in the
present Order, for the purpose of capital cost, decides to consider the recovery of LD,
as considered in the Order dated July 7, 2018. Hence, in accordance to the order dated
7™ July 2018, Commission disallows capitalisation equal to 50% of the projected LD
and benefit is passed to the consumer. Further, the utility is directed to submit the
detailed delay analysis in the true up for FY 20-21, else irrespective of actual LD
recovery or not, the balance 50% of the projected LD shall also be adjusted in the
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petition itself. Subsequently, upon receipt of detailed delay analysis and actual LD
recovery, relief to CSPGCL shall be considered after prudence check and in
accordance to the principles laid down by Hon’ble APTEL judgement in appeal 72 of
2010, relied in the order dated 07" July 2018. In absence of delay analysis, it would
not be prudent to consider the recovery of anticipated LD in ratio of 50:50. The
Commission is of view that, such benefit of doubt should be passed to consumer.
Accordingly, the Commission has reduced the Opening GFA for FY 2017-18 of
ABVTPS by amount of Rs. 116.63 Crore. Also, after applying debt:equity ratio of
87.56:12.44, the reduction in Opening normative loan and Opening equity has been
considered by Rs. 102.12 Crore and Rs. 14.50 Crore respectively.

The additional capitalisation approved for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 is shown in
the following Table:

Table 3-18: Approved Additional Capitalisation in true up for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-
19 (Rs. Crore)

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19

Station cl\)ﬂrg; Petition | Approved CI\)/Ir:;; Petition | Approved
KTPS 47.00 0.66 0.66 0.00 12.52 12.52
HTPS 227.58 6.44 6.44 114.85 54.56 54.56
DSPM 0.75 0.00 0.00 9.10 25.78 25.89
HBPS - - - 0.00 - -
KWTPP 53.58 11.10 11.10 1.00 13.39 13.39
ABVTPS 68.93 77.74 77.74 389.01 293.62 293.62
Total 397.84 95.94 95.94 513.96 39987 399.98

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 CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015, debt: equity ratio
of 70:30 has been considered for the additional capitalisation in FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 for all generating stations except ABVTPP. For ABVTPP, the debt: equity
ratio considered as per Order dated July 7, 2018.
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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 2017-18
and FY 2018-19 for all generating stations, except for 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 station except for ABVTPP and
KWTPP. As the additional capitalisation is within the approved project cost, the
equity in additional capitalisation is considered in the same ratio as in the opening
GFA. The excess equity in capitalisation has been considered as normative loan. The
means of finance for additional capitalisation for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as

approved is shown in the following Tables:

Table 3-19: Approved Means of Finance for existing stations for FY 2017-18

(Rs. Cr.)
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 4.50 6.43 1.93 4.50 6.43
DSPM - - - - - -
HBPS - - - - - -
KWTPP 3.33 7.77 11.10 1.90 9.20 11.10
ABVTPP 9.67 68.07 77.74 9.67 68.07 77.74
Total 15.13 80.8| 95.93 13.70| 8224 | 95.93

Table 3-20: Approved Means of Finance for existing stations for FY 2018-19

(Rs. Cr.)
S CSPGCL Petition Approved

Equity | Debt Total Equity Debt Total
KTPS 3.76 8.76 12.52 3.76 8.77 12.52
HTPS 16.37 38.19 54.56 16.37 38.19 54.56
DSPM 7.73 18.05 25.78 17.77 18.12 25.89
HBPS - - - - - -
KWTPP 4.02 9.38 13.40 2.30 11.10 13.40
ABVTPP 36.52 | 257.09 | 293.62 36.53 | 257.09 | 293.62
Total 68.40 | 331.48 | 399.88 66.72 | 333.27 | 399.98
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Depreciation

CSPGCL’s Submission

CSPGCL submitted that Depreciation for DSPM TPS, KWTPP has been computed by
applying weighted average depreciation rate on the average regulatory GFA. The

weighted average rate of depreciation has been computed by applying category-wise
scheduled rates specified in the Regulation 24.4 of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015
on average GFA. The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for DSPM is shown in the

following Table:

Table 3-21: Depreciation for DSPM for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted by CSPGCL

(Rs. Cr.)
DSPM
Particulars FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19

MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s

Order Petition Order Petition
Opening GFA 2339.20 2,335.77 | 2,339.95 2,335.77
Additional Capitalization 0.75 0.00 9.10 25.78
Closing GFA 2,339.95 2,335.77 | 2,349.05 2,361.55
Average GFA 2,339.58 2,335.77 | 2,344.50 2,348.66
Weighted Average Rate | ¢ g, 549% |  5.50% 5.49%
of Depreciation
Depreciation 128.66 128.17 128.93 128.85

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

CSPGCL (Rs. Cr.)

Table 3-22: Depreciation for KWTPP for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted by

KWTTP
Particulars FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
MYT | CSPGCL’s MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition
Opening GFA 3665.79 3574.78 | 3719.37 3585.88
Additional Capitalization 53.58 11.10 13.39
Closing GFA 3719.37 3585.88 3599.27
Average GFA 3692.58 3580.33 3592.58
Weighted Average Rate 5.17% 5.16% 5.16%
of Depreciation
Depreciation 191.07 184.79 192.48 185.29
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As per the settled methodology adopted by the Commission in the previous orders, for
HTPS, CSPGCL has computed the average depreciation rate on assets added after
April 1, 2010. The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for HTPS is shown in the
following Table:

Table 3-23: Depreciation for HTPS for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. Cr.)

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA on
additional capitalization 380.30 386.74
from FY 2010-11 onwards
Adc_lltlonal Capitalization 6.44 54 56
during the year
Closing GFA 386.74 441.30
Average GFA 383.52 414.02
Depreciation rate (%) 5.33% 5.33%
Depreciation for the year 25.38 20.44 34.59 22.05

The depreciation for KTPS has been done in accordance to the principle relied by the

Commission in the previous order and considering the remaining years of operation of
the plant. The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for KTPS is shown in the following

Table:

Table 3-24: Depreciation for KTPS for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. Cr.)

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s | MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA as per Order 675.18 675.84
Additional Capitalisation 0.66 12.52
Closing GFA 675.84 688.36
90% of GFA 608.26 619.53
Accumulated Depreciation up 412.67 46157
to last year
Balanced Depreciable value 195.59 157.96
Balance useful life 4.00 3.00
Depreciation for the year 60.01 48.90 60.01 52.65
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The depreciation for Hasdeo Bango Hydel plant has been computed in accordance
with the first proviso of the 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. The deprecation submitted by CSPGCL for HBPS is shown in the following
Table:

Table 3-25: Depreciation for HBPS for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 as submitted by
CSPGCL (Rs. Cr.)

FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Particulars MYT CSPGCL’s MYT | CSPGCL’s
Order Petition Order Petition

Opening GFA 109.90 109.90
Additional Capitalisation - -
Closing GFA 109.90 109.90
Accumulated Depreciation up to 64.43 67.08
last year
90% of GFA excluding land 98.91 98.91
Balance amount to be depreciated 34.48 31.83
Remaining Useful Life 13.00 12.00
Depreciation for the year 2.65 2.65 2.65 2.65

CSPGCL submitted that Depreciation for ABVTPP has been computed by applying
weighted average depreciation rate on the average regulatory GFA. The weighted
average rate of depreciation has been computed by applying category-wise scheduled
rates specified in the Regulation 24.4 of CSERC MYT Regulations, 2015 on average
GFA. Further, CSPGCL submitted the depreciation for ABVTPP for FY 2017-18 and
FY 2018-19 as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-26: Depreciation for ABVTPP as submitted by CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 and

FY 2018-19
FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19
Particulars MYT | CSPGCL’s O%degu?t CSPGCL’s
Order Petition y Petition
2018

Opening GFA - 8264.17 8503.49 8341.91
Additional Capitalization - 77.74 389.01 293.62
Closing GFA - 8341.91 8892.50 8635.53
Average GFA - 8303.04 8698.00 8488.72
Welghtgd_Average Rate of i 5 3504 5 34% 5 34%
Depreciation

Depreciation - 444.49 464.67 453.51

CSERC Tariff Order FY 2020-21 71



Commission's Views

The Commission has detailed the methodology for computation of depreciation for
existing Generating Stations in the MYT Order.

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. Unit 1
was retired on July 5, 2017 and Unit 2 on December 7, 2017. Also, Unit 3 and 4 were
retired on September 14, 2018. Hence, all 50 MW Units were retired till FY 2018-19.
Further, 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 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. As
per Regulation, Land has not been considered for depreciation.

For HTPS, the Commission in its previous orders has already allowed full recovery of
the balance depreciable value of old capital cost of the asses. Hence, no balance
depreciation value for original capital cost has been considered. For the additional
capitalisation after 2010, the depreciation on average GFA and depreciation rate based
on scheduled depreciation rates of 5.32% for FY 2017-18 and 5.33% for FY 2018-19
have 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 the accounts for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19, which has
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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.

In view of the above, the Commission approves the Depreciation for FY 2017-18 and
FY 2018-19 after final true-up, as shown in the following Table:

Table 3-27: Depreciation approved for CSPGCL for FY 2017-18 (Rs. Cr.)

Particulars KTPS | HTPS |DSPM TPS ';Z;dge;’ KWTPP | ABVTPP
Opening GFA 675.18| 380.31|  2335.77 109.90| 3574.78| 8147.54
Additional 0.66 6.44 - - 11.10 77.74
Capitalization

Closing GFA 675.84| 386.75|  2335.77 109.90| 3585.88| 8,225.28
Average GFA 383.53|  2335.77 109.90| 3580.33| 8,186.41
Average Rate of 0 0 0 0
Depreciation 5.32% 5.49% 5.16% 5.35%
Depreciation 48.45 20.41 128.17 2.65 184.79 438.25

Table 3-28: Depreciation approved for CSPGCL for FY 2018-19 (Rs. Cr.)

Hasdeo

Particulars KTPS | HTPS [DSPMTPS| ‘s> | KWTPP | ABVTPP
Opening GFA 675.84| 386.75| 2.335.77 109.90| 3585.88| 8225.28
Additional 1252| 5456 25.89 ; 1339 29362
Capitalization

Closing GFA 688.36| 44131| 2.361.66 109.90| 3599.27| 8518.90
Average GFA 414.03| 234871 109.90| 359258| 8372.09
Average Rate of 5.33% 5.49% 5.16% 5.34%
Depreciation

Depreciation 5221 22,05 128.85 265| 18520  447.28

3.15 Return on Equity
CSPGCL’s submission

CSPGCL has computed Return on Equity (RoE) as per Regulation 22 of the CSERC
MYT Regulations, 2015 for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19. RoE has been computed on
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pre-tax basis at the base rate of 15.50% for existing Thermal and Hydel Power Plants
on permissible equity for FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19.

Further regarding pass through of Income Tax on actual basis (which is lower than the
impact of grossing up by MAT), the Commission held as under:

“...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.”

In view of the above, it is submitted that, in the same order based on scrutiny of
documents, the Commission has been pleased to allow Income Tax as pass through on
actual basis to CSPTCL.

“As regards Income Tax, CSPTCL was asked to submit the detailed
computation of Income Tax and related documentary evidence for actual Income Tax
paid for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. CSPTCL submitted the Income Tax challans for
FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. Further, CSPTCL clarified that no adjustment towards
MAT credit has been made during FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18. Based on the scrutiny
of the documentary evidences submitted by CSPTCL and actual Income Tax paid, the
Commission approves Income Tax of Rs. 14.38 cr. for FY 2016-17 and Rs. 12.97 cr.
for FY 2017-18.”

CSPGCL submitted that, the audited accounts are available for FY 2017-18 and for
FY 2018-19 and have been audited by the statutory auditors, in line with Regulations.
CSPGCL requested for allowing the Income tax actually paid in FY 2017-18 and FY
2018-19 as pass through. CSPGCL clarified that, by not submitting the ROE
computation by grossing up with the MAT, it is not waiving the claim in entirety. If
the ROE is grossed up by the MAT as per the formula given in the Regulation 22, the
total impact would be more than Rs. 80 Cr. for each year, wherein the actual Income
tax pai