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EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION
CORPORATE OFFICE ::

From

The Chief General Manager .
PPA, RA & QC, o
APEPDCL, Corporate Office,: - T
Seethammadhara, I
Visakhapatnam —530013. . - e

T

COMPANY, OF A.P. LIMITED :
VISAKHAPATNAM o

To * .. ‘ . RANTE

Sri. Penumalh Madhu, )
State Secretary, o ) .
H.NG.27:28-12, CPI(M), :
State Commlttee Office, "+ & =2
Yamalavari Street, Governorpet, ,

.*  Vijayawada — 500 002

3

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RARQC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:Trub-Up/D.No. ) &% /19, dt.l3 _-10-2019

ot
o

Sir,
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply 'éigitsiness

Ref: Your Objection letter dated.18-08-2019

*

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the t'(;)‘bjectic

ns received on True-up petition “fil'e;cll by '
for 2016-17 - Regarding. i '

O
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We are in receipt of your sugges’cion'/f bbjections on True-up petition filed by APDIS.COIVIS on

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and thesame is

e Vo

replies of APEPDICL are as follows b
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herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise
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'EPDCLResponse’ i = =

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independént
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms er the
years 2015-16‘and 2016-17, claiming revenue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015 16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs, 2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying; cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of! 12%
considering FY 2019-20 as the vyear" of
approval. Whatever be the true-up amounts
that the Hon'ble Commission is going to
permit, its impact on consumers should be
confined to the respectjve true-up amourits-6f
the Discom concerned. It should not e’ an
average for the entire State.

[ A i

It is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of
2etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
the service area of the distribution licensees, the
DISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per
unit True-Up also on uniform basis acrgss the State.
Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes
around 80% of the entire e3<pend1ture of
Dlstqbutlon business is being mcurred centrally to
pptimize the procurement cost and reduce the
transaction costs. Even in the True:Up exercise,
Power purchase cost variation i$ 'major-element and
so0 the DISCOMs have proposed for" unlform levy of
per unit True-up across the State.

. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms clalms
that their claims for true-up pertain to theyedr
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have clairmed

Revenue True-up to the extent' of Rs 2817 Crs
pertaining to FY 2015-16 has been tlaimed as part
of Ti ue-up petition for FY 2016-17: Revenue true-up
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. glvmg detarls pertaining .to the, same

trije- up for the year 2015-16 also,,

strange that the Hon'ble Comm;ss
|ssued publlc notice, inviting objectid
suggestlons in the subject petrtlon
dn‘ectmg the Discoms to file’
mformatlon relating to thelr true.up cl
2015—16 also and witholt’ incorporati
same ‘in the subject petition. We reqt
Hoh bte Commlssmn ‘to direct the Dis
fhe thelr true-up petitlon for -the year
separately with all the requ:red informs
page 20 the Discoms.have dishonestly
that the clalmed true- zup'amount of R
crore |s for retail supply business- for 1
201@-“17‘ . -
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has not been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. s
The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-
tarlff income for the Retail- Supply Business in its
Retail Supply Tarlff Order for every financial year.
However, tarn‘f and non=tariff income approved by
‘the Honourablé’ Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue
realized is lower than the approved revenue, the
P'etitioners' incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
r'equest the Honourable Commission to consider
true up/true- down for the revenue also.

'Further the'. DISCOMs. have written to a letter
(Lr No. CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TE‘T/RAC/F Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01- 2017)*to the Hon’ble Commission
seeking amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to
this effect. 7

s LT

. While: the Hon’ble Commlssmn “app

" ‘Genco'hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs;]
- mufrom NCE, by 10,124 mu from |

. the: iterms and conditions in their re

total. power purchase of 56,805 niu
year 2016 17, the actual purchases'cla
the,QnScoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e, t
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.

that,\;against total power purchase

Rs. 22 538 crore approved by the Com
the Discoms incurred an expendi
_R_st2.5,,455 crore for power purcha
higher, ‘by Rs.2,917 crore. ‘They have
Jassei payment of Rs.270 crore towar
g:ost‘ higher payment of Rs.3086 crore
Varlable~ tost and higher payment of
crore toWards other costs for the ye:
17 The Dnscoms have claimed that s
power,‘ is lesser vis a vis energy d
‘approved by the Commlsswn for, t
201617, by 3032 mu by AP Genco: the
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu

othersrand by 28 mu from APGPCL. T
supply includes 661 mu-from KSK M
2828 mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from
Power Jech and 6566 mu from:6
DBFOO Did the Discoms claim and
llgmdated damages from the power
goncerned for lesser supply of power
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Whenever thére is a short supply of power from the
_plants which dre governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
Structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
‘to the issues of Plant availability (either due to
outage or_dye to shortage of supply) capacity
éharges payabl'e to such generators would be
reduced propottionately as per the provisions of the
PPA. - .

‘Main reason for deficiency in supply is less
a‘vailability declaration by the concerned Generator
‘owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of
‘capacity charges are made accordingly.

F e
..

- Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the

time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
'selling power outside. Ifthe prevailing price is lésser
than the marginal varlable cost of the generating
station at thatinstant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale ‘of power. :

‘i

There is no d;chotomy between energy avallablluty

g & dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
'xpotential

plant availability, subjected to the
candition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

« &
v‘ -

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell

_the surplus power available at their disposal.

Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
t‘he Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night

.I?P,AS» wherever appllcable? The Disco
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EPDCL Response "

not explained- the reasons for shortfall in
generation and supply of power. Despite, the
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of
power, the ‘Discoms have shown an usold
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2015-17.
This dichotomy shows ‘how unrealistically
energy availability and despatch.’ were
proposed by the Discoms and determinedand
approved by the Hon’ble Commission.
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Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 mu,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu frofi the
market against 294 mu permitted by the
Commission, At the same time, the Distdoms
have claimed that they have purchasedfss’oil
mu additionally from gas-based IPP§- a”g%iinst
3054 mu approved by the Commission.!The
Discoms have claimed that they»" have
purchased mu from the market at a total cost
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amotunt of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purcha%g‘ of
1413 mu. It needs to be’ clarified by -the
Discoms whether additional purchases on éijch
a higher scalé were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the Hor'ble
Commission, bath in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid,’and the procedul’e to
be adopted for such purchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had, not
sought and got permission of the Hor’ble
Commission for purchasing additional pdwer
from the market, maximum cap of tariff iand
the procedure to be adopted for competltlve
bidding for such purchases, it reﬂects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-tha‘[t-be
who handled such  purchases f[qm
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of 'the
directions given periodically by the Hor'ble
Commission on additional power purchases to
be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of ‘the
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Commission
would or should give its consent to ;.’uch
purchases as and when they seek. '

2

1 is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
atmed by the objector is not the actual surplus
eneration. It is only the potential to generate
Urplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
flost of the thermal generating stations were falling
nort of expected generation due to shortage of
bal.

O wn = v o

tefl considering the power avaijlable from all the
burces, the DISCOMs fell short. of | energy
ailability, and in order te ensure reliable &
ninferrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
Qesorted to market purchases and additional
urchases.
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The "Distoms have maintained that they. have
mcurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore agams’c
Rs:8821 crore approved by the Commnssuon;
This - ‘mainly due to failures of thg poWer
étatlons concerned to supply , pproveo[
quantim of power. At the same time, the
Discorns have paid additional variable costs b\}
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore agalnst
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the Commlssmnl
Slmllarly, the Discoms also have paid aédltlona],
other- costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.830 croi‘é

agaihst - Rs.729 crore approved by thQ‘
'| have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the

Commxsﬁuon The reasons for the sathe need |
to be explained by the Discoms to C*xammé,
whether such higher payments are ju<t|f|ed~*oq

' ndt. That apart, fixéd cost being fixed |q

hature it cannot increase for purchase of th

f,:.quan‘tum of power approved by ﬁﬁ

Commnssuon Therefore, the moot pomt i
whether the Discoms backed down cxpacmles
of the; stations of AP Genco and. paid flxed
charges ' therefor. If so, what were thé'

quanturh of power backed down {by- ‘fthéa‘ :
{lor 0. AF‘ -}

D,is‘cqrgr}\,s and fixed charges paid there
Geneo dnd other thermal stations, if any? &

Thermal Generatmg stations located in Telangana=
State are older units when compared to the stations
located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per:unit
fived cost of generatmg stations in TS at lower side
when compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
qeason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
DISCOMs when: “Regulation” of power came into
force between AP & TS.

During certain instances in the grid operations,
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which

period of backing down,.the thermal generating
.stations have, to *be compensated for fixed ‘cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
"provisions of t'he PPAs. .

'
i
A;

As the backmg down detalls sought are pertammg
to older period, the same’ \will be furnished shortly

H

s

The Discoms have shown that they cpuld- (noj‘-
sell~arsurplus of 1765 mu, with a varjatioh ‘d{

- Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they have

purchased <1241 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission frorn the) market-[,;
Wha‘e are the reasons for the same?| Did the

Dlscoms back down thermal power inorder ‘c@ -

purchase.; high cost and must-run non,L
corwentional energy,  exceeding theur
obllgauons under RPPO, and. pay fixed charges: |
therefor? If so, what are the costs per unit.of

© NCE: purchased and per unit cost of powel

from ,.the thermal stations backed down,
station-wise and unit-wise?

v P A
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Pnevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
'ti_fne, of surplus, availability with us is the criteria for
“selling power.outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
lthan the margihal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its=not commercially prudent
to opt for sale of power.

The DISCOMs-have taken.every possible step to sell
the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
‘the Day (Peak Load Hours; Day Time Power, Night
Power etc) :is important to fetch reasonable
revenue. RE, power. ljas been purchased: in
accordance w1th the provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulptlons gaverning grid operations..

As the backing down details sought are pertaining

‘ . to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.
1).' ;\. ’ R E‘-" H‘{ .

(
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The Discoms have clanmed that follow ng f;xeot
qqsts: ,;d,,etermmed by the Comrmst,lon: for
SDSTPS stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.20119, thev
have:to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 andg |

lt is to mform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve the

target availabijlity factor as specified in the relevant

RPA.
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Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additionally to
the project. When the ‘Commission fixed an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with ja fixed
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when agtual
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the fixed
costs determined by the Commissiorn for!the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should: not, he
applied with retrospective effect. Therefore
we request the Hon’ble Commission ndf to
approve payment of additional sums of
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discams have clalmed ‘to
be paid to the said station under: trug-up.
When fixed cost was approved -by ‘the
Commission for threshold level PLF and' when
the station could achleved PLFs less than that
liquidated damages should be collected: from
SDSTPS-1 for generationiand supply of power
below threshold level. ] \

EPDCL Responise’

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments
oh retrospective basis to SDSTRS lS WIthm the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC. - '

v, R ¥

The Discoms™ have claimed that while ‘the
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as, the
average variable cost for the year 2016-17,
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on- an
average. They have not explained the reasons
for paying higher variable costs.: *{The
justification or otherwise for paying hlgher
variable costs need to be examined.

Ownership wise / Source wise variatjon in respect of
tHe per unit variable cost is given ‘in Table*12 of the
petition. ~ e

The increase in variable cost istdue to increase in
Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FGA) levied by the
Coai / Gas companies and increased freight charges
leveled by Railways and other transportation

. agencies.

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs | Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore. from | adcount of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commissjon. | intentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
They have not explained what those -other | Tgx. These are the prudent expenditures made by
costs are and why a sum of Rs,101 crore {vas | the DISCOMs and submitted for admlssmn in to the
paid by them additionally. The justificatién_,énd True-Up
permissibility for paying such a huge 'ar'no«fuht )
for unexplained other 'costs need to  be o
examined. :

10. We request the Hon* ble Commnssuon to | Agper Clause 1.2(a) of the l\.-’lcjl’.}, GOAP agreed to

determine the amounts taken over or to be
taken over by GoAP from the debts of ‘the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY énd
deduct the same from their true-up claims. In
the subject petition, the Discoms have znot

take over 75% of working capital term loan of
Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30%
September, 2015. Accordingly, . GOAP issued
G.p.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
(Ppwer-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016.

given the details of taking over of their debt by

. : ' 5
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GOAP under UDAY. . ; ] "| Outstanding loansas )
" - . s B Yl Wi on 30-09-2015

VORI 3 L Capex Loans'f«{ "1 3712.49

Habn o : ) ‘j\ Working capital Loans | 8461.76

ol s e - ¥ 1] FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15

cooanld & 45 HiTotal ! 14720.40
5 ﬁé-*:’ﬁi—;%;ﬁt. . c{; Out of the tetal outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
' i | Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval
: "}7‘”‘3' : ot takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
RN }j;lf; 1i€rs.) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
C o bl 3’ [EPDCL [ SPDCL | Total
(“ ';:9 .|| Against  100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
‘ “ . .| |FRP Bonds ‘
Lo . i Against  75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
cotn U ( oo ‘3} +| | working capital

el | e [loan_ _ :

s d A A . S 41 Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

IR T ’ ~;k.‘.'~‘ ,As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given

’ ko t x| below: A :
O . Sl EPDCL:_ SPDCL | Total

- (wi - & }r Against 190% 904.46" | 1005.23 | 1909.69

- - R FRP Bonds '3 ’
S 1| | Against  75%7( 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
& A . "})L»‘ | working capltal : '
EARE N 3 o ",";’ loan p ’
e ,-?"f-’“?é‘?’%'?'*ta : ) ) t: | [-Total . 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
| 11. The Discoms have claimed that they were ablg.] Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5. 17/Unit
to. pfocure power from short-tegm sourcej,s approved by “the Commission is the weighted
from the market at an average rate df Rs. 4’6%3 Téverage cost Jof procurement. Even though the
per upit against the cost of Rs.5.17|per un‘,g ‘actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit

e rapproVed by the Commission. The cost per unit - to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is

) approved by the Commission is upper Ilmlt contamed well below the price approved by the
only TheDlscoms have purchased po Nerfrom, Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff

. ‘market at a cost per unit rangmg from the Order.
loWest 'ofRs.0.24 to the highest of Rs 7.68. Thga e X

R Dlscoms cannot justify purchasing power from it’is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-

N the market at costs higher than the upper llmlt» -ahead basis from the market in certain instances

’ determmed by the. Commission, ujnder thp “the time block wise discovered price exceeds. the
facile pretext that the average cost | per umt average prlc.ev approved.-by the Commission, To
pald lSr less than the upper limit ;ﬁxed by the ensure relia‘ﬁle 24X7“"‘power supply to. the

" Corttrrission. In other words, the DISCC ms havk Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
- "passed on the benefit of costs paud below thla short term spurces after exhausting receivable
upper I|m1t fixed by the Commission|to somé -power from gl committed sources, to meet the
il 'ofvthe companles trading in power by paylnlg shortages only
|71~ them:costs higher than the.upper limit fixed:by: | "
", the. Commission. We request the| Hon'ble | Per unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
SN Pl 6
RIS R FACh
s el -
ENA N M
Lgrpk e b
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EPDCL Respon'sé. s

Commission to direct the Discoms io .seek
additional subsidy required for purcliases
made in market far exceeding the guantum
permitted by the Comrnission and from’ other
sources from GoAP, since they did not seek
prior approval of the
purchasing additional quantum, procedure to
be adopted for real and transparent
competitive -bidding and cap on tariff. The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously adhere to regulg?tpry
requirements of the Commission for
purchasing power and additional power. '

Commission " for |

gre usually higher than the ceil{ng:ratés approved by
Hon'ble APERC.. If the 'procurement-'rates are
restricted to the ceiling rates ‘diiring peak hours,
BISCOMs wotld not get the required power,
leading to load shedding. .

12. Any additional supplies made to LT agriculture,
with additional costs, the same should -be
sought as additional sub5|dy by the Dlscoms
from GoAP.

The Hon’ble Commission has already passed order
vide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
07.10.2017 to provide addl subsidy of Rs. 64.26
rares to APEPDCL. '

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms tc the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not perr:issibie.
We request the Hon’ble Commission to reject
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
to submit their true-up claims in time and the
consumers should not be penalised for c{elay
caused by the Discoms in submitting the same.

4

‘

C

For the reasons beyond in the control of the
DISCOMSs, the True-Up claims have. been submitted
with a delay and carrying. cost “also has been
claimed. The Hon’ble Commlasllpp. is requested to
cpndone the delay and approve the True-Up claim
including carrying costs. -

Eyen if true-ups are filed in time, lc'é‘r?ying costs are |
inevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
wlorking capital availed towards additional power
plrocurement cosg.

14.We request the Hon’ble Commission to
provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of the
Discoms to outr above-mentioned submissjons
and studying and analysing the same. :

Within the purviéw of Hon’ble APERC

t

|
z
L)
Copy submitted to ‘

Yours faithfully

iefG
PPA, RA & QC

APEPDCL:[VISAKHAPATNAM

The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni Bpavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIFMTION
- CORPORATE OrFlCE

From
' _Z
The Chief General Manager, - o
PPA, RA & QC, o
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, !
Seethammadhara,’ P
Visakhapatnam —530013. Ll
{

COMPANY OFA P. LIMITED
VISAKHAPATNAM

.
L
To RN
.

Sri. Ch.Narasingaro, -

. State Secretariat Member; ;
... Communist Party of IndiA (Marxist), ;
N.P.R Bhawan, H.No. 28-6-8, - -
Yallammathota, Jagadamba Jn;, .
Email: chnrao33@gmail.com .,.,,

- L A
Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-$o/D.No. /€2 /19, dt. ©7-10-2019

Sir, Co
" Sub: APEPDCL — RAC ~Replies to the'Objecti
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 17-08-2019

A -
e r ¥

*

We are in feceipt of your suggestion/, ;ijéCtiO

3.
H

bns received on True-up petition flledby
for 2 7016-17 - Regarding. '

ok

P
ok "
¥

ns on True-up petition filed by.APDlSCOMé on

Retails Supply Business for 2016 17 and the same is hérewith acknowiedged with thanks. Para wise

replies of APEPDCL are as follows

oty

i

Para No /Brief Issue

EPDCL Response’ -

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming re\/enue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015-16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs,.2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of 12%

approval. Whatever be the true-up amgunts
that the Hon’ble Commission is goihg to
permit, its impact on consumers éhod‘ld be
confined to the respective true-up amcunts of
the Discom concerned. It should net be an
average for the entire State. . - ’

f
4
considering  FY 2019-20  as the vyear ,of | iransaction costs.
R
q
L

It is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature o
etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
he service area of the distribution licensees, the

DISCOMS are proposing to impose the burden of per

uinit True-Up also on uniform basis acrgss the State.

Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes

ground 80% of the entire expenditure of

distribution business is being incurred centrally to
ptlmlze the procurement cost and’. reduce the

Even in the True-Up exercise,

Power purchase cost variation is major.¢ element and

o the DISCOMs have proposod for uniform: levy of

"ger unit True-up across the State

. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms c[falms

that their claims for true-up pertain to theiyear
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have clajmed

.Revehue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs

ertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed'as part
f True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue ‘true-up

Q.

1
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Lo EPDCL Response @:

' |ssued public notice, inviting objectiq
~dire¢ting”  the

‘2015-16 also and without mcorporat
‘same. in the subject petition. Weiregy

* file their true-up petmon for the year

_ that the claimed true-up amount of Ry.
crore is forretail supply business for the year

true-up for the year 2015-16 a‘”
giving details pertaining to the samg
strange that the Hon’ble Commissi

suggestions in the subject petition,
Discoms to file.
information relating to their true dp'clc
Hon’ble Commission to direct the DIS(
separately with all thé-required informa

page 20, the Discoms have dishonestly

2016-17.

Mthout’
Lt IS
on hés‘
ns ,and
wrthout.
equire;d
zimq‘fér
ing the
ast the

tQ
\915_1‘6'2
o, At,
clajmed’
11,144

&t

®

% 4
t
f
‘

has”'ﬁot been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

Noe

Tkhe Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-
tdl’lff income. for the Retail Supply Business in its
Rétail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariff and non-tarlff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized: If the actual revenue
reallzed is Iower than the approved revenue, the
Petitioners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
Fequest the Honourable Commission to consider

“tfue-up/true-down for the revenue also.

Further, the DISCOMs-have written- to a letter
(ir.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01- 2017) to the Hon’ble Commission
seeklng amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to
this effect.

. While the Hon’ble Commission appr

' year 2016 17, the actual purchases ¢la
_.the Discoms mcurre!ﬂ an expendn

.Rs.25;455 crore for

‘variable cost and higher payment of

" Genco hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs,

'DBFOO. Dld the Discoms claim and

- concerped-for lesser supply of powel

total power purchase of 56,805 mu

the DISCOmS are 52,561 mu only, i.e; t‘r
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.*
that, ~against total power purchase-
Rs.22,538 crore approved by the Com

Bower purcha
higher;.by Rs.2,917 crore. They havg
lesser ‘payment of Rs.270 crore toway|
cost, higher payment of Rs.3086 crofe

crore towards other costs for the year

oved a

for the
med by
ere is a
Desplte
cost o
mssron,

5 ﬁxed*
towardsr
Rs. 401

17 The Discoms have claimed that swoply of |

power .is lesser vis a vis-energy d
approved by the Commission for .t
2016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco the
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu

mu from NCE, by 10,124 mu from |
others; -and by 28 mu from APGPCL. T
supply mcludes 661 mu from KSK Mz
2828 mu.from Hinduja, 75 mu from

Power Tech "and 6566 mu from 6

Ilqwdated damages from the power

the rterms and conditions in their re

espatch
ne yean
‘mal, by
from AP
by 253,

1hanad1,J
I'hermal
D0 MW

P

statrons;
as per
>pect|ve)

‘PPAs wherever applicable? The D;scor}ns ha\tel

r 2016-1 -

collect )

| Whenever there is a short supply of power from the
. plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to the issues of Plant ‘availahility (either due to
outage or due to shortage of supply) capacity
charges payable: to .such generators would be
‘reduced proportlonately as per the provisions of the

ure sof"{.PPA. v R
’el ii,-,E';, * o “..: * R
shown Main sreason- for deficiency in supply is less

availability declaration by the concerned Generator
‘owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of
* capacity charges are made accordingly.

Rrevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
‘than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent

to opt for sale of power.’
bPs and. |
ne short’

.There is no dichotomy between energy availability
& dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
potential plant availability, subjected to the
condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

The DISCOMs:have takeh every possible step to sell
the surplus -power -available at their disposal.
Availability of.surplus power on the basis of Time of

“the Day (Peekf Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
: 2
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Para No /Brief Issue oA EPDCL Response:’
not explained the reasons for shortfall in ||Power etc) is important to ‘fetch’ reasonable
generation and supply of power. Despite the ||revenue. T
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of ‘ : v '
power, the Discoms have shown an unscld
A ;

surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically
energy availability and despatch were
proposed by the Discoms and determined. and
approved by the Hon’ble Commission. Pt

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 muy,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu frofn the
market against 294 mu permitted Ly the
Commission, . At the same time, the Discoms
have claimed that they,have purchased 901
mu additionally. from gas-based IPPs against
3054 mu approved by the Commissiory. The
Discoms have claimed that they have
purchased mu-from the market at a total co>t
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amoufit of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchase of
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by the
Discoms whether additional purchases on such
a higher scale were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble
Commission, both in terms of quantun’ and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure 1o
be adopted for such purchases to ehsure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble
Commission for purchasing additional gower
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for compdtitive
bidding for-, such purchases, it .reflects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-be
who handled such ® purchases " from
VidyuthSoudha. It is & negation - of the
directions given periodically by the HQn ble
Commission on additional power purchas{es to
be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that, they
need not seek prior permission ',(i)f the
Commission for such purchases and 'their
contempt for regulatory requurements and
questionable approach that the Commissnon
would or should give its consent 'fco isuch

It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
zeneration. It is only the poténtial to generate
surplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
Most of the thermal generating stations were falling
khort of expected generatign due to shortage of
coal.

Af“ter _considering the power available from all the
sources the DISCOMs fell. short of energy
availability, and in order to ensure reliable &
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
resorted to market purchases and additional
purchases.

[

o

i
t
purchases as and when they seek.. |
t
t

B
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Yoo . | EPDCL Response K A

. The Discoms have maintained that they have

incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Lomnp
This mainly due to failures of ,the
stations concerned ‘to supply, ap
qguantum of power. At the same tlrr
Discoms have paid additional variable ¢p:
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore

Rs,12,989 crore approved by the Comn
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid ad
other costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.83
agamst Rs.729 crore approved --b

Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana
Against 1 State are older units whern compared to the stations
Nissian. located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit
power | fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side
proved when compared te jts counterparts in AP. This is the
e, the’ f’ reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
osts by) DISCOMs whén “Regulation” of power came into
agamst; force betweef AP & TS; ..

hission.* * { -%1

i|t|onaf Dunng certam mstances' iin the grid operations,
D crore ' Thermal PoWer Statibhé are backed down to
v “the accommodate Renewable Energy sources which

Commission. The reasons for thewsamt ne*éd .t have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
a

to be explained by the Discoms -to-e
whether such higher payments are. just
not. That apart, fixed cost being f
nature, it cannot increase for purchasg
quantum of power approved, -by

Commission. Therefore, the moat’ pomt |s
whether the Discoms backed down ca JaCltleS

mine | , period of backmg down, the thermal generating
fied orf Stations have to be compensated for fixed cost
xed .in payment if they canfirm the availability, as per the
of the’ provnsmns of the PPAs.

the ‘
\As the backmggdov\m details sought are pertaining
‘to older perlod the same will be furmshed shortly.

of the stations of AP Genco and ‘paif fixed . .

charges therefor.
quantum, .of power backed down
Discoms and fixed charges paid therefo
Genco and other thermal stations,-if any

If so, what‘were H;he
by 'the : . * : -

[y
»

~
3

r to AP

?ﬁl,r., i

. The Discoms have shown that they, colld, not

sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with a.varig
Rs.4463, crore. At thesame time, the

purchased- 1241 mu more than: what Was:

Prevalllng prlce in the Short—Term market at the
tion of time of surplus avallablllty with us is the criteria for
\; hgye+ sellmg power joutside. tf the prevailing price is lesser
than the margmal varlable cost of the generating

approved by the Commission from the neris’et.' station at that instant,"it§ not commercially prudent
What ,are the reasons for the same? Did" ‘thel to opt for sale of power. :

Discoms back down thermal power in g
purchase high cost and must-run
co'nvéntion’al energy, . exceeding
obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed
therefor? - If so, what are the costsiper
NCE purchased and per unit cost’ of
from. <the thermal stations backed
station-wise and unit-wise? i

R

-

rder o[ , *
non- The DISCOIVIS';have taken every possible step to sell
thelr the surplus *power available at their disposal.

.harges; Availability of’surplus power on the basis of Time of

unit:afy|the Day (Peak'Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
pOWer Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
down,. revenue. RE ‘power has been purchased in
accordance withe. the - provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.
R As the backing down details sought are pertaining
;7 } to-older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

'l
)
7 N

x

P

!

-

. The Dlscoms have clalmed that followir

gﬁxeol; It’is to infor~that short payment of fixed cost

costs, . determined by the Comrhjssipn fot.| would take pléce if the generator didn’t achieve the

SDSTPS, stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they,

target avallablhty factor as specified in the relevant
PPA. B

4 1
R "

A .
A 2.

have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015{16 and,

* hr
* Yt
e [ 4
"
> o,
A '
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Para No /Brief Issue ey

Rs.1145.94 crore for 20116-17 additionally to
the project. When the” Commission'.fixed “an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with.a_fixéd

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and wheft: hctiar

energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with, a PLE
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and vmth a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and \When
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 201516

and Rs.824.27 crore fof 2016-17, the fixed :

costs determined by the 'Commission foi the
station on 2.3:2019 cannot, and should not, be
applied with_ietrospective effect. Therefore
we request the Hon’ble: Commrssuon,not ‘to
approve payment of additional sum pf
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have clalméd o
be paid to the said station under ’mué~up
When fixed cost was approved by  the

Commission for threshold level PLF and. Whe’n
the station could achieved PLFs less thah that,
liquidated damages sheuld be collectad from
SDSTPS-1 for generatlon and supply o? power
below threshold level. . Sl

=

_‘ EPDCL Responsé
he matter: of not allowing the fixed. cost payments
n, retrospective basis to SDSTPS is.withirr the
uryiew of the Hon’ble APERC, ~ > ° = ¢

¢ LIPS
N

O =l

e e

The Discoms have claimed that while' the

Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit ag the
average variable cost for the year 201(3»1
they have paid @ Rs,2:94 per unit ‘on a
average. They have not explamed the reasoﬂs
for paying higher variable costs) +The
justification or otherwise for paymg higher
variable costs r\eed to be examined. ]‘

!

r‘}f—;’:

[ X <~ |

Q

wnership wise / Source wise variatioh in‘respect of
e per unit variable cost is glven m ' Table 12 of the
atition. T

T r*

PO

he increase in variable cost is diie to incréase in
asic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by the
oal [Gas companies and increased freight charges
veled by Railways and other transportation
geﬁcies.

Qo

The Discoms have claimed that othey, (,osts
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore ﬁrorh
Rs.729 crore approved by the Co mlséaorlr.
They have not explained what those other
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crgre w4
paid by them additionally. The justifigation.an
permissibility for paying such a huge améur
for unexplained other costs need tol b
examined. g l - 1

D = O wn

Q

ther Costs- include expenditures incurred on
ccount of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
neentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
Tax. These are the prudent eéxpenditures made by
the pISCOMs and submitted for admlssmn in to the
True, Up

= o

3
[ o

i
|

10.

We request the Hon’ble -Commission;
determine the amount$ taken over{ar to b
taken over by GoAP: from the debts jof. th
Discoms for the year 2016 17 under {D Y:an
deduct the same from their true-up [clgims. |
the subject petition, the biscoms. haye ;ng
given the details of taking over of thejr chleldtb

-Q

T o+ =2 (DD

- AB.
-tcke|over 75% of working capital. term loan of

Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to

8461.75 Crs and 100% FRP bonds of Rs. 2546 15

;U

.Cs, Lof the 'APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30™

Sﬂpt mber; 2015.| Accordingly GOAP - issued
Glo 5 s.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Inyestment
(Fower-l) Department dt.26-07-2016.

|

¢
[

|
}
J
|
1
‘o

|
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.. EPDCL Response @F

. GoAP under UDAY. o

a2

*

- | Outstanding loans as

! -
. : on 30-09-2015
‘Capex Loans 3712.49
| Working capital Loans | 8461.75
ERP Bonds Liability 2546.15
| Total ¥ 14720.40

e €rs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval
' for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32

Out of the totdl outstandmg loans of Rs.14720.40

frsh) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

of .7

1
o
i
}
|

EPDCL SPDCL Total
—.'-;Against 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
"FRP Bonds « .
' Against 75%-{ 2094.53 { 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital &
| loan 2
‘| Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
- As on~date ‘GoAP has taken over loans as given
4 below: b »
: EPDCL * | SPDCL | Total
‘| Against  100% | 904.46 - | 1005.23 | 1909.69
'FRP Bonds -
- Against '75% 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
‘1. working caprtal ot
1 loan .
' Total -2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

1 11. The Dlscoms have clarmed that they w|

-fo procure power from short—term
from the market at an average rate of
pef unit against the cost of Rs.5.17
approved by the Commission. The cost
approved' by the Commission is upyg
only. The-Discoms have purchased poy
"-market at a cost per unit ranging f
" lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.7.
Piscoms. cannot justify purchasing pow
* the Mmarket at costs higher than the up
.determined by the Commission,’ un
facile’ pretext that the average cost
paid is less than the upper limit fixeg
Commlssron In other words the Disto
passed on the benefit of costs paid be
upper fimit fixed by the, Commission
of the companies tnadmg in-power b
them costs higher than the upper limit

ere able
source%
Rs. 4 66
per umg
per umt‘
er hmrt
er fqord

68. The
er from
per Irml’q
der thé
ber, linﬂ%
by the
ms have
iow the
Lo some

paymg
fixed by
Hon’ ble

' Hon’ble Commission,
‘om_thd

2

the time block wise discovered price exceeds the

F ¥
N

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
approved by the Commission is the weighted
average cost of procurement. Even though the
‘actual cost of:procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is
ccontained well below, the price approved by the
in the Retail Supply Tariff
Order. met v
‘ R e‘":

it is to mform:that whrle procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market, in certain instances

‘average price’ approved by the Commission. To
ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
‘Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
ishort term ‘sources, after exhausting receivable
rpOWer from-all- comm|tted sources, to meet the
~Shortages only

[

Jeoo !
.Per,

the Commission. We request the.

¥ - P

PR p—

oLy Ky -
e Tl Sl
Do ren R,

e
A

« unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
- .
L l 6
o
; .
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EPDCL Response: ....".

Commission to direct the Discoms 'to, seek
additional subsidy required for purchases
made in market far exceeding the quantum
permitted by the Commission and from other
sources from:GoAP, since they did not; seek

prior approval of thg Commissior' for
purchasing additional quantum, procedura to
be adopted ,for real| and transparent

competitive - bidding and|cap on tanff. Thn
powers-that-be’ should be brought round “to
scrupulously adhere to resru[atc-?y
requirements of the Commission; for
purchasing power and additional power. |

~bre usually higher than the ceiling ratés approved by

Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement: rates, are
eftncted to the ceiling rates diiring peak hours, |
DISCOMs would not get the requn'ed power, |
eadmg to load sheddmg

¢ ?

x

Any additional supplies. made to LT agriculture,
with additional costs, the same should be
sought as additional subsidy by the Digcoms
from GoAP. E g

12.

The Hon’ble Commission has already passed order
ide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
D7.10.2017 to provide add| subsidy of Rs, 64.26
Croyes to APEPDCL.

13. Carrying cost claimed by the DISCOI’nS to the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permnﬁsuble
We request the Hon’ble Commission to reject
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
to submit their frue-up claims in time and the
consumers should not be_penalised for delay
caused by the Djscoms in submitting the same.

M
= |

N !

For.the reasons beyond in the control of the
D{SCOMs, the True-Up claims have been submitted
vitn a delay and carrying cost also has been
‘laimed. The Hon'ble Commission; is.requested to
Londone the delay and approve the True-Up claim

ncluding cafrying costs.

ven if true-ups are filed in tine, Carrying costs are
nevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
Norkmg capital availed towards additional power
broéurement cost.

14.

We request the Hoj
provide us an opporty
submissions in perso
hearing after- receivin
Discoms to our above-n
and studying and analys

1'ble  Commission to
nity to make further
1 during the public
g responses of the
nentioned submissions

ng the same. i 1

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC

Ll

Copy submitted to

The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Flapr, 11-4-660

e e

i Bhai/

Yours faithfully

! W
I; ief General Manage(ﬁé}ij

' PPA, RA & QC

4 1

APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

n, Red, Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

Q).
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" APEPDCL, Corpora‘te Offlce,

f
l”'

" . KA P H
L . N FRLEYIN [
. O
¢

EASTERN POWER DISTPE“»UTSON CO \»’IPANY OF A.P LIIVII" 'ED

CORPORATE ’JF[FILE
From

The Chief General Manager
PPA, RA & QC, , o

Seethammadhara,
Visakhapatnam — 530013.

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RABQC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-Up/D.No. /B4 /19, dt.8% 16-2619

VISAKHAPATNAM

[ )
.

" To .. o PRRRRY
Sri. M. Vehugopala Rao,

.. Senior-Journalist & Convener, «:
Centte fof Power Studies;
H.No.7-1-408 to 413, F203,

.Sri Sai.Darsan- Resndency,
BalkampeL Road Ameerpe.t

d Hyderabad 500016 )
T« Email : vrmummareddt@gmall com

an

1,

Sir, sl

' i.

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the Objectipns received on True- -up petmon flled by

APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Eiusmess for 2016-17 - Regarding.

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 16-:08-20;9'

‘13“. *

TVt
N
[N
e
[ Yooy

£ 2

. . ' La o o ve
We are in receipt of your suggestion/;pbjectio s on True-up petition filed by APDISCOMS on

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and fhéégame is
replies of APEPDCL are as follows: e

3 Lov o,

herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

3
+

LRl »
Para No /Brief Issue CE e

. * EPDCLRespoise . .

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,.-being mdepehdent

entities should have submitted their trye-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms fdr the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revienue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 20:15-16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs.2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate ofi12%
considering FY 2019-20 as the year of
approval. Whatever be the true-up a'"mdunts
that the Hon’ble Comm:ss:on is gomg to
permit, its impact on® consumers should be
confined to the respective true-up amounts of
the Discom concerned. It should not, be an
average for the entire Sta';e » !

t is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of
Retail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
the service area of the distribution licensees, the
DISCOM s are proposing to impose the burden of per

nit True-Up also on uniform basis across the State.
urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes
round 80% of the entire expenditure of
istribution business is being’ mcurred centrally to
pt:mlze the procurement cost and reduce the
ransaction costs. Even in the' Trué- Up exercise,
ower purchase cost variation is majbr.elem'gznt and
g0 the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform levy of
f er unit True-up across the State. o ,

£a ta
P

N,

s

“
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. While the affidavit filed by the Dlscoms clalms

Revenue True-up to the extent -of Rs 2817 Crs

that their claims for true- up pertain to *the yead pertdining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part
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I L EPDCL Response o

“strangé that the Hon ble Commissi
ssued public notice, |nv1t|ng objectidns and
Nlthout
=qu|red

n“'m —%_1n n-n 1-1-"-1(0

016 17, at page 19, the Discoms have ¢
rues Up ‘for the year 2015°16 also,
ving detalls pertamlng to the same

uggestmns in' the subject petition,
lrectlng "the .Discoms to file
wforrhatfon relating to their true up clgi
015416'a|so and without incorporat

5 e

-c-" (7. -1

,lle theif true -up petition for the year 2
'eparate{y with all the.required infarma
agevzo,kthe Discoms have dlshonestly
Ihat the’ clalmed true- -up amount‘of Rl

016 17

j

iNLthQU&

N has;

amevim the subject petltlon We request fEl'é ;
fonthle”Commission to. direct the Disdoms Eijo

rore is for retail supply business’ for 'thé year

lajmed

lt is

ims for
ng- the

2015: 163
ion. At«
Ialmedi
i1, 144

‘.I*

: ‘_:
. ,1‘{

.of True up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up
has not been c|a|h1ed earller for FY 2015-16. 9

r‘:*'
E O I

The Honorabte>Cpmm|SS|on approves tariff and non-
tanff income for the' Retail Supply Business in its
’Retall Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue
réalized is Idwer than the approved revenue, the
-Pet|t|oners mcur losses. Hence, the Petltloners
‘request the rHonourabLe Commission to cohsider
true up/trueﬂdown for thé revenue also. r‘
{Lr.No. CGM/Qpn/SPDCL/T.PT/RAC/F Regnh.4/D.No.12
/16 dated’15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble Commwrssmn
seeking amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005 to
- this effect. £

‘ h,qu;dated damages from the power

tal power purchase of 56,805 mu

. ?Vhlle "the Hon'ble Commission. approved )
0

the Dlscoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e., tH
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.
hat,-. against total power purchase

hie | ‘Riscoms incurred an expendi

highen: by Rs.2,917 crore.- They have

\:lfes';‘e‘r payment of Rs.270 crore towardls flerr
' ost;lhigher payment of Rs.3086 crore 1owards’*

jariable; cost and hlgher payment of
c;roredtOWards other costs for the: ye

others and by 28 mu from APGPCL.* Tt

$upp!y includes 661 mu from KSK M3 hanadt,
rhermal‘

2828£mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from
Power Tech and 6566 mu from 60

Ve

DBFOO Did the Dlscoms claim and

conrzerr!e‘d ‘for lesser supply of power

for-
ear:2016-17, the actual purchases clalr‘ned byiv

DeSplte

' cost Qf"

5.22,538 crore approved by the Comgmssmh I
u

s 25;455 crore for power purchage,

r 20167"
17+ The Discoms have claimed that supplyy’ ot;
power is: lesser vis ‘a vis energy d spatch
approved by the Commission for the year.
2016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco. ‘the: mal, ’byi
2292 mu from APPDCL, By 1049 mu from AP..

“Gerico hydel, by 262 mu, from CGSs,
muafrom NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs ana

stationg |

athe?
er&isa

q}}

re Of
i, em
ShOWﬁr

Rs. 101

by 253"
e short
0 MW
colleqt

as per

Whenever there isa short supply of power from the-
plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacnty Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to the issues of Plant availability (either due to
Outage or duet to shortage of supply) capacity
¢harges payabie to .such generators would be
,teduced proportionately as per the provisions of the
PPA.

“.
¥

Mam reason_for deficiency in supply is less
ava|lab|llty declaratlon by the concerned Generator
\Ong to shprtage of Coal and the payment of
capacnty charges are magie accordlngly o

. B | '
Prevalhng pru;e in the §hort-Term market atf the
time of surplu$ avallablllty with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at tha_ft_’instant, its not commercially prudent
fé opt for sale/of power.

' :

There is no dlchotomy between energy availability
& 'dispatch. The:surplus is assessed based on the
potentlal plaht availability, subjected to the
condition of acre55|b|llty of sufficient fuel.

Th_e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
'f'he surplus power available at their disposal.

PP
x

the,),.terms and conditions in their’ re; pectrve Avallablllty of surplus power on the basis of Time of
i {’j‘"f“ Fegin nt(’,j 1 g;? 1‘-: 2
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A EPDCL Response.

PPAs, wherever applicable? The Discoms have
not explained the reasons for shortfall in
generation and supply of power. Desbi’cg the
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of
power, the Discoms have shown an unsdld
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically
energy availability
proposed by the Discoms:and dete_rminé"ci and
approved by the Hon’ble Commission.  f«

and despatch:” wére |

~t

he Day (Péalg Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
ower etc)' is important to “fetch reasonable
revenue. ST

e w |

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 mu,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu from the
market against 294 mu permitted by, the
Commission, At the same time, the Discoms
have claimed that they have purchased 901
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs dgginst
3054 mu approved by the Commission.!'The
Discoms have claimed that they * have
purchased mu from the market at a total,cost
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amourit of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchase of
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by, the
Discoms whether additional purchases on such
a higher scale were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the "~Ho#h'ble
Commission, both in terms of guantum:ahd
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedute’to
be adopted for such purchases to- ensure

competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not |

sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market maximum cap of tanff and
the procedure to be adopted for competmve
bidding for such purchases, it reflects
“executive arrogance” of'the powers-that-be
who handled such purchases  from
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of ;the
directions given periodically by the Hon'ble
Commission on additional power purchasés to
be made by the Discoms and refects
recklessness of the powers—that—be that they
need not seek prlor permlssmn of 'the
Commission for such “purchases and the|r
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach -that the Commnsgnon
would or should give its consent to- §uch
purchases as and when they seek. b

y s

i§ to inform that unsold surpius of 10,384 MU as
aimed by the objector-is not the actual surplus
eneration. It is only the potential to generate
urplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
Nost of the thermal generating stations were falling
hort of expected generation due to shortage of
pal.

Q. _»w_ =2 U Mo O

fter considering the power available from all the
purces, the DISCOMs fell short of .energy
vailability, and in order to ensure reliable &
ninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
bsorted to market purchases and additional
urchases.

o e S e < I . -
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- <EPDCL Response -

5. The Discoms have maintained that they have

i

incurred fixed cost of.Rs8551 trore| agains
E{'§:882‘1.,crore approved by the Ciornmjssio,ng
This mainly due:to failures of,r)'(;:he powe:i
s,,tat‘ions,;'concerned to »suppIyE pprove‘%
quantum’ of power. At the same-time, the
Discoms have paid additional varlable costs by,
Rs 3086 tcrore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore
Rs 12 ,989 crore approved by the Com

o’cher costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs 8 0 crore
agalnst Rs. 729 crore- approved by the

guantum of power approved
Commrssron Therefore the moot

agams%:
&
missi'om !

Thermal Generating stations logcated in Telangana
State are older units when compared to the stationg -
located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit
fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side
 when compal';ed to its counterparts in AP. This is the
reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
"DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power camé into
force betwee’p AP & TS. .

During certaln instances; ‘in the grid operat|ons
Thermal Power Stations are backed down fo
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which
‘have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
.period of backing down, the thermal generating
stations have to be.compensated for fixed cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
provisions of the PPAs.

As the backing:down details sought are pertaining
. to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

¥
s )

. -
N .

B
4

14

6. The Drscoms have shown that they c uld no;

sell a surplus of 1765 mu with a varfation: of
Rs. 4463 ‘crore. At the same time; they have1
purchased 1241 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission from th market;
What are the reasons for the same?| Did the
Discoms. back down thermal power in order to
purchase high cost -and mustrlin non;
conVentlonaI energy, . exceedlng

NCE purchased and per unit cost 0 pow,’e‘f
from  the thermal stations backed do,w,njf,
statlon wise and unit-wise? o

a2 ~
are ut “:

| Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of

>t PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.

‘Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
‘time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the margmal variable cost of the generatlng
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale’of power. . 3

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
the surplus power -available at their disposal.

F | the Day (Peak lLoad Hours, Day Time Power, Night
Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
tevenue. RE power has been purchased in
accordance with the - provisions-of the approved

As the backing down details sought are pertaining
to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

7. The Dlscoms have claimed that follow
" ¢osts.. determmed by the Commissi

ng ﬂxed

SDSTPS stage 1 (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they
have hifo) pay Rs.621. 19 ¢rore for 201“—16 anc!

ion foi T

It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve the
_target availability factor as specified in the relevant
PPA. “ s
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- EPDCL Responise

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additlopally to
the project. When the Commission fixést an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with,a Eﬁxed
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when ‘actial
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with '@ PLF
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16
and Rs.824.27 trore for 2016-17, the :ﬁx'ed
costs determined by the Commission for the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should ndt be
applied with retrospective effect. Theresfore,
we request the Hon’ble Commission not to
approve payment of additional sumi of
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have claim?d o)
be paid to the said station under trué-up.
When fixed cost was approved by: the
Commission for threshold level PLF and’ when
the station could achieved PLFs less than 'that,
liquidated damages should be collected frdm
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of ppwer
below threshold level. ,

The roatter of not.allowing the fixed cost payments
on. tetrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC.

.

- % .
an R

¥

8. The Discoms have claimed that while! the @wnership wise / Source wise variation in respect of
Commission approved Rs:2.29 per unit as the | the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of the
average variable cost for the year 2016 17, petltlon »
they have paid @ R5294 per unit on.an .
average. Théy have not eéxplained the reasons | The increase in variable cost is"due’té increase in
for paying. ‘higher variable costs.- ' The | Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustmenti(FCA) levied by the
justification or otherwise for paying higher | Qoal / Gas companies and increased freight charges
variable costs need to be examined. f leveled by, Railways and other fransportation

agencies.

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs | Qther Costs include expenditures incurred on
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from | account of Additional Interest on pension. bonds,
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. | incentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
They have not explained what those dther | Tax. These are the prudent expenditures made by
costs are and why a sumn of Rs.101 crore’ was | the DISCOMSs and submitted for admission in to the
paid by them additionally, The justificatio}‘ and True-Up ) )
permissibility for paying such a huge amount |
for unexplained other costs need* to« ‘be
examined. ¢ b oL

10. We request the Hon'ble Commission to | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
determine the amounts taken over or.t6 be | take over 75% of working capital term loan of
taken over by GoAP from the debts Ofr the | Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP honds' of Rs.2546.15
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAYfand Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 3o™
deduct the same from their true-up claims. In September 2015. Accordingly GoOAP issued
the subject petition, the' Discoms have' ot | G.o s No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
given the details of taking over of their delstiby | ( ’ov\)er-l) Department, dt.26-07-2016.

T
!
|
'
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g |
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" GoAP under. UDAY.

&>

EPDCL Response
Ny ! ‘n | Outstanding loans as
i ’ ‘i . > on 30-09-2015 d N
Do | | CapeX Loans,, | 3712.49
: - ' Working capital Loans | 8461.76
, &! FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
i | Total ‘ . | 14720.40
g“:,“z‘)’f’,()fut of the tota) outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
" «1 |iCis. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval

for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
, aCrs ) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546. 15 Crs. ).

J EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
i | Against  100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
" | FRP Bonds ' ' .

v | ['Against  75% | 2094553 [ 4251.79 | 6346.32
“s1 | | working caprtal )

I oan 2
.11 Total " |3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

X

+ .| As on date GOAP has taken over loans as given

only, The Discoms have purchased power fro
market 3t a cost per unit ranging from th

lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.7.
Drscoms cannot justify purchasing poy

the market at costs higher than the upper limit
,determmed by the Commission, un

facile. Jpretext that the average cost

upper limit fixed by the Commission

them costs higher than the upper limitl

ner umL
paid is les$ than the upper limit fixed by the
Commiission. In other words, the Discoms haVe
passed on the benefit of costs paid below thé
to some
of the companies trading in power by paymg

Order.
68. The
er frqéh’a,

der’ thé

ensure

fnxed by 4
Hon’b'}e

Hon'ble Commission,

1

o~
ot

‘
Pt

PARE “41 | below: i, P .
soar 1 . | EPDCL ‘| SPDCL | Total.”
A ' . :, Against  100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 ‘| 1909.69
%74 | |-FRP Bonds '
J—;,‘:{‘é {-Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
. ;'i working capital )
; - ;;‘:,J‘oan ,
. s | [ Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
11. The Discoms have claimed that they wlere a{b‘l,’e, Per Unit Cost:of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
. to procure power from short-term sourpe$: approved by the Commission is the weighted
. from the market at an average rate’of Rs. 4'66 éverage cost of procurement. Even though the
per unit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per L'rnlt ‘actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
. approved by the Commission. The cost|per unlt to Rs 7.68/Unit,, the weighted average cost is
approved by the Commission is upper ||m| contained well below the price approved by the

in .the Retail Supply Tariff

Itis to inform( that, while:procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market in certain instances
the time block wise dlscovered price exceeds the
average price, approved by the Commussmn To
relrable 24X7 power
.Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
short term sources after exhausting receivable
power from all committed sources, to meet the
§11.ortages only.., -

supply to  the

atmt wmemm b oa

- the Commission. We request the
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION
CORPORATE OFFICE ::

From

The Chief General Manager .
PPA, RA & QC, o
APEPDCL, Corporate Office,: - T
Seethammadhara, I
Visakhapatnam —530013. . - e

T

COMPANY, OF A.P. LIMITED :
VISAKHAPATNAM o

To * .. ‘ . RANTE

Sri. Penumalh Madhu, )
State Secretary, o ) .
H.NG.27:28-12, CPI(M), :
State Commlttee Office, "+ & =2
Yamalavari Street, Governorpet, ,

.*  Vijayawada — 500 002

3

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RARQC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:Trub-Up/D.No. ) &% /19, dt.l3 _-10-2019

ot
o

Sir,
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply 'éigitsiness

Ref: Your Objection letter dated.18-08-2019

*

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the t'(;)‘bjectic

ns received on True-up petition “fil'e;cll by '
for 2016-17 - Regarding. i '

O

$kon

We are in receipt of your sugges’cion'/f bbjections on True-up petition filed by APDIS.COIVIS on

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and thesame is

e Vo

replies of APEPDICL are as follows b

me
» EEEY

herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

.
L

M M
' t
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Para No /Brief Issue

'EPDCLResponse’ i = =

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independént
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms er the
years 2015-16‘and 2016-17, claiming revenue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015 16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs, 2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying; cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of! 12%
considering FY 2019-20 as the vyear" of
approval. Whatever be the true-up amounts
that the Hon'ble Commission is going to
permit, its impact on consumers should be
confined to the respectjve true-up amourits-6f
the Discom concerned. It should not e’ an
average for the entire State.

[ A i

It is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of
2etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
the service area of the distribution licensees, the
DISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per
unit True-Up also on uniform basis acrgss the State.
Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes
around 80% of the entire e3<pend1ture of
Dlstqbutlon business is being mcurred centrally to
pptimize the procurement cost and reduce the
transaction costs. Even in the True:Up exercise,
Power purchase cost variation i$ 'major-element and
so0 the DISCOMs have proposed for" unlform levy of
per unit True-up across the State.

. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms clalms
that their claims for true-up pertain to theyedr
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have clairmed

Revenue True-up to the extent' of Rs 2817 Crs
pertaining to FY 2015-16 has been tlaimed as part
of Ti ue-up petition for FY 2016-17: Revenue true-up

P

Y
¥
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£ ‘EPDCL Response

. glvmg detarls pertaining .to the, same

trije- up for the year 2015-16 also,,

strange that the Hon'ble Comm;ss
|ssued publlc notice, inviting objectid
suggestlons in the subject petrtlon
dn‘ectmg the Discoms to file’
mformatlon relating to thelr true.up cl
2015—16 also and witholt’ incorporati
same ‘in the subject petition. We reqt
Hoh bte Commlssmn ‘to direct the Dis
fhe thelr true-up petitlon for -the year
separately with all the requ:red informs
page 20 the Discoms.have dishonestly
that the clalmed true- zup'amount of R
crore |s for retail supply business- for 1
201@-“17‘ . -

3t In
u .‘.'

w;thouﬂ

It [s
on s
ons, ahd
wnhouﬂ
tequired
hims for
ing thé
lest thé
coms to
015 ‘16“
ation. A’G‘
clarmed

he yeasr

I}

Yy

5,114,144 §.

has not been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. s
The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-
tarlff income for the Retail- Supply Business in its
Retail Supply Tarlff Order for every financial year.
However, tarn‘f and non=tariff income approved by
‘the Honourablé’ Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue
realized is lower than the approved revenue, the
P'etitioners' incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
r'equest the Honourable Commission to consider
true up/true- down for the revenue also.

'Further the'. DISCOMs. have written to a letter
(Lr No. CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TE‘T/RAC/F Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01- 2017)*to the Hon’ble Commission
seeking amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to
this effect. 7

s LT

. While: the Hon’ble Commlssmn “app

" ‘Genco'hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs;]
- mufrom NCE, by 10,124 mu from |

. the: iterms and conditions in their re

total. power purchase of 56,805 niu
year 2016 17, the actual purchases'cla
the,QnScoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e, t
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.

that,\;against total power purchase

Rs. 22 538 crore approved by the Com
the Discoms incurred an expendi
_R_st2.5,,455 crore for power purcha
higher, ‘by Rs.2,917 crore. ‘They have
Jassei payment of Rs.270 crore towar
g:ost‘ higher payment of Rs.3086 crore
Varlable~ tost and higher payment of
crore toWards other costs for the ye:
17 The Dnscoms have claimed that s
power,‘ is lesser vis a vis energy d
‘approved by the Commlsswn for, t
201617, by 3032 mu by AP Genco: the
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu

othersrand by 28 mu from APGPCL. T
supply includes 661 mu-from KSK M
2828 mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from
Power Jech and 6566 mu from:6
DBFOO Did the Discoms claim and
llgmdated damages from the power
goncerned for lesser supply of power

foved “a
for the
med By |
nereis: a
Desplte
cost!“of -
missiof;
ture*.of
:e
shown
ds flxed
towards
Rs.10%
ir 20164
ipply 6f
espatch
he year
rmal, by
From AP
“by 253
PPs and
he short
ahanadl
Thermal
m)IWVV

coJ ect
stationg

as per
spectivg |
ms ha\i‘é i

léj .

Whenever thére is a short supply of power from the
_plants which dre governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
Structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
‘to the issues of Plant availability (either due to
outage or_dye to shortage of supply) capacity
éharges payabl'e to such generators would be
reduced propottionately as per the provisions of the
PPA. - .

‘Main reason for deficiency in supply is less
a‘vailability declaration by the concerned Generator
‘owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of
‘capacity charges are made accordingly.

F e
..

- Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the

time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
'selling power outside. Ifthe prevailing price is lésser
than the marginal varlable cost of the generating
station at thatinstant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale ‘of power. :

‘i

There is no d;chotomy between energy avallablluty

g & dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
'xpotential

plant availability, subjected to the
candition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

« &
v‘ -

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell

_the surplus power available at their disposal.

Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
t‘he Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night

.I?P,AS» wherever appllcable? The Disco

"!“4 1

»
saf W
; .
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EPDCL Response "

not explained- the reasons for shortfall in
generation and supply of power. Despite, the
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of
power, the ‘Discoms have shown an usold
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2015-17.
This dichotomy shows ‘how unrealistically
energy availability and despatch.’ were
proposed by the Discoms and determinedand
approved by the Hon’ble Commission.

=res,

important 10 fetch reasonable

({ 21

ower etc) is

ravenue, . e
PRE TN

13
- &

»

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 mu,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu frofi the
market against 294 mu permitted by the
Commission, At the same time, the Distdoms
have claimed that they have purchasedfss’oil
mu additionally from gas-based IPP§- a”g%iinst
3054 mu approved by the Commission.!The
Discoms have claimed that they»" have
purchased mu from the market at a total cost
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amotunt of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purcha%g‘ of
1413 mu. It needs to be’ clarified by -the
Discoms whether additional purchases on éijch
a higher scalé were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the Hor'ble
Commission, bath in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid,’and the procedul’e to
be adopted for such purchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had, not
sought and got permission of the Hor’ble
Commission for purchasing additional pdwer
from the market, maximum cap of tariff iand
the procedure to be adopted for competltlve
bidding for such purchases, it reﬂects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-tha‘[t-be
who handled such  purchases f[qm
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of 'the
directions given periodically by the Hor'ble
Commission on additional power purchases to
be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of ‘the
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Commission
would or should give its consent to ;.’uch
purchases as and when they seek. '

2

1 is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
atmed by the objector is not the actual surplus
eneration. It is only the potential to generate
Urplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
flost of the thermal generating stations were falling
nort of expected generation due to shortage of
bal.

O wn = v o

tefl considering the power avaijlable from all the
burces, the DISCOMs fell short. of | energy
ailability, and in order te ensure reliable &
ninferrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
Qesorted to market purchases and additional
urchases.

2]

o 3
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The "Distoms have maintained that they. have
mcurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore agams’c
Rs:8821 crore approved by the Commnssuon;
This - ‘mainly due to failures of thg poWer
étatlons concerned to supply , pproveo[
quantim of power. At the same time, the
Discorns have paid additional variable costs b\}
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore agalnst
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the Commlssmnl
Slmllarly, the Discoms also have paid aédltlona],
other- costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.830 croi‘é

agaihst - Rs.729 crore approved by thQ‘
'| have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the

Commxsﬁuon The reasons for the sathe need |
to be explained by the Discoms to C*xammé,
whether such higher payments are ju<t|f|ed~*oq

' ndt. That apart, fixéd cost being fixed |q

hature it cannot increase for purchase of th

f,:.quan‘tum of power approved by ﬁﬁ

Commnssuon Therefore, the moot pomt i
whether the Discoms backed down cxpacmles
of the; stations of AP Genco and. paid flxed
charges ' therefor. If so, what were thé'

quanturh of power backed down {by- ‘fthéa‘ :
{lor 0. AF‘ -}

D,is‘cqrgr}\,s and fixed charges paid there
Geneo dnd other thermal stations, if any? &

Thermal Generatmg stations located in Telangana=
State are older units when compared to the stations
located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per:unit
fived cost of generatmg stations in TS at lower side
when compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
qeason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
DISCOMs when: “Regulation” of power came into
force between AP & TS.

During certain instances in the grid operations,
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which

period of backing down,.the thermal generating
.stations have, to *be compensated for fixed ‘cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
"provisions of t'he PPAs. .

'
i
A;

As the backmg down detalls sought are pertammg
to older period, the same’ \will be furnished shortly

H

s

The Discoms have shown that they cpuld- (noj‘-
sell~arsurplus of 1765 mu, with a varjatioh ‘d{

- Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they have

purchased <1241 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission frorn the) market-[,;
Wha‘e are the reasons for the same?| Did the

Dlscoms back down thermal power inorder ‘c@ -

purchase.; high cost and must-run non,L
corwentional energy,  exceeding theur
obllgauons under RPPO, and. pay fixed charges: |
therefor? If so, what are the costs per unit.of

© NCE: purchased and per unit cost of powel

from ,.the thermal stations backed down,
station-wise and unit-wise?

v P A
IR
H ARl

Pnevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
'ti_fne, of surplus, availability with us is the criteria for
“selling power.outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
lthan the margihal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its=not commercially prudent
to opt for sale of power.

The DISCOMs-have taken.every possible step to sell
the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
‘the Day (Peak Load Hours; Day Time Power, Night
Power etc) :is important to fetch reasonable
revenue. RE, power. ljas been purchased: in
accordance w1th the provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulptlons gaverning grid operations..

As the backing down details sought are pertaining

‘ . to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.
1).' ;\. ’ R E‘-" H‘{ .

(

A

!

f}

The Discoms have clanmed that follow ng f;xeot
qqsts: ,;d,,etermmed by the Comrmst,lon: for
SDSTPS stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.20119, thev
have:to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 andg |

lt is to mform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve the

target availabijlity factor as specified in the relevant

RPA.

Bl e
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Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additionally to
the project. When the ‘Commission fixed an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with ja fixed
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when agtual
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the fixed
costs determined by the Commissiorn for!the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should: not, he
applied with retrospective effect. Therefore
we request the Hon’ble Commission ndf to
approve payment of additional sums of
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discams have clalmed ‘to
be paid to the said station under: trug-up.
When fixed cost was approved -by ‘the
Commission for threshold level PLF and' when
the station could achleved PLFs less than that
liquidated damages should be collected: from
SDSTPS-1 for generationiand supply of power
below threshold level. ] \

EPDCL Responise’

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments
oh retrospective basis to SDSTRS lS WIthm the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC. - '

v, R ¥

The Discoms™ have claimed that while ‘the
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as, the
average variable cost for the year 2016-17,
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on- an
average. They have not explained the reasons
for paying higher variable costs.: *{The
justification or otherwise for paying hlgher
variable costs need to be examined.

Ownership wise / Source wise variatjon in respect of
tHe per unit variable cost is given ‘in Table*12 of the
petition. ~ e

The increase in variable cost istdue to increase in
Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FGA) levied by the
Coai / Gas companies and increased freight charges
leveled by Railways and other transportation

. agencies.

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs | Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore. from | adcount of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commissjon. | intentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
They have not explained what those -other | Tgx. These are the prudent expenditures made by
costs are and why a sum of Rs,101 crore {vas | the DISCOMs and submitted for admlssmn in to the
paid by them additionally. The justificatién_,énd True-Up
permissibility for paying such a huge 'ar'no«fuht )
for unexplained other 'costs need to  be o
examined. :

10. We request the Hon* ble Commnssuon to | Agper Clause 1.2(a) of the l\.-’lcjl’.}, GOAP agreed to

determine the amounts taken over or to be
taken over by GoAP from the debts of ‘the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY énd
deduct the same from their true-up claims. In
the subject petition, the Discoms have znot

take over 75% of working capital term loan of
Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30%
September, 2015. Accordingly, . GOAP issued
G.p.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
(Ppwer-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016.

given the details of taking over of their debt by

. : ' 5
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GOAP under UDAY. . ; ] "| Outstanding loansas )
" - . s B Yl Wi on 30-09-2015

VORI 3 L Capex Loans'f«{ "1 3712.49

Habn o : ) ‘j\ Working capital Loans | 8461.76

ol s e - ¥ 1] FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15

cooanld & 45 HiTotal ! 14720.40
5 ﬁé-*:’ﬁi—;%;ﬁt. . c{; Out of the tetal outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
' i | Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval
: "}7‘”‘3' : ot takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
RN }j;lf; 1i€rs.) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
C o bl 3’ [EPDCL [ SPDCL | Total
(“ ';:9 .|| Against  100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
‘ “ . .| |FRP Bonds ‘
Lo . i Against  75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
cotn U ( oo ‘3} +| | working capital

el | e [loan_ _ :

s d A A . S 41 Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

IR T ’ ~;k.‘.'~‘ ,As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given

’ ko t x| below: A :
O . Sl EPDCL:_ SPDCL | Total

- (wi - & }r Against 190% 904.46" | 1005.23 | 1909.69

- - R FRP Bonds '3 ’
S 1| | Against  75%7( 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
& A . "})L»‘ | working capltal : '
EARE N 3 o ",";’ loan p ’
e ,-?"f-’“?é‘?’%'?'*ta : ) ) t: | [-Total . 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
| 11. The Discoms have claimed that they were ablg.] Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5. 17/Unit
to. pfocure power from short-tegm sourcej,s approved by “the Commission is the weighted
from the market at an average rate df Rs. 4’6%3 Téverage cost Jof procurement. Even though the
per upit against the cost of Rs.5.17|per un‘,g ‘actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit

e rapproVed by the Commission. The cost per unit - to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is

) approved by the Commission is upper Ilmlt contamed well below the price approved by the
only TheDlscoms have purchased po Nerfrom, Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff

. ‘market at a cost per unit rangmg from the Order.
loWest 'ofRs.0.24 to the highest of Rs 7.68. Thga e X

R Dlscoms cannot justify purchasing power from it’is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-

N the market at costs higher than the upper llmlt» -ahead basis from the market in certain instances

’ determmed by the. Commission, ujnder thp “the time block wise discovered price exceeds. the
facile pretext that the average cost | per umt average prlc.ev approved.-by the Commission, To
pald lSr less than the upper limit ;ﬁxed by the ensure relia‘ﬁle 24X7“"‘power supply to. the

" Corttrrission. In other words, the DISCC ms havk Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
- "passed on the benefit of costs paud below thla short term spurces after exhausting receivable
upper I|m1t fixed by the Commission|to somé -power from gl committed sources, to meet the
il 'ofvthe companles trading in power by paylnlg shortages only
|71~ them:costs higher than the.upper limit fixed:by: | "
", the. Commission. We request the| Hon'ble | Per unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
SN Pl 6
RIS R FACh
s el -
ENA N M
Lgrpk e b

*iwid ATy,
; .
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Commission to direct the Discoms io .seek
additional subsidy required for purcliases
made in market far exceeding the guantum
permitted by the Comrnission and from’ other
sources from GoAP, since they did not seek
prior approval of the
purchasing additional quantum, procedure to
be adopted for real and transparent
competitive -bidding and cap on tariff. The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously adhere to regulg?tpry
requirements of the Commission for
purchasing power and additional power. '

Commission " for |

gre usually higher than the ceil{ng:ratés approved by
Hon'ble APERC.. If the 'procurement-'rates are
restricted to the ceiling rates ‘diiring peak hours,
BISCOMs wotld not get the required power,
leading to load shedding. .

12. Any additional supplies made to LT agriculture,
with additional costs, the same should -be
sought as additional sub5|dy by the Dlscoms
from GoAP.

The Hon’ble Commission has already passed order
vide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
07.10.2017 to provide addl subsidy of Rs. 64.26
rares to APEPDCL. '

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms tc the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not perr:issibie.
We request the Hon’ble Commission to reject
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
to submit their true-up claims in time and the
consumers should not be penalised for c{elay
caused by the Discoms in submitting the same.

4

‘

C

For the reasons beyond in the control of the
DISCOMSs, the True-Up claims have. been submitted
with a delay and carrying. cost “also has been
claimed. The Hon’ble Commlasllpp. is requested to
cpndone the delay and approve the True-Up claim
including carrying costs. -

Eyen if true-ups are filed in time, lc'é‘r?ying costs are |
inevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
wlorking capital availed towards additional power
plrocurement cosg.

14.We request the Hon’ble Commission to
provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of the
Discoms to outr above-mentioned submissjons
and studying and analysing the same. :

Within the purviéw of Hon’ble APERC

t

|
z
L)
Copy submitted to ‘

Yours faithfully

iefG
PPA, RA & QC

APEPDCL:[VISAKHAPATNAM

The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni Bpavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

i
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIFMTION
- CORPORATE OrFlCE

From
' _Z
The Chief General Manager, - o
PPA, RA & QC, o
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, !
Seethammadhara,’ P
Visakhapatnam —530013. Ll
{

COMPANY OFA P. LIMITED
VISAKHAPATNAM

.
L
To RN
.

Sri. Ch.Narasingaro, -

. State Secretariat Member; ;
... Communist Party of IndiA (Marxist), ;
N.P.R Bhawan, H.No. 28-6-8, - -
Yallammathota, Jagadamba Jn;, .
Email: chnrao33@gmail.com .,.,,

- L A
Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-$o/D.No. /€2 /19, dt. ©7-10-2019

Sir, Co
" Sub: APEPDCL — RAC ~Replies to the'Objecti
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 17-08-2019

A -
e r ¥

*

We are in feceipt of your suggestion/, ;ijéCtiO

3.
H

bns received on True-up petition flledby
for 2 7016-17 - Regarding. '

ok

P
ok "
¥

ns on True-up petition filed by.APDlSCOMé on

Retails Supply Business for 2016 17 and the same is hérewith acknowiedged with thanks. Para wise

replies of APEPDCL are as follows

oty

i

Para No /Brief Issue

EPDCL Response’ -

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming re\/enue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015-16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs,.2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of 12%

approval. Whatever be the true-up amgunts
that the Hon’ble Commission is goihg to
permit, its impact on consumers éhod‘ld be
confined to the respective true-up amcunts of
the Discom concerned. It should net be an
average for the entire State. . - ’

f
4
considering  FY 2019-20  as the vyear ,of | iransaction costs.
R
q
L

It is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature o
etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
he service area of the distribution licensees, the

DISCOMS are proposing to impose the burden of per

uinit True-Up also on uniform basis acrgss the State.

Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes

ground 80% of the entire expenditure of

distribution business is being incurred centrally to
ptlmlze the procurement cost and’. reduce the

Even in the True-Up exercise,

Power purchase cost variation is major.¢ element and

o the DISCOMs have proposod for uniform: levy of

"ger unit True-up across the State

. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms c[falms

that their claims for true-up pertain to theiyear
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have clajmed

.Revehue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs

ertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed'as part
f True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue ‘true-up

Q.

1
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Lo EPDCL Response @:

' |ssued public notice, inviting objectiq
~dire¢ting”  the

‘2015-16 also and without mcorporat
‘same. in the subject petition. Weiregy

* file their true-up petmon for the year

_ that the claimed true-up amount of Ry.
crore is forretail supply business for the year

true-up for the year 2015-16 a‘”
giving details pertaining to the samg
strange that the Hon’ble Commissi

suggestions in the subject petition,
Discoms to file.
information relating to their true dp'clc
Hon’ble Commission to direct the DIS(
separately with all thé-required informa

page 20, the Discoms have dishonestly

2016-17.

Mthout’
Lt IS
on hés‘
ns ,and
wrthout.
equire;d
zimq‘fér
ing the
ast the

tQ
\915_1‘6'2
o, At,
clajmed’
11,144

&t

®

% 4
t
f
‘

has”'ﬁot been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

Noe

Tkhe Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-
tdl’lff income. for the Retail Supply Business in its
Rétail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariff and non-tarlff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized: If the actual revenue
reallzed is Iower than the approved revenue, the
Petitioners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
Fequest the Honourable Commission to consider

“tfue-up/true-down for the revenue also.

Further, the DISCOMs-have written- to a letter
(ir.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01- 2017) to the Hon’ble Commission
seeklng amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to
this effect.

. While the Hon’ble Commission appr

' year 2016 17, the actual purchases ¢la
_.the Discoms mcurre!ﬂ an expendn

.Rs.25;455 crore for

‘variable cost and higher payment of

" Genco hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs,

'DBFOO. Dld the Discoms claim and

- concerped-for lesser supply of powel

total power purchase of 56,805 mu

the DISCOmS are 52,561 mu only, i.e; t‘r
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.*
that, ~against total power purchase-
Rs.22,538 crore approved by the Com

Bower purcha
higher;.by Rs.2,917 crore. They havg
lesser ‘payment of Rs.270 crore toway|
cost, higher payment of Rs.3086 crofe

crore towards other costs for the year

oved a

for the
med by
ere is a
Desplte
cost o
mssron,

5 ﬁxed*
towardsr
Rs. 401

17 The Discoms have claimed that swoply of |

power .is lesser vis a vis-energy d
approved by the Commission for .t
2016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco the
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu

mu from NCE, by 10,124 mu from |
others; -and by 28 mu from APGPCL. T
supply mcludes 661 mu from KSK Mz
2828 mu.from Hinduja, 75 mu from

Power Tech "and 6566 mu from 6

Ilqwdated damages from the power

the rterms and conditions in their re

espatch
ne yean
‘mal, by
from AP
by 253,

1hanad1,J
I'hermal
D0 MW

P

statrons;
as per
>pect|ve)

‘PPAs wherever applicable? The D;scor}ns ha\tel

r 2016-1 -

collect )

| Whenever there is a short supply of power from the
. plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to the issues of Plant ‘availahility (either due to
outage or due to shortage of supply) capacity
charges payable: to .such generators would be
‘reduced proportlonately as per the provisions of the

ure sof"{.PPA. v R
’el ii,-,E';, * o “..: * R
shown Main sreason- for deficiency in supply is less

availability declaration by the concerned Generator
‘owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of
* capacity charges are made accordingly.

Rrevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
‘than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent

to opt for sale of power.’
bPs and. |
ne short’

.There is no dichotomy between energy availability
& dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
potential plant availability, subjected to the
condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

The DISCOMs:have takeh every possible step to sell
the surplus -power -available at their disposal.
Availability of.surplus power on the basis of Time of

“the Day (Peekf Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
: 2
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Para No /Brief Issue oA EPDCL Response:’
not explained the reasons for shortfall in ||Power etc) is important to ‘fetch’ reasonable
generation and supply of power. Despite the ||revenue. T
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of ‘ : v '
power, the Discoms have shown an unscld
A ;

surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically
energy availability and despatch were
proposed by the Discoms and determined. and
approved by the Hon’ble Commission. Pt

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 muy,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu frofn the
market against 294 mu permitted Ly the
Commission, . At the same time, the Discoms
have claimed that they,have purchased 901
mu additionally. from gas-based IPPs against
3054 mu approved by the Commissiory. The
Discoms have claimed that they have
purchased mu-from the market at a total co>t
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amoufit of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchase of
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by the
Discoms whether additional purchases on such
a higher scale were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble
Commission, both in terms of quantun’ and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure 1o
be adopted for such purchases to ehsure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble
Commission for purchasing additional gower
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for compdtitive
bidding for-, such purchases, it .reflects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-be
who handled such ® purchases " from
VidyuthSoudha. It is & negation - of the
directions given periodically by the HQn ble
Commission on additional power purchas{es to
be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that, they
need not seek prior permission ',(i)f the
Commission for such purchases and 'their
contempt for regulatory requurements and
questionable approach that the Commissnon
would or should give its consent 'fco isuch

It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
zeneration. It is only the poténtial to generate
surplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
Most of the thermal generating stations were falling
khort of expected generatign due to shortage of
coal.

Af“ter _considering the power available from all the
sources the DISCOMs fell. short of energy
availability, and in order to ensure reliable &
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
resorted to market purchases and additional
purchases.

[

o

i
t
purchases as and when they seek.. |
t
t

B
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Yoo . | EPDCL Response K A

. The Discoms have maintained that they have

incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Lomnp
This mainly due to failures of ,the
stations concerned ‘to supply, ap
qguantum of power. At the same tlrr
Discoms have paid additional variable ¢p:
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore

Rs,12,989 crore approved by the Comn
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid ad
other costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.83
agamst Rs.729 crore approved --b

Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana
Against 1 State are older units whern compared to the stations
Nissian. located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit
power | fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side
proved when compared te jts counterparts in AP. This is the
e, the’ f’ reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
osts by) DISCOMs whén “Regulation” of power came into
agamst; force betweef AP & TS; ..

hission.* * { -%1

i|t|onaf Dunng certam mstances' iin the grid operations,
D crore ' Thermal PoWer Statibhé are backed down to
v “the accommodate Renewable Energy sources which

Commission. The reasons for thewsamt ne*éd .t have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
a

to be explained by the Discoms -to-e
whether such higher payments are. just
not. That apart, fixed cost being f
nature, it cannot increase for purchasg
quantum of power approved, -by

Commission. Therefore, the moat’ pomt |s
whether the Discoms backed down ca JaCltleS

mine | , period of backmg down, the thermal generating
fied orf Stations have to be compensated for fixed cost
xed .in payment if they canfirm the availability, as per the
of the’ provnsmns of the PPAs.

the ‘
\As the backmggdov\m details sought are pertaining
‘to older perlod the same will be furmshed shortly.

of the stations of AP Genco and ‘paif fixed . .

charges therefor.
quantum, .of power backed down
Discoms and fixed charges paid therefo
Genco and other thermal stations,-if any

If so, what‘were H;he
by 'the : . * : -

[y
»

~
3

r to AP

?ﬁl,r., i

. The Discoms have shown that they, colld, not

sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with a.varig
Rs.4463, crore. At thesame time, the

purchased- 1241 mu more than: what Was:

Prevalllng prlce in the Short—Term market at the
tion of time of surplus avallablllty with us is the criteria for
\; hgye+ sellmg power joutside. tf the prevailing price is lesser
than the margmal varlable cost of the generating

approved by the Commission from the neris’et.' station at that instant,"it§ not commercially prudent
What ,are the reasons for the same? Did" ‘thel to opt for sale of power. :

Discoms back down thermal power in g
purchase high cost and must-run
co'nvéntion’al energy, . exceeding
obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed
therefor? - If so, what are the costsiper
NCE purchased and per unit cost’ of
from. <the thermal stations backed
station-wise and unit-wise? i

R

-

rder o[ , *
non- The DISCOIVIS';have taken every possible step to sell
thelr the surplus *power available at their disposal.

.harges; Availability of’surplus power on the basis of Time of

unit:afy|the Day (Peak'Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
pOWer Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
down,. revenue. RE ‘power has been purchased in
accordance withe. the - provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.
R As the backing down details sought are pertaining
;7 } to-older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

'l
)
7 N

x

P

!

-

. The Dlscoms have clalmed that followir

gﬁxeol; It’is to infor~that short payment of fixed cost

costs, . determined by the Comrhjssipn fot.| would take pléce if the generator didn’t achieve the

SDSTPS, stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they,

target avallablhty factor as specified in the relevant
PPA. B

4 1
R "

A .
A 2.

have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015{16 and,

* hr
* Yt
e [ 4
"
> o,
A '
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Rs.1145.94 crore for 20116-17 additionally to
the project. When the” Commission'.fixed “an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with.a_fixéd

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and wheft: hctiar

energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with, a PLE
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and vmth a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and \When
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 201516

and Rs.824.27 crore fof 2016-17, the fixed :

costs determined by the 'Commission foi the
station on 2.3:2019 cannot, and should not, be
applied with_ietrospective effect. Therefore
we request the Hon’ble: Commrssuon,not ‘to
approve payment of additional sum pf
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have clalméd o
be paid to the said station under ’mué~up
When fixed cost was approved by  the

Commission for threshold level PLF and. Whe’n
the station could achieved PLFs less thah that,
liquidated damages sheuld be collectad from
SDSTPS-1 for generatlon and supply o? power
below threshold level. . Sl

=

_‘ EPDCL Responsé
he matter: of not allowing the fixed. cost payments
n, retrospective basis to SDSTPS is.withirr the
uryiew of the Hon’ble APERC, ~ > ° = ¢

¢ LIPS
N

O =l

e e

The Discoms have claimed that while' the

Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit ag the
average variable cost for the year 201(3»1
they have paid @ Rs,2:94 per unit ‘on a
average. They have not explamed the reasoﬂs
for paying higher variable costs) +The
justification or otherwise for paymg higher
variable costs r\eed to be examined. ]‘

!

r‘}f—;’:

[ X <~ |

Q

wnership wise / Source wise variatioh in‘respect of
e per unit variable cost is glven m ' Table 12 of the
atition. T

T r*

PO

he increase in variable cost is diie to incréase in
asic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by the
oal [Gas companies and increased freight charges
veled by Railways and other transportation
geﬁcies.

Qo

The Discoms have claimed that othey, (,osts
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore ﬁrorh
Rs.729 crore approved by the Co mlséaorlr.
They have not explained what those other
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crgre w4
paid by them additionally. The justifigation.an
permissibility for paying such a huge améur
for unexplained other costs need tol b
examined. g l - 1

D = O wn

Q

ther Costs- include expenditures incurred on
ccount of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
neentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
Tax. These are the prudent eéxpenditures made by
the pISCOMs and submitted for admlssmn in to the
True, Up

= o

3
[ o

i
|

10.

We request the Hon’ble -Commission;
determine the amount$ taken over{ar to b
taken over by GoAP: from the debts jof. th
Discoms for the year 2016 17 under {D Y:an
deduct the same from their true-up [clgims. |
the subject petition, the biscoms. haye ;ng
given the details of taking over of thejr chleldtb

-Q

T o+ =2 (DD

- AB.
-tcke|over 75% of working capital. term loan of

Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to

8461.75 Crs and 100% FRP bonds of Rs. 2546 15

;U

.Cs, Lof the 'APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30™

Sﬂpt mber; 2015.| Accordingly GOAP - issued
Glo 5 s.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Inyestment
(Fower-l) Department dt.26-07-2016.

|

¢
[

|
}
J
|
1
‘o

|
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.. EPDCL Response @F

. GoAP under UDAY. o

a2

*

- | Outstanding loans as

! -
. : on 30-09-2015
‘Capex Loans 3712.49
| Working capital Loans | 8461.75
ERP Bonds Liability 2546.15
| Total ¥ 14720.40

e €rs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval
' for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32

Out of the totdl outstandmg loans of Rs.14720.40

frsh) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

of .7

1
o
i
}
|

EPDCL SPDCL Total
—.'-;Against 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
"FRP Bonds « .
' Against 75%-{ 2094.53 { 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital &
| loan 2
‘| Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
- As on~date ‘GoAP has taken over loans as given
4 below: b »
: EPDCL * | SPDCL | Total
‘| Against  100% | 904.46 - | 1005.23 | 1909.69
'FRP Bonds -
- Against '75% 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
‘1. working caprtal ot
1 loan .
' Total -2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

1 11. The Dlscoms have clarmed that they w|

-fo procure power from short—term
from the market at an average rate of
pef unit against the cost of Rs.5.17
approved by the Commission. The cost
approved' by the Commission is upyg
only. The-Discoms have purchased poy
"-market at a cost per unit ranging f
" lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.7.
Piscoms. cannot justify purchasing pow
* the Mmarket at costs higher than the up
.determined by the Commission,’ un
facile’ pretext that the average cost
paid is less than the upper limit fixeg
Commlssron In other words the Disto
passed on the benefit of costs paid be
upper fimit fixed by the, Commission
of the companies tnadmg in-power b
them costs higher than the upper limit

ere able
source%
Rs. 4 66
per umg
per umt‘
er hmrt
er fqord

68. The
er from
per Irml’q
der thé
ber, linﬂ%
by the
ms have
iow the
Lo some

paymg
fixed by
Hon’ ble

' Hon’ble Commission,
‘om_thd

2

the time block wise discovered price exceeds the

F ¥
N

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
approved by the Commission is the weighted
average cost of procurement. Even though the
‘actual cost of:procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is
ccontained well below, the price approved by the
in the Retail Supply Tariff
Order. met v
‘ R e‘":

it is to mform:that whrle procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market, in certain instances

‘average price’ approved by the Commission. To
ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
‘Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
ishort term ‘sources, after exhausting receivable
rpOWer from-all- comm|tted sources, to meet the
~Shortages only

[

Jeoo !
.Per,

the Commission. We request the.

¥ - P

PR p—

oLy Ky -
e Tl Sl
Do ren R,

e
A

« unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
- .
L l 6
o
; .
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EPDCL Response: ....".

Commission to direct the Discoms 'to, seek
additional subsidy required for purchases
made in market far exceeding the quantum
permitted by the Commission and from other
sources from:GoAP, since they did not; seek

prior approval of thg Commissior' for
purchasing additional quantum, procedura to
be adopted ,for real| and transparent

competitive - bidding and|cap on tanff. Thn
powers-that-be’ should be brought round “to
scrupulously adhere to resru[atc-?y
requirements of the Commission; for
purchasing power and additional power. |

~bre usually higher than the ceiling ratés approved by

Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement: rates, are
eftncted to the ceiling rates diiring peak hours, |
DISCOMs would not get the requn'ed power, |
eadmg to load sheddmg

¢ ?

x

Any additional supplies. made to LT agriculture,
with additional costs, the same should be
sought as additional subsidy by the Digcoms
from GoAP. E g

12.

The Hon’ble Commission has already passed order
ide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
D7.10.2017 to provide add| subsidy of Rs, 64.26
Croyes to APEPDCL.

13. Carrying cost claimed by the DISCOI’nS to the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permnﬁsuble
We request the Hon’ble Commission to reject
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
to submit their frue-up claims in time and the
consumers should not be_penalised for delay
caused by the Djscoms in submitting the same.

M
= |

N !

For.the reasons beyond in the control of the
D{SCOMs, the True-Up claims have been submitted
vitn a delay and carrying cost also has been
‘laimed. The Hon'ble Commission; is.requested to
Londone the delay and approve the True-Up claim

ncluding cafrying costs.

ven if true-ups are filed in tine, Carrying costs are
nevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
Norkmg capital availed towards additional power
broéurement cost.

14.

We request the Hoj
provide us an opporty
submissions in perso
hearing after- receivin
Discoms to our above-n
and studying and analys

1'ble  Commission to
nity to make further
1 during the public
g responses of the
nentioned submissions

ng the same. i 1

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC

Ll

Copy submitted to

The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Flapr, 11-4-660

e e

i Bhai/

Yours faithfully

! W
I; ief General Manage(ﬁé}ij

' PPA, RA & QC

4 1

APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

n, Red, Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

Q).
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" APEPDCL, Corpora‘te Offlce,

f
l”'

" . KA P H
L . N FRLEYIN [
. O
¢

EASTERN POWER DISTPE“»UTSON CO \»’IPANY OF A.P LIIVII" 'ED

CORPORATE ’JF[FILE
From

The Chief General Manager
PPA, RA & QC, , o

Seethammadhara,
Visakhapatnam — 530013.

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RABQC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-Up/D.No. /B4 /19, dt.8% 16-2619

VISAKHAPATNAM

[ )
.

" To .. o PRRRRY
Sri. M. Vehugopala Rao,

.. Senior-Journalist & Convener, «:
Centte fof Power Studies;
H.No.7-1-408 to 413, F203,

.Sri Sai.Darsan- Resndency,
BalkampeL Road Ameerpe.t

d Hyderabad 500016 )
T« Email : vrmummareddt@gmall com

an

1,

Sir, sl

' i.

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the Objectipns received on True- -up petmon flled by

APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Eiusmess for 2016-17 - Regarding.

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 16-:08-20;9'

‘13“. *

TVt
N
[N
e
[ Yooy

£ 2

. . ' La o o ve
We are in receipt of your suggestion/;pbjectio s on True-up petition filed by APDISCOMS on

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and fhéégame is
replies of APEPDCL are as follows: e

3 Lov o,

herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

3
+

LRl »
Para No /Brief Issue CE e

. * EPDCLRespoise . .

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,.-being mdepehdent

entities should have submitted their trye-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms fdr the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revienue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 20:15-16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs.2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate ofi12%
considering FY 2019-20 as the year of
approval. Whatever be the true-up a'"mdunts
that the Hon’ble Comm:ss:on is gomg to
permit, its impact on® consumers should be
confined to the respective true-up amounts of
the Discom concerned. It should not, be an
average for the entire Sta';e » !

t is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of
Retail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
the service area of the distribution licensees, the
DISCOM s are proposing to impose the burden of per

nit True-Up also on uniform basis across the State.
urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes
round 80% of the entire expenditure of
istribution business is being’ mcurred centrally to
pt:mlze the procurement cost and reduce the
ransaction costs. Even in the' Trué- Up exercise,
ower purchase cost variation is majbr.elem'gznt and
g0 the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform levy of
f er unit True-up across the State. o ,

£a ta
P

N,

s

“
s

. While the affidavit filed by the Dlscoms clalms

Revenue True-up to the extent -of Rs 2817 Crs

that their claims for true- up pertain to *the yead pertdining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part

P

'
3

‘1
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I L EPDCL Response o

“strangé that the Hon ble Commissi
ssued public notice, |nv1t|ng objectidns and
Nlthout
=qu|red

n“'m —%_1n n-n 1-1-"-1(0

016 17, at page 19, the Discoms have ¢
rues Up ‘for the year 2015°16 also,
ving detalls pertamlng to the same

uggestmns in' the subject petition,
lrectlng "the .Discoms to file
wforrhatfon relating to their true up clgi
015416'a|so and without incorporat

5 e

-c-" (7. -1

,lle theif true -up petition for the year 2
'eparate{y with all the.required infarma
agevzo,kthe Discoms have dlshonestly
Ihat the’ clalmed true- -up amount‘of Rl

016 17

j

iNLthQU&

N has;

amevim the subject petltlon We request fEl'é ;
fonthle”Commission to. direct the Disdoms Eijo

rore is for retail supply business’ for 'thé year

lajmed

lt is

ims for
ng- the

2015: 163
ion. At«
Ialmedi
i1, 144

‘.I*

: ‘_:
. ,1‘{

.of True up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up
has not been c|a|h1ed earller for FY 2015-16. 9

r‘:*'
E O I

The Honorabte>Cpmm|SS|on approves tariff and non-
tanff income for the' Retail Supply Business in its
’Retall Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue
réalized is Idwer than the approved revenue, the
-Pet|t|oners mcur losses. Hence, the Petltloners
‘request the rHonourabLe Commission to cohsider
true up/trueﬂdown for thé revenue also. r‘
{Lr.No. CGM/Qpn/SPDCL/T.PT/RAC/F Regnh.4/D.No.12
/16 dated’15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble Commwrssmn
seeking amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005 to
- this effect. £

‘ h,qu;dated damages from the power

tal power purchase of 56,805 mu

. ?Vhlle "the Hon'ble Commission. approved )
0

the Dlscoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e., tH
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.
hat,-. against total power purchase

hie | ‘Riscoms incurred an expendi

highen: by Rs.2,917 crore.- They have

\:lfes';‘e‘r payment of Rs.270 crore towardls flerr
' ost;lhigher payment of Rs.3086 crore 1owards’*

jariable; cost and hlgher payment of
c;roredtOWards other costs for the: ye

others and by 28 mu from APGPCL.* Tt

$upp!y includes 661 mu from KSK M3 hanadt,
rhermal‘

2828£mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from
Power Tech and 6566 mu from 60

Ve

DBFOO Did the Dlscoms claim and

conrzerr!e‘d ‘for lesser supply of power

for-
ear:2016-17, the actual purchases clalr‘ned byiv

DeSplte

' cost Qf"

5.22,538 crore approved by the Comgmssmh I
u

s 25;455 crore for power purchage,

r 20167"
17+ The Discoms have claimed that supplyy’ ot;
power is: lesser vis ‘a vis energy d spatch
approved by the Commission for the year.
2016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco. ‘the: mal, ’byi
2292 mu from APPDCL, By 1049 mu from AP..

“Gerico hydel, by 262 mu, from CGSs,
muafrom NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs ana

stationg |

athe?
er&isa

q}}

re Of
i, em
ShOWﬁr

Rs. 101

by 253"
e short
0 MW
colleqt

as per

Whenever there isa short supply of power from the-
plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacnty Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to the issues of Plant availability (either due to
Outage or duet to shortage of supply) capacity
¢harges payabie to .such generators would be
,teduced proportionately as per the provisions of the
PPA.

“.
¥

Mam reason_for deficiency in supply is less
ava|lab|llty declaratlon by the concerned Generator
\Ong to shprtage of Coal and the payment of
capacnty charges are magie accordlngly o

. B | '
Prevalhng pru;e in the §hort-Term market atf the
time of surplu$ avallablllty with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at tha_ft_’instant, its not commercially prudent
fé opt for sale/of power.

' :

There is no dlchotomy between energy availability
& 'dispatch. The:surplus is assessed based on the
potentlal plaht availability, subjected to the
condition of acre55|b|llty of sufficient fuel.

Th_e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
'f'he surplus power available at their disposal.

PP
x

the,),.terms and conditions in their’ re; pectrve Avallablllty of surplus power on the basis of Time of
i {’j‘"f“ Fegin nt(’,j 1 g;? 1‘-: 2
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A EPDCL Response.

PPAs, wherever applicable? The Discoms have
not explained the reasons for shortfall in
generation and supply of power. Desbi’cg the
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of
power, the Discoms have shown an unsdld
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically
energy availability
proposed by the Discoms:and dete_rminé"ci and
approved by the Hon’ble Commission.  f«

and despatch:” wére |

~t

he Day (Péalg Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
ower etc)' is important to “fetch reasonable
revenue. ST

e w |

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 mu,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu from the
market against 294 mu permitted by, the
Commission, At the same time, the Discoms
have claimed that they have purchased 901
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs dgginst
3054 mu approved by the Commission.!'The
Discoms have claimed that they * have
purchased mu from the market at a total,cost
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amourit of
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchase of
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by, the
Discoms whether additional purchases on such
a higher scale were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the "~Ho#h'ble
Commission, both in terms of guantum:ahd
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedute’to
be adopted for such purchases to- ensure

competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not |

sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market maximum cap of tanff and
the procedure to be adopted for competmve
bidding for such purchases, it reflects
“executive arrogance” of'the powers-that-be
who handled such purchases  from
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of ;the
directions given periodically by the Hon'ble
Commission on additional power purchasés to
be made by the Discoms and refects
recklessness of the powers—that—be that they
need not seek prlor permlssmn of 'the
Commission for such “purchases and the|r
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach -that the Commnsgnon
would or should give its consent to- §uch
purchases as and when they seek. b

y s

i§ to inform that unsold surpius of 10,384 MU as
aimed by the objector-is not the actual surplus
eneration. It is only the potential to generate
urplus subjected to the availability of required fuel.
Nost of the thermal generating stations were falling
hort of expected generation due to shortage of
pal.

Q. _»w_ =2 U Mo O

fter considering the power available from all the
purces, the DISCOMs fell short of .energy
vailability, and in order to ensure reliable &
ninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have
bsorted to market purchases and additional
urchases.

o e S e < I . -
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5. The Discoms have maintained that they have

i

incurred fixed cost of.Rs8551 trore| agains
E{'§:882‘1.,crore approved by the Ciornmjssio,ng
This mainly due:to failures of,r)'(;:he powe:i
s,,tat‘ions,;'concerned to »suppIyE pprove‘%
quantum’ of power. At the same-time, the
Discoms have paid additional varlable costs by,
Rs 3086 tcrore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore
Rs 12 ,989 crore approved by the Com

o’cher costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs 8 0 crore
agalnst Rs. 729 crore- approved by the

guantum of power approved
Commrssron Therefore the moot

agams%:
&
missi'om !

Thermal Generating stations logcated in Telangana
State are older units when compared to the stationg -
located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit
fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side
 when compal';ed to its counterparts in AP. This is the
reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
"DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power camé into
force betwee’p AP & TS. .

During certaln instances; ‘in the grid operat|ons
Thermal Power Stations are backed down fo
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which
‘have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
.period of backing down, the thermal generating
stations have to be.compensated for fixed cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
provisions of the PPAs.

As the backing:down details sought are pertaining
. to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

¥
s )

. -
N .

B
4

14

6. The Drscoms have shown that they c uld no;

sell a surplus of 1765 mu with a varfation: of
Rs. 4463 ‘crore. At the same time; they have1
purchased 1241 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission from th market;
What are the reasons for the same?| Did the
Discoms. back down thermal power in order to
purchase high cost -and mustrlin non;
conVentlonaI energy, . exceedlng

NCE purchased and per unit cost 0 pow,’e‘f
from  the thermal stations backed do,w,njf,
statlon wise and unit-wise? o

a2 ~
are ut “:

| Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of

>t PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.

‘Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
‘time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the margmal variable cost of the generatlng
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale’of power. . 3

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
the surplus power -available at their disposal.

F | the Day (Peak lLoad Hours, Day Time Power, Night
Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
tevenue. RE power has been purchased in
accordance with the - provisions-of the approved

As the backing down details sought are pertaining
to older period, the same will be furnished shortly.

7. The Dlscoms have claimed that follow
" ¢osts.. determmed by the Commissi

ng ﬂxed

SDSTPS stage 1 (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they
have hifo) pay Rs.621. 19 ¢rore for 201“—16 anc!

ion foi T

It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve the
_target availability factor as specified in the relevant
PPA. “ s

. ),'r -pl "
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- EPDCL Responise

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additlopally to
the project. When the Commission fixést an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with,a Eﬁxed
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when ‘actial
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with '@ PLF
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16
and Rs.824.27 trore for 2016-17, the :ﬁx'ed
costs determined by the Commission for the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should ndt be
applied with retrospective effect. Theresfore,
we request the Hon’ble Commission not to
approve payment of additional sumi of
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have claim?d o)
be paid to the said station under trué-up.
When fixed cost was approved by: the
Commission for threshold level PLF and’ when
the station could achieved PLFs less than 'that,
liquidated damages should be collected frdm
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of ppwer
below threshold level. ,

The roatter of not.allowing the fixed cost payments
on. tetrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC.

.

- % .
an R

¥

8. The Discoms have claimed that while! the @wnership wise / Source wise variation in respect of
Commission approved Rs:2.29 per unit as the | the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of the
average variable cost for the year 2016 17, petltlon »
they have paid @ R5294 per unit on.an .
average. Théy have not eéxplained the reasons | The increase in variable cost is"due’té increase in
for paying. ‘higher variable costs.- ' The | Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustmenti(FCA) levied by the
justification or otherwise for paying higher | Qoal / Gas companies and increased freight charges
variable costs need to be examined. f leveled by, Railways and other fransportation

agencies.

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs | Qther Costs include expenditures incurred on
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from | account of Additional Interest on pension. bonds,
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. | incentives paid if any and actual payment of Income
They have not explained what those dther | Tax. These are the prudent expenditures made by
costs are and why a sumn of Rs.101 crore’ was | the DISCOMSs and submitted for admission in to the
paid by them additionally, The justificatio}‘ and True-Up ) )
permissibility for paying such a huge amount |
for unexplained other costs need* to« ‘be
examined. ¢ b oL

10. We request the Hon'ble Commission to | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
determine the amounts taken over or.t6 be | take over 75% of working capital term loan of
taken over by GoAP from the debts Ofr the | Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP honds' of Rs.2546.15
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAYfand Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 3o™
deduct the same from their true-up claims. In September 2015. Accordingly GoOAP issued
the subject petition, the' Discoms have' ot | G.o s No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
given the details of taking over of their delstiby | ( ’ov\)er-l) Department, dt.26-07-2016.

T
!
|
'

!
g |
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" GoAP under. UDAY.

&>

EPDCL Response
Ny ! ‘n | Outstanding loans as
i ’ ‘i . > on 30-09-2015 d N
Do | | CapeX Loans,, | 3712.49
: - ' Working capital Loans | 8461.76
, &! FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
i | Total ‘ . | 14720.40
g“:,“z‘)’f’,()fut of the tota) outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
" «1 |iCis. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval

for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
, aCrs ) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546. 15 Crs. ).

J EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
i | Against  100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
" | FRP Bonds ' ' .

v | ['Against  75% | 2094553 [ 4251.79 | 6346.32
“s1 | | working caprtal )

I oan 2
.11 Total " |3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

X

+ .| As on date GOAP has taken over loans as given

only, The Discoms have purchased power fro
market 3t a cost per unit ranging from th

lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.7.
Drscoms cannot justify purchasing poy

the market at costs higher than the upper limit
,determmed by the Commission, un

facile. Jpretext that the average cost

upper limit fixed by the Commission

them costs higher than the upper limitl

ner umL
paid is les$ than the upper limit fixed by the
Commiission. In other words, the Discoms haVe
passed on the benefit of costs paid below thé
to some
of the companies trading in power by paymg

Order.
68. The
er frqéh’a,

der’ thé

ensure

fnxed by 4
Hon’b'}e

Hon'ble Commission,

1

o~
ot

‘
Pt

PARE “41 | below: i, P .
soar 1 . | EPDCL ‘| SPDCL | Total.”
A ' . :, Against  100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 ‘| 1909.69
%74 | |-FRP Bonds '
J—;,‘:{‘é {-Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
. ;'i working capital )
; - ;;‘:,J‘oan ,
. s | [ Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
11. The Discoms have claimed that they wlere a{b‘l,’e, Per Unit Cost:of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
. to procure power from short-term sourpe$: approved by the Commission is the weighted
. from the market at an average rate’of Rs. 4'66 éverage cost of procurement. Even though the
per unit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per L'rnlt ‘actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
. approved by the Commission. The cost|per unlt to Rs 7.68/Unit,, the weighted average cost is
approved by the Commission is upper ||m| contained well below the price approved by the

in .the Retail Supply Tariff

Itis to inform( that, while:procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market in certain instances
the time block wise dlscovered price exceeds the
average price, approved by the Commussmn To
relrable 24X7 power
.Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
short term sources after exhausting receivable
power from all committed sources, to meet the
§11.ortages only.., -

supply to  the

atmt wmemm b oa

- the Commission. We request the
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cPDCLResponse* P

Commission to direct the Discoms to Iseek
additional subsidy required for pﬁrrcirases:
made in market far exceeding the guartum
permitted by the Commission and from ather
sources from GoAP, since they did not séek
prior approval of the Commissicn + for
purchasing additional quantum, procedure to
be adopted for real and
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. {The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously adhere to regulatory
requirements  of the ~ Commission for
purchasing power and additional power.

Qa8

transparent |

er unit rates. in the exchanges“during p&ak hours
re usually hlgher than the ceiling fates approved by
on'ble APERC. If the prociirenient - rates are
bstricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
ISEOMs would not get the requrred power leading
(0] Ioad sheddmg

(=

S e e
|5 f

12. Any additional supplies made to LT agriculture,
with additional costs, the same shoulof be
sought as additional subsidy by the Drscoms
from GoAP.

—

ie Hon’ble Commission has already passed order
de 1A No0.2C of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
I1.:20,2017 to provide addl subsrdy of Rs. 64.26
rores to APEPDCL,

"“<

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to'the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permuaible.
We request the Hon'ble Commission wllfuect
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
to submit their true-up claims in time and. the
consumers should not be penalised for; delay
caused by the Discoms in submitting the same.

br gthe reasons beyond in the control of the
SCOMs, the True-Up claims have .been submitted
ith a delay and carrying cost also has been
claimed. The .Hon’ble Commiséiq,n is requested to
condone the delay and approve ‘the T.I’L.le-Up claim
including carrying costs.

EC’J"‘?(‘:

Even if true-ups are filed in tirrre', (éiirrying costs are
inevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
orking capital availed towards additional power

14. We request the Hon'ble Commission to
provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of :the
Discoms to our above-mentioned submissjons

and studying and analysing the same, ‘

W
pfocurement cost, 4
WitHin the purview of Hon’ble APERC

|

-
b L 1
Copy submitted to 1?
f
2
[
|

]
W

The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660,

1

Il

!

Yours faithfully

) v

PPA,RA & QC 7
APEPDCL:VISAKHAPATNAM

r

9

1
|
)
mga}reni Bhavan, Red Hill$, Hyderabad-500004.
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION G QMPANY}“{)F AP. LIMITED

CORPORATE OFFICE ::

1
R
i

From
The Chief General Manager, C
PPA, RA & QC, -
APEPDCL, Corporate Offisc, |
Seethammadhara, . :
Visakhapatnam — 530013, o :ﬁ

™ "
RURSCA R

V|SAKHAPATMNAM

To

Sri. A. P.mnarad '
D.NG.53-2-1, 1% Lane,
'Ashokn@gar
Vuayawada 520 010

2

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-lip/D.No. /B5 - /19, dt. &4 -10-2019

* +
]
w

Sir,

Ref: Your Objection Jetter dated.17-08-2019

.
! t
)
t

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Repllés to thé db]ectlm S recelved on True-up petition flled by
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business for 2016 17 -

Regarding.

o ey,

#

ook of ok ;

We are in receipt of your suggestion/ ‘Q‘bjections on True-up petition filed sy APDISCOMS on

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and the“§ame is ILe'réwith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

{

{
replies of APEPDCL are as follows: )
» ’\:‘

|
-

1
! B

%

Para %lo /Brief Issue *

' EPDCL Respciise

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being mdepérfdent

entities should have submitted their tr_uq—up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms forithe
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revenue
true-up of Rs.2817 crore far the year 2015-16,
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015~16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs. 2580
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of 12%
considering FY 201920 as the vyear of
approval. Whatever be the true- -up amaints
that the Hon'bie Commission is going to
permit, its impact on consumers shauld ‘be
confined to the respective true-up amounts of
the Discom concerned. it should not be an
average for the entire State.

] At

is to inform that, in view of the upiform nature of
atail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
e service area of the distribution licenseé:, the
ISCOMs are groposing to impose the burden of per
nit Frue-Up alsc on uniform besis across the State.
irther  Powsr Purchase cost which constitutes
ound 80%| of the entire expenditure of
istribution business is being incurred centrally to
ptimize the (piocurement cost and reduce the
tlansaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise,
bwer purchaéle cost variation is maic: element and
b the DISCOiMs have proposed for uniform levy of
er unit True-up across the State. |

=

C g 0

QO TJ W T

u

o

|
1

2. While the affidgavit filed by the Discoms cléims

that their claims for true-up pertain to the year
2016-17, at page 19, th.. Discoms have claimed
true-up for the year 2015-16 also, without

cveriue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs
ei'taining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part
f True-up petjtion for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up

hs not been c[laimed earlier for FY 2015-16.
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T EPDCL Response

c lnformatlon relating to tnelr true up ¢

[ 2016 17.

glvmg * details pertaining to the same.

It |s':

strange that the Hon’ l?le Commission . has‘
|ssued publlc notice, intmg objectipns an

suggestlons in the subject petltlon
dlrectmg the Discoms’ ‘to file,

wrthout
requnreol
aims: foir‘ t

2015 165also and without mcorporatlng the
same ln ‘the subject petltlon We, request the
l—lon ble ‘Cammission to dlrect the Dlscomsgt@

frlet thelr true-up petltlonllfor the year

2015-36.

separately with all the reqmred inform atnon‘A
page 20, the Discoms have dishonestlyf clalme
that the claimed true- up} amount of Rs. 11 14

' crore is for retail supply business for

.
)

%'
the yea

i“ N
e o

s

{u. e« >, -
The Honorable Commrssron approves tariff and non-
t riff income; for the Retail Supply Business in its
Retail Supply ‘Tariff Order for every financial year.
:1 owever, tariff. and non-tariff income approved by
e Honouratle Commlssmn is different from the
actual reven, e reallzed o If the actual revenue
realized is Iolwer than’ ,the approved revenuef:' the
Petltloners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
request the tl—lonourable Commission to cohsider
true -up/true-down for the revenue also.
Further the; DISCOMs .have written to a letter
(Lr No. CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01 -2017) to the Hon’ble Commission
) seeklng amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to

2.+ 1| this effect, )

3 Whrle the Hon’ble Corr

o] e
.

2
e ma

.y
r o sawtaxin

=

s ¥
el

PSR

3

total .power purchase or 56,805 mu

year 2016 17, the-actual

imission approved é
for* the
purchases cldimed by

“the!] Dlscoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e.; ;there is a

lesser purchase of power|by 4244 my.

that, ’agamst total powler purchase

Desplte
cost .oJE

* Rs. 22 /538 crore approved by the Corr mission,”{

the Dlscoms incurred lan expend
Rs. 25 455 crore for pewer purchase,
, higher” By Rs.2,917 crore
lesser bayment of Rs. 27@ crore towa
cOst hlgher payment of Rs 3086 crore

ture, rolﬁ
1eﬂ, .‘.
They :have shoWh
ds flxecl
towards

varlable cost and higher payment "of Rs. 15
T crore twards other costs for the.yepr 2016»

wi,

‘,The Discoms have cla|med that supply o‘f

powe,r is lesser vis a ?ns energy lespatch
; apprqved by the Commission for the year’
# 2016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco thermal, by

.-2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu
¥ %Genco: hydel, by 262 my from CGSs,
mu; from NCE, by 10,124 mu from.

’ supply jipcludes 661 mu
2828 mu from Hinduja,
POWeI’,« Tech and 6566
DBEO(D D|d the Drscoms claim an

75 mu from

from AP
by 253"
PPs anglj

others -and by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short 4T
[from KSK Mahanadi, |
Thermal
‘mu from €00 ny
collect

l
quurdated damages from- the power statlons
concemed for lesser supply of power as per,rthe surplus&,power avallable at their drsposal
- the: terms and conditions in their r spectwe

PPAs Wherever applicab e? The Dlsc

ms havie -
: «not‘exp,lalned the reasons for “shdrtfall §f

"Whenever theré is a short supply of power from the
plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to:. the issues of Plant availability (either due to
‘oUtage or due to shortage of supply) capacity
charges payable to such generators would be
reduced proportlonately as, per the-provisions of the
“PPA.

oy }'n

N O
Main reason for deﬁcrency in supply lsf‘less
.avallabillty de’claratlon bylthe concerned Generator
owing to shortage of €pal and the.payme‘nt of
Capacity charges are made accordingly. 4

i ”
~

“a

Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
t'lme of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
(,selling power outside.-If the prevailing price is lesser
-'than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale of power.

here is no dichotomy between energy availability
&"dispatch. Thegsurplus is assessed based on the
‘potential plant- availability, subjected to the
condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

* -
L3

The DISCOMs,have taken every possible step to sell

Availability of:surplus poWer on the basis of Tinfe of
thé Day (Peak ‘Load Hours Day Time Power, nght
Power etc) .is importaht to fetch reasohable

e |
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He

generation and supply of power. Des prlte% ]

claimed shortfall in generation and supply’)

power, the Discoms have showh anti, ins E
surplus of 10,384 mu' for the year 307 16’1
This dichotomy shows how unreall tically ‘l
energy availability and - despatch |
proposed by the Discoms and determin dfar?d

approved by the Hon’ble Commission. K

revenue.

H
i)

| |

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10, 354 imu,
the Discoms have purchaséd 1707 mu-from the
market against 294 mui permitted;byithe
Commission, *.At the samg time, the Discoms
have claimed that they have purchased 901
mu additionally from gag-based IPPs agamst
3054 mu approved by the Comm|ssuon “The
Discoms have claimed| that they have
purchased mu from the market at a total ‘cost
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amounrt of
Rs.645 crore pa|d for additional pulchase of
1413 mu. It "needs to jpe clarified by the
Discoms whether additional purchases on such
a higher scale were mage by them wntﬁout
seeking priot consent] of the ~HoWble

Commission, both in terins of quantum ‘arid |

cap for tariffs to "'be paid, and the procedun“e to
be adopted for such plirchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms hac{ ‘not
sought and got permission of the Hom'ble
Commission for purchasihg additional power
from the ma’rkét, maximyim cap of tariff,and
the procedure, to be adopted for compeiitive
bidding for such purgchases, it refiets
“executive arrogance” of] the powers-that-he
who handled such | purchases  froim
VidyuthSoudha. It is g negation of  the
directions givéq periodigally by the Hofn’ble
Commission on additiona
be made by the Dijcoms and reflects
recklesshess of the POWErs- that—be that they
need not seek prior. |permission oft the
Commission for' such. gurchases and- thexr
contempt for regulator requirements and
questionable approach ~ithat the Commission
would or should give jts consen’tpitb suéb
purchases as and when they seek. {0

power purchases to |’

-
oy

nort of expe
bal. i \

spurces, the| DISCOMs fell
alailability, and
uhinterrupted
.
Y

f

urchases.

|
-g

J
|
f

15 to inform|that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
sfaimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
g=rerat|on Iti is only the potential to generate
slirplus subjec{ed to the availability of required fuel.
Most of the thlermal generating stations were falling
3 cted generation due to shortage of
o

“After considering the power available from all the
short of energy
in order to ensure reliable &
power supply, the.-DISCOMs have
psorted - to |market purchases and additional

s

. The Discoms have maint

jined that tfpéy have
‘against

“Thermal Genérating stations located in Telangana
Jtatd are older units when compared to the stations

incurred fixed cost of R5.8551 crore

i

[
C

3
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i

l

£

f
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o

‘obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed

« » Yeey b .
e, vettas N I's

sell:a surplus of 1765 mllj ‘with a varlatlon of
Rs.4463; crore. At the, same time, th A have
purchased 1241 mu:more than what \was

approvedt by the Commlssron from the
What are the reasons for the same?
Biscoms-back down thermal power in
purclr)as,el _high  cost and must-ru
conventional  energy, | exceeding

therefor? If so, what are the costs pe
NCE. purchased and per
from-.the thermal statjons backed
statian-wise and unit-wise?

unit cost of

marketx
Did the

L "‘PJ"

therr
qharg,es
r unit of
power
down,

AR

[ IR

s
s

A A
5
. r v
P ,‘1’

))

brdef: to .

R Para No /Bm.f Issue T i EPDCLResponse @
TRE8821 crore approved }by« the| Comfnission; {ilocated in A;’rra Pradesh. This causes, per urit,
This .mamly due to failures oft;the povyeq fixed cost of 7t'reratmg ;tatlons inTS atlower side

. statjons concerned toj supply 'aaprOVeq when compa‘ to its counterparts in AP. This is the
guantum of power. At the sae ti 'ﬁhe ‘*reason behmf payment of higher fixed costs by AP
Discoms have paid additional varjable costs by | BISCOMs wh df 1| “Regulation” of powér came into

. Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs €074 rqre' agaipst 'fo’rce betweelﬁ AP&TS..| - -

Rs:12,989 crore approved by the Commission2| -y - I ‘

Similarly, the Discoms.alsq have paid-additio al | During certajn instances in the grid operations
other costs by Rs.101 crare, i.e,, Rs.830 crore | Thermal ij{er* Stationis are backed down to
against Rs.729 crore ‘a‘pproved <py the ,accommodaté Renewable Energy sources which
Cdmmxssmn The reasors for the, same need ‘have been cojn‘fferred “Must Run” status. During the
to be ‘dxplained by the Discoms fo - =xamme period of bagking down, the thermal generating

" whether.such higher payments aré jUStlﬁEd ot | stations havélito be compensated for fixed cost
not. That apart, fixed ctost being 'ixed ,[q 'pa\{ment, iftj=y conflrm Ehe availability, as per the
nature it cannot increase for purchasa of the | provisions of e PPAs. :
quantum of power approved by the | - - » ‘
‘Commission. Therefore, |the moot ° )o'jnt i§ 1'As the backi g down dntails sought are pertaining
whether the Discoms backed down: ¢3 pecut;eﬂ “to older pericfd the same will be furnished sho'tly.

of the stations of AP Genco and pciq% fi%(ed S J, H

::‘charges therefor.  If so, what were ‘tﬁe f }j B
quantum of power backed down bv the e st
Discoms and fixed charges paid therefpr to tAP o 1
Genco and other thermal stations, ifany? ¥ - |'» .. 3,; L e

; The Discoms have' showq that they ¢ uld hot Prevailing prige,.in the Short~Term market at the

. selling powen
than the ma
. station at tha

time of s,urplﬂs availability with us is the criteria for

iputside. [fithe prevailing brice is lesser
rglnal variable cost of the generating
t instant, its not commercraliy prudent

.to opt for sale!fof power,

1! .

The DISCOquhave taken every possible step to sell
the surplus ! power available at their disposal.
Availability of,‘%urplus power on the basis of Time of
the Day (Peak Load Hours Day Time Power, Night
Power etc) 1»ls important to fetch reasonable

revenue. RE[\ power has been purchased’ in
‘accordance ’Ith the provisions of the approved

PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.
As the backmg down details sought are pertaining
"to older perlod the same will be furnished shortly.

LI W*‘- .

. The Dlscoms have clalmed that follc\m

. costs - determined by 'the Commisgi

] :
SDSTPS:stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.20
have to pay Rs.621.19. crore for 2015
Rs:1145, 94 crore for 20J16 -17 addltIO

ng fixed
ion for
19, they
-16 ano!
nally: ‘go
Fixed an

-

¢ o
‘o O]

it is to infor
nwould take pl
*target availab
PPA

m .that short payment of fixed cost
ace, if the generator didn’t achieve the
lity factor as specified in the relevant

the,.project. When: the Commnssron 1

o=
SRS
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EPDCL Response

interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit,‘with: 3]

ixed

cost of Rs.1.02 per :znit, and when*actual

energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with' 3
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and

‘PLF

Vith @

PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17; and vj/hen

the Discoms pdid. Rs.430.05 crore for 2015
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the

costs determmed by the Commission fol
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should not

applled with retrospective effect. Thr‘rejfore
t to

we request the Hon’blée Commission n
approve payment -of “additional sun]

5-16
Fixe'd
"the

t, be

« of

Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have claimed to
be paid to the said station under trug-up.

When fixed * cost was approved by

the |

Commission for threshold level PLF and when
the station could achieved PLFs less than [that,

liquidated damages should be collected

below threshoid level.

from
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of pawer '

o~

clee 34
H

he matter of|not allowing thé fixed, cost payments
n retrospective basis to SDSTPS *is wuthln the |
plirview of the

Hon’ble APERG:-

AR TN Py,

s
- - v

The Discoms have clzimed that whlle
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit: ar
average variable costfor the year 204

_the
“the

6417

they have pald @ Rs,2.94 per unit or
sons

average. They have not explained the.re

Ownership w

petition.

w

The increase

se / Source wise variation-in respect of

the per unit variable ‘cost-is givert rn‘TabIe 12 of the

)

s
b vty

in variable cost is'dde to incfease in

for paying higher valiable costs. [ The ( Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment{FCA) levied by the

justification or~ otherwise for paying Higher | Coal / Gas cgmpanies and increased freight charges

variable costs need to be éxamined. ) eveled by |[Raifways and other transpartation
’ hgencies. ) "

The Discoms_have claimed that other
paid by them;increased to Rs.830 crore

costs
from

Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission.

They have not:explained what those
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore

\other .

was

Dther  Costs
account of A
hcentives pa
Tax, ‘These are
the DISCOMSs

I

include experiditures ‘incurred on
dditional Interest on pension bonds,
id if any and actual payment of Income
the prudent expenditures made by
and submitted for admission in fo the

paid by them additionally. The justification and | [True-Up

permissibility | for paying such a huge arpount )

for unexplalned other costs need tp bhe

examined. - o ~ : .

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission to | As per Clau'fl 1.2(a) of the l\/_l_oQ, GoAP agreed 1o
determine the =mounts taken over'or to be | take over 75% of working capital ‘term loan of
taken over by GOAP from the debts df the | Rs.8461.75 drs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546. 15
Discoms for the year 2016 17 under UDAY and | [Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 3ot
deduct the same from their frue- -up ‘Claifns: Th | Seprember, | 2015.  Accordingly =~ GoAP + issued
the subject petition, the Diszoms have cnot G 5.0.Ms.N0.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment

given the details of taking over of their d bt by |

GOoAP under UDAY

(Power-1) De

-

Laitment, dt.26-07-2016."
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St ' . A ¥ 1 VoL e :;, Qutstanding loans as
s : | W C .. . |on30-09-2015  °
- : a0 ""}| Gapex Loans - 3712.49 ‘
oo |t [k Working capital [oans - | 8461.76
v § :<3 Y |\FRP Bonds Liability . | 2546.15
V] sls | Total [ 14720.40
, "" | Out of the total outstandmg loans of Rs.14720.40
' y 144Crs. as on 30-09£2015, GoAP has accorded approval
' i "%y Yfor takeover of,75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
i RN IR *Crs ) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
1y e AR EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
h »|['Against  100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
. i v ..l ERP Bonds .
- A *o |1 Against  75% |-2094.53 | 4251.79 ‘| 6346.32
» ‘1 : . [l working capital
I at : ?,.‘r: 4 loan .
’ . 3 L Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
Cet “I] ¥ As on date GoAP hat ‘taken bver loans as given
i Pl sl below: R . :
S SR . .| EPDCL- | SPBCL | Total -
o 2 b 7 | Against  100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 .| 1909.69
"t {|FRPBonds “ .
. R 3‘*'1""‘Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
o R " Jf working  capital .
w R tjoan . .
! - IR Total '.+'| 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
11. The Discoms have claimed that they were aﬁgé‘ Per Unit Cost of*power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
to ';procure power from. short-term spurtés approved by ° ‘the Commission is the weighted
.'f_rc')m'the market at an average rate,of Rs.4.66 !saverage cost of procurement. Even' though the
_ per _unit*against the cost bf Rs.5.17 per unit, | actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
approved by the Commissign. The cost perbhit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is
’ ‘approved by the Commission is upper limit'-contained well below the price approved by the
only. The Discoms have purichased powerfro‘fn Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff
market at a cost per umt rangmg from the || Otder.
lowest-of Rs.0.24 to, the highest of Rs.7.88. The [{ :
" Discoms.cannot justify purchasing powelr from | It'is to inform that, wh'i'le' procuring power on Day-
““ the market.at costs higher Hhan the upper limit | ahead basis from the market, in certain instances
deterrhined by the Commrssron under the | the time block wise discovered price exceeds the
facile pretext that the average cost per unit | average price approved by the Commission. To
_|5ajd is less than ‘the upper.limit fixed by the {lensure reliable "24X7 power supply. to . the
Commission. In other words, the Discomis have Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
passed on the benefit of ¢ |)sts paid belgw the fishort term sources,’ after exhausting receivable
upper limit fixed by the Cci'mmission.to 'somé || gower from “all committed sources, to meet the
of the companies trading in power by paying, .'shor‘taoes,om'y: '
them costs higher than the upper linit fioéed'b'y e
B the Commlssnon We request the. Honh' ble Per unit rates in the exchanges durlng peak hours

4
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. EPDCL Response. . * .

Commission to direct. the Discoms fto *
additional subsidy required .for purch
made in market far exceeding the qual

ases
)

permitted by the Commission and frem gther

sources from GoAP, since they did not-
prior approval of the Commission
purchasing additional quantum, procedu
be adopted for real and transps
competitive bidding apd cap on tariff.

seek
for

e to

The

powers-that-be .should be brought round to

- "adhere to
the Commission’

scrupulously
requirements  of

purchasing power and additional power. |,

i
. regulatory |.
far |

i,

rent !

seek | are usually hig

—

v Y2 B

on'ble 'APE
;;g::ricted to
HSCOMs  wo
pading to lqa]

3

;her'than the ceiling rates approved by
RC. If the procirement ‘rates are |
the ceiling rates diring peak hours,

I

uld not get the required power,
1 'shedding. :

P
T

P |

Ty

12.

Any additional supplies made to LT agriculture,

he Hon’ble ¢

commission has already passed order

tune of Rs.3212 -crore under true-up fof

the

years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is nct permissible.

We request the Hon’ble Commission to r
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms

eject
have

to submit their true-up claims in time and the

consumers should not be penalised for

delay

caused by the Discoms in submitting the same.

P

7
v
( R
-(rores to APE
i
f
\
d
q
i

g
4
inevitable as

’ 0‘ - - ey
Wworking capital availed towards additional power
procurement|cost.

with additional costs, the same ShoulJi he | Jide 1A No.zq of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated |
sought as additional subsidy by the Discorns |.07.40.2017 to provide addl subsidy of Rs. 64.26
from GoAP. , PDCL. ]

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms t¢ the | For the readons heyond in the control of the

DISCOMSs, the
vith a dalay
laimed. The
ondone the

§

including carrring costs.

fyen if true-u

True-Up claims have been submitted

and carrying cost also has been
Hon’ble Cemmissian is, requested to
delay and approve the Tfue—Up claim

ps are filed in timé, Eari"ying costs are
APDISCOMs have to pay interest on

14,

We request the Hon’ble Commissiop to

provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public

hearing after receiving responses of

the

Discoms to our above-mentioned submigsions

and studying and analysing the same.

Nithin the pu

bview of Hon’ble APERC

¥ i

Copy submitted t¢

The Secretary, APERC, 4" Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni

Bhgvan, Red

Yours faithfully

' S glifef General Manager U [7

PPA,RA & QC
PEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
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=N SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIIBUTIC
St 19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivas

19

IN COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITE D

apuram, Tirupati (Wwww.apspdcl.im)

From

The Chief General Manager,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram,

Tirupati — 517501.

Lr No. CGM/RA C/SPDCL/T PT/RAC/F C/F

True-l

To
Sri M.Venugopala Rao,

Senior Journalist and

Convener }of Centre for Power Studiess,
H.No.7-1-408 to 413, F 203, ~

Sri"Sai Darsan Residency,

Balkampet Road, Ameerpet,

, Hyderabad -16

up /D.No. 6o /19 dt. ©Y -10-2019

Yy > gd P ’ ‘\.
T P S o W S T S SN

Sir,.._ Sy ;:‘. ‘

Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT-RAC - Replies to the

- 17 - Furnished - Regarding.
Ref:- Party’s Objection recelved dt.0

PRRSI TR Ty WLV SO lu”‘u(\)lf)t,

In response to the objection received vite refe

True-up filings for FY 2016-17 are as follows :

5-09-2(

kk%

2 objections

rence cited

on True-up filings for FY 2016-
)19

the replies to the objections on

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independerit
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms fair

g
r

the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claimin
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the yea
2015-16, a revenue true-tip of Rs.5352 crore
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense truEe
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17,
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at a

interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-2

as the year of approval.-Whatever be thﬁ

true-up. amounts that the Hon’blr
t

L

Commission is going to permit, its impac
on consumers should be confined to the
respective true-up amounts of the Discorh
concerned. It should not be an average for
the entire State.

Itis
of

indg
lice
the
basi

Furt

arouind 80%

Dist

to inform that, in view of the unifornm nature
Retail Supply Tariffs across thee state
*pendent of] the service area of the distribution
nsees, the 1'. ISCOMs are proposing to impose
burden of per unit True-Up also on —uniform
s across the State.

Purchase cost which corastitutes
of the entire expendi&ure of
ribution business is being incurred cen. trally to

ther Power,

optimize the procurement cost and red_uce the

tran
Pow
and

levy

saction costs. Even in the True- -Up e=xercise,
rer purchasle cost variation is major eelement
so the DISCOMs have proposed for winiform
of per unit True -up across the State.

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms
claims that their claims for true-up pertain t
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discom
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16
also, without giving details pertammg to the
same. It is strange that the Hon'ble

4
t

(2=

Commission has issued public notice, invitin
objections and suggestions in the subjec

Rew
pert
of T
up h

The
tarif]
Ret4

enue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 (Crs
aining to FY 2015-16 has been claimedl as part
rue-up petmon for FY 2016-17. Revenuue true-
as not been claimed earlier for FY 201 5-16.

Honorable ( C‘Iommlssmn approves tariff aand non-
f income fo[r the Retail Supply Business in its
il Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.




Para No /Brief Issug

Response

petition, without directing the|Discoms to file

required information relating to their true

claims for 2015-16 also

incorporating the same in the subj

up

and withput

ect

petition. We request the Hon’ble Commissjon

to direct the Discoms to filel| their true
petition for the year 2015-16 separately w
all the required information. ‘f\t page 20,
Discoms have dishonestly clzllimed that
claimed true-up amount of Rs!
for retail supply business for

17.

.up

ith

the
the
11,144 crorgis
the year 20]16-

Hpwever, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized
is|lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners
incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the
Honourable Commission to consider true-up/true-
down for the revenue also.

Further, the DISCOMs have written to a letter
(Lr.No.CGM/Opr/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F Regn.4/D.N
o.£2/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble
Commission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4
0f 2005, to this effect.

While the Hon'ble Commission approved a

total power purchase of 56,8'05 mu for

the

year 2016-17, the actual purchases claimed
by the Discoms are 52,561 mujonly, i.e., there

is a lesser purchase of powe

" by 4244 mu.

Despite that, against total power purchase
cost of Rs.22,538 crore approved by the

Commission, the Discoms | incurred

an

expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for power
purchase, i.e,, higher by Rs.2, 917 crore. They
have shown lesser payment of Rs.270 crore

towards fixed cost, higher| payment
Rs.3086 crore towards varihable cost

higher payment of Rs.101 crore towar
other costs for the year 12016 17. T
Discoms have claimed that supply of powe
lesser vis a vis energy despatoh approved:
the Commission for the year 2016-17
3032 mu by AP Genco thermal by 2292 i
from APPDCL, by 1049 mu ﬁrom AP Ger
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, by 253 mu fr
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs and othersa
by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short sup]

of

and

ds
he
ris
by |
[by
mu
1CO
Y1ty
nd

ly

includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadl, 28
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from 'I|hermal Po
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO.
the Discoms claim and. collect liquida
damages from the power stations conce

for lesser supply of power as 'per the ter
and -conditions in their respective PP
wherever applicable? The Dis¢oms have

explained the reasons for
generation and supply of power. Despite
claimed shortfall in generation|
power, the Discoms have shown an uns
surplus of 10,384 mu for the

er
id
ed
ed
S
S,
ot

28 | &
,potentlal plant availability, subjected to the

Whenever there is a short supply of power from
t ae plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part
tariff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy

lﬂarge) owing to the issues of Plant availability
(ejther due to outage or due to shortage of supply)
capacity charges payable to such generators would
be reduced proportionately as per the provisions
ofithe PPA.

Miain reason for deficiency in supply is less
availability declaration by the concerned
Generator owing to-shortage of Coal and the
payment of capacity charges are made
accordingly.

.evalllng -price in the Short-Term market at the
irne; of ; sm;plpslavallab;htynmﬂ;m, is.the criteria
fo sellmg power.outside.If the prevallmg price is
ser-than. the: marglnal variable :cost of the
Tnex:atmg stafion at that instant, its not
co mmerc1ally prudent to opt for sale of power.
Tllere is no dichotomy between energy availability
rdlspatch "The suirplus is assessed based on the

condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
sell the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time
of |{the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
Night Power etc) is important to-fetch reasonable
reyenue.




w
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1 Para No /Brief Issue

1)

Response

This dichotomy shows how unrealistically
energy availability and despatch were
proposed by the Discoms and determined

and approved by the Hon’ble Commission. - | *

. Despite having an unsold surplus of 1(),38’{4l

mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 m
from the market against 294 mu permitted b%r
the Commission, At the same time, the
Discoms have claimed that they have
purchased 901 mu additionally from gas-
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have claimed that
they have purchased mu from the market at
a total cost of Rs.797 crore, with additional
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additional
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarified
by the Discoms whether additional purchases
on such a higher scale were-made by the
without seeking prior consent of the Hon’blﬁ
Commission, both in terms of quantum an
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure to
be adopted for such purchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had n(%'t
sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for competitiv}e
bidding for such purchases, it reﬂecl!,'s
“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-be
who handled such purchases from Vidyut
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions give
periodically by the Hon’ble Commission o
additional power purchases to be made
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of the
powers-that-be that they need not seek priqr
permission of the Commission for suc
purchases and their contempt for regulatory
requirements and questionable approach
that the Commission would or should give i
consent to such purchases as and when they

seek.

Itis
clai
gen
sur
fuel

falling short

sho

Aftd
sou
ava
reli:
DIS
add

jlability at that instance, and in order to ensure

to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
med by the| objector is not the actual surplus
eration. It is only the potential to generate
blus subjected to the availability of required
. Most of the thermal generating stations were
of expected generation due to
rtage of coal.

r considering the power available from all the
rces, the DISCOMs fell short of energy

able & ur.linterrupted power supply, the
COMs have fresorted to market purchases and
itional purchases.

. The Discoms have maintained that they hav

e

incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore againg
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission.
This mainly due to failures of-the power
stations concerned to supply approved
quantum of power. At the same time, the
Discoms have paid additional variable costs

Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana

Stat
stat]
per
low
AP.

e are oldelk' units when compared to the
fons locate(Ii in Andhra Pradesh. This causes,
unit fixed cost of generating stations in TS at
er side when compared to its counterparts in
This is the|reason behind payment of higher




Para No /Brief Issug

Response

by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.1607¢ crore against
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the
Commission. Similarly, the Dis“coms also have
paid additional other costs by Rs.101 crare,
i.e, Rs.830 crore against |Rs.729 crore
approved by the Commission. The reasons
for the same need to be ex;l)lalned by the
Discoms to examine whether such higher
payments are justified or n?t That apart,
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it cannot
increase for purchase of thg quantum| of
power approved by the| Commission.
Therefore, the moot point i? whether the
Discoms backed down capacities of the
stations of AP Genco and paid fixed charges
therefor. If so, what were the quantum| of
power backed down by the Dis'{coms and fixed
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and oﬂrer
thermal stations, if any?

fix

pc

D
T
ac

ha;

pe
st
p4
pr

As

red costs by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of
ywer came into force between AP & TS.

iring certain instances in the grid operations,
ermal Power Stations are backed down to
commodate Renewable Energy sources which
ve been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
riod of backing down, the thermal generating
ations have to be compensated for fixed cost
yment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
ovisions of the PPAs.

the quantum of backing down & fixed charges

paid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to

ol

der years, the same will be submitted shortly.

purchased 1241 mu more than what
approved by the Commission from
market. What are the reasons|for the same?

obligations under RPPO, a1|1d pay
charges therefor? If so, wha1 are the costs
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit cost
of power from the thermal sﬂatlons bac

down, station-wise and unlt-wnse'7

Prievailing price in the Short-Term market at the
tir}m of surplus availability with us is the criteria
for’ selling power outside. If the prevailing price is

esser than the marginal variable cost of the
geTn
co|

erating station at that instant, its not
mmercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to

se

1 the surplus power available at their disposal.

Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time

of
Ni

ac

the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
zht Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable

reV[{enue RE power has been purchased in

sordance with the.provisions of the .approved

PPAs and regulations governing grld operations.

Asjthe Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed
down sought for pertain to older years, the same
will be submitted shortly.

. The Discoms have claimed t'hat followi tlf-g
n

fixed costs determined by the Commlssm or
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on }2 .3.2019, they
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 and
Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 dddltlonally to
the project. When the Commlusswn fixed an
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per un t with a fixed
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when actual
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF

It

's to inform that short payment of fixed cost

wauld take place, if the generator didn’t achieve
the target availability factor as specified in the
relevant PPA.

Thiz matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments

on

retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the

pujview of the Hon'ble APERC.

0f 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, ar(d |.

when the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for
2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17
the fixed costs determined by the
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019
cannot, and should not, be applied with
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request
the Hon'ble Commission not to approve
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.12
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid to
the said station under true-up. When fixed
cost was approved by the Commission for

-

threshold level PLF and -when.the. station.

damages should be collected from SDSTPS-
for' generation and supply of power beloy
threshold level.

n
could achieved PLFs less:than that, liquidated
1
NV

8. The DlSCOII‘lS have clalmed that whlle the

average variable cost for the year 2016 17,
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on a
average. They have not explained the reasoris
for paying higher variable costs. The
justification or otherwise for paying higher
variable costs need to be examined.

Oowtl
of tl
the

The
Bas
the
chaj
trar

petition.
increase in

Coal / Gas}I
rges

nership wise / Source wise variation in respect
ne per unit yariable cost is given in Table 12 of

ic price, Fue

leveled by Railways

variable cost is due to increase in
1 Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by
companies and increased freight
and other

Isportation;

agencxes

9. The Discoms have claimed that other cosi

Rs.729 crore approved by the Commissio
They have not explained what those othé
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore wds
paid by them additionally. The justificatio

and permissibility for paying such a hugf;
amount for unexplained other costs need fjo
be examined.

]
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from
L.
r

Oth
acc(
ince

made by the

ad

Incgme Tax. T}'i

ission in to

er Costs 1nclude expenditures incurred on
punt of Addltlonal Interest on pension bonds,
ntives pald if any and actual payment of

ese are the prudent expenditures
DISCOMs and submitted for
the True-Up

-10.We request the Hon'ble Commission

0
determine the amounts taken over or to LHe
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY
and deduct the same from their true-u
claims. In the subject petition, the Disconis
have not given the details of taking over of
their debt by GoAP under UDAY. '

As
take

-Rs.8

Crs|

per Clause
over 75%
3461.75 Crs.

and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
of the AFDISCOMs outstanding as on 30th

2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to:
of working capital term loan of

September, 2015. Accordingly GoAP issued
G.0{Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & .Investment
(Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-2016.
Outstanding loans as
on 30-09-2015

Capex Loans 3712.49

Working capital Loans | 8461.76

FRP Bonds Liahility 2546.15 T

Total 14720.40 L




Para No /Brief Issue

Response

Out of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 Crs.

on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval for

Rs.4.66 per unit against the
per unit approved by the Co

cost per unit approved by the|
limit only. The Discoms have

upper

|

cost of Rs.5(17
mmission. The
Commission is

purchased power from market at a cost per

unit ranging from the lowest o}f Rs.0.24 to
highest of Rs.7.68. The Discoms cannotjustify

the

purchasing power from the market at casts

higher than the upper limit

l:letermmed by

the Commission, under the fac 1le pretext that

the average cost per unit paid i

upper limit fixed by the Commjssion. In other-
words, the Discoms have passed on

1s less than I:he

the

benefit of costs paid below the upper limit

fixed by the Commission to some of

the

companies trading in power by paying them

costs higher than the upper limit fixed by

Commission. We request

the

the Hon’ble

Commission to direct the Discoms to seek

additional subsidy required
made in market far exceedin
permitted by the Commission

for purchases
3 the quantum
and from other

sources from GoAP, since the!y did not seek

prior approval of the Commission

for

as
takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.)
and 100% ofFRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
n EPDCL SPDCL Total
Argainst .100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FRP Bonds
Argainst ; 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
loan .
Total ' 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
’ Als on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below: |
| - | EPDCL | SPDCL Total
Argainst 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
FRP Bonds '
Against ~ 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
loan §
Jotal ! 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
i .
11. The Discoms have claimed that they were | Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs
able to procure power from short-term | 5.17/Unit approved by the Commission is the
sources from the market at an laverage rate of | weighted- average. cost -of procurement. -Even

ough the actual cost of procurement varies from
{ .0.24/Unit: .to.- Rs -7.68/Unit, the weighted

average cost is contained well below the price
approvedbythe Hon! bleGommwsxon, in the Retail

S

‘%PPIY TaﬂfﬁQl;der cimy *rag e

! N e

o >
,, % e T e, ORI AL

It'.llsto 1nfor1p that Whlle procurmg power on Day-
al ead basis, from the market in certain instances

er.
Ce
fr

m

a

re
DI
le

b)L

tﬁahme block wise.discovered price exceeds the
a

erage price approved by the Commission. To
sure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
nstifiiers,” the DISCOMs are” procuring power
bm short term sources, after exhausting

receivable power from all committed sources, to

=et the shortages only.

P:I*r unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours

e usually higher than the ceiling rates approved
Hon’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are
stricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
SCOMs would not get the required power,
ading to load shedding.
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® Para No /Brief Issue

Response

]

purchasing additional quantum, procedure t
be adopted for real and transpare
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously  adhere to  regulato
requirements of the Commission fo
purchasing power and additional power.

[l

1

12.Any additional supplies made to LT
agriculture, with additional costs, the same
should be sought as additional subsidy by the
Discoms from GoAP.

Th
Coi

b same is be

ng done and for the FY 2016-17, the

mmission has already issued order.

13. Carrying cost claimed by. the Discoms to the
tune of Rs:3212 crore under true-up for the
years . 2015-16 and 2016-17 is npt
permissible. We request the Hon'hle
Commission to reject the claim for carrying

For

DI
Wit
cla

condone the d

the reas
5COMs, the ']
th a delay
imed. The H

ons beyond the control of the
‘rue-Up claims have been submitted
and carrying cost also has been
[on’ble Commission is requested to
slay and approve the True-Up claim

cost. The Discoms have to submit their true- | indluding carrying costs.
up claims in time and the consumers should
not be penalised for delay caused by the
Discoms in submitting the same.
14.We request the Hon’ble Commission to | Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC

provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of the
Discoms to our above-mentioned
submissions and studying and analysing the
same.

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 1-4-660

Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

, 4% Floor,

Yours faithfully,

ChiefT'Ge:/ al ag{
\C :--APSPDCL

Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,
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N SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMRANY OF A.P. LIMITED
A 19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, [Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)

From To

The Chief General Manager, Sri P.Madhu,

RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, State Secretary, H.No.27-28-12, CPI (M),
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, State Cc’mmittee office,

Tirupati — 517501. Yamalavari Street,

Governorpet, Vijayawada-2

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/Ir.True-up /D.No. Q—éB /19 dt. ‘;f' ~10-2019

Sir, :
Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT — RAC - Replies to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-
17 - Furnished - Regarding.

Ref:- Party’s Objection received dt.(}6-09-2019

*k%k

In response to the objection received vide reference cited, the replies to the objections on
True-up filings for FY 2016-17 are as follows ; '
Para No /Brief Issue Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up | It i3 to inform that, in view of the uniform nature
applications separately. However, a commdn | of |Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
application is filed by both the Discoms for | independent ofithe service area of the distribution
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claimirig | licensees, the IDISCOMS are proposing to impose
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year-| the{burden of ! per unit True-Up also on uniform
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crove | basjs across thé State.
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17, | Further Power| Purchase cost which constitutes
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at an | around 80% |of the entire expenditure of
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20 | Distribution business is beingincurred centrally to
as the year of approval. Whatever be the | optimize the lll)rocurement cost and reduce the
true-up amounts that the Hon’bl!e transaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise,
Commission is going to permit, its impa(it Power purchasle cost variation is major element
on consumers should be confined to the | and| so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
respective true-up amounts of the Disco1n | levy of per unit{True-up across the State.
concerned. It should not be an average fo
the entire State.

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms | Revenue True-lip to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs
claims that their claims for true-up pertain t}o pertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discomss | of True-up petmon for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16 | up has not been|claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.
also, without giving details pertaining to the :
same. It is strange that the Hon’ble | The Honorable Commission approves tariff and nop-
Commission has issued public notice, inviting | tariff income for the Retail Supply Business in its

t
)

objections and suggestions in the subject | Retail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.

petition, without directing the Discoms to file | However, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
required information relating to their true up | the Honourable |Commission is different from the |
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

claims for 2015-16 also

incorporating the same in
petition. We request the Hon’b
to direct the Discoms to file
petition for the year 2015-16 s
all the required information. A

e Commissi
their_' true-
aparately w

Discoms have dishonestly clai
claimed true-up amount of Rs.
for retail supply business for t
17.

and withg
the subject

page 20, t
]'lmed that the
‘IL1,144 croreis
he year 201

ut

on
Uup
th
he

6-

ac
is

ual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized
ower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners

ingur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the

H 1

F

(L1

0.

nourable Commission to consider true-up/true-
for the revenue also.

doCr:
er, the DISCOMs have written to a letter

No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N

2/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble

Commission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4

of '

2005, to this effect.

. While the Hon'ble Commission approved a

total power purchase of 56,805 mu for {

year 2016-17, the actual purc
by the Discoms are 52,561 mu/jonly, i.e., the
is a lesser purchase of power by 4244 1
Despite that, against total power purchs
cost of Rs.22,538 crore approved by
Commission, the Discoms | incurred
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for pow
purchase, i.e,, higher by Rs.2,9117 crore. Tk
have shown lesser payment of Rs.270 cr¢
towards fixed cost, higherj payment
Rs.3086 crore towards variable cost

higher payment of Rs.101 ::rore ‘towa
other costs for the year 2016-17. 1
Discoms have claimed that supply of powe
lesser vis a vis energy despatc [h approved,
the Commission for the yea{r 2016-17
3032 mu by AP Genco thermdl by 2292

hases clain

he
ed
are
nu,

ase

the
an
ver
ey
hre
of

and

rds
‘he
ris
by
by
mu

from APPDCL, by 1049 mu from AP Genco

hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, by 253 mu from

and others

|

e

NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs
by 28 mu from APGPCL. Th
includes 661 mu from KSK

nd

short supply
[ahanadl, 2828

mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from f[‘hermal Power

Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO.
the Discoms claim and col]lect liquid

id
ed

damages from the power statjons concerned

for lesser supply of power as
and conditions in their relspective PE
wherever applicable? The Digcoms have
explained the reasons foy shortfall
generation and supply of power. Despite
claimed shortfall in generation and suppl
power, the Discoms have shown an ung
surplus of 10,384 mu for thd year 2016;
This dichotomy shows how| unrealistic

energy availability and despatch W

per the terms

As,

not

in

the
y of

old
17.

ally

ere

Wi

th

tal
Ch
(er
capacity charges payable to such generators would
be
of|

M

av
Generator owing to shortage of Coal and the

pd

ad

P1
ti
fo
le
ge
cd

Tl
&

Pe
CG

T}

se

A

of

N
re

renever there is a short supply of power from
e plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part
iff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy
arge), owing to the issues of Plant availability
ther due to outage or due to shortage of supply)

reduced proportlonately as per the provisions
the PPA.

ain reason for deficiency in supply is less
ailability declaration by the concerned
made

charges are

yment of capacity

cordingly.

‘evailing price in the Short-Term market at the
ne of surplus availability with us is the criteria
selling power.outside..If the prevailing price is
sser than the marginal variable cost of the
neratlng station at that 1nstant its not
mmercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

1ere is no dichotomy between energy availability
dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
otential plant availability, subjected to the
ndition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

1e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
11 the surplus power available at their disposal.
7ailability of surplus power on the basis of Time
the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
ight Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
venue.
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

proposed by the Discoms and determined
and approved by the Hon’ble Commission.

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu
from the marketagainst 294 mu permitted by
the Commission, At the same time, the
Discoms have claimed that they have
purchased 901 mu additionally from ga:f
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have claimed that
they have purchased mu from the market at
a total cost of Rs.797 crore, with additional
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for addltlongl
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarlﬁeF
by the Discoms whether additional purchase's
on such a higher scale were made by the
without seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble
Commission, both in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure t
be adopted for such purchases to ensur
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had nat
sought and got permission of the Hon'bl
Commission for purchasing additional powe
from the market, maximum cap of tariff ang

, the procedure to be adopted for competltlv

blddmg for such purchases, it reflect:

“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-b
who handled such purchases from Vldyutl
Soudha. Itis a negation of the directions givei
periodically by the Hon'ble Commission o1
additional power purchases to be made b}}
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of the
powers-that-be that they need not seek priox
permission of the Commission for such
purchases and their contempt for regulatory
requirements and questionable approach
that the Commission would or should give it
consent to such purchases as and when the3
seek.

Itis

claimed by the
eration. It
surplus subjecg
Most of the thermal generating staions were
falling short
shortage of coal.

ge
fuell

Aftar

sources,

to inform that unsold surplus of 10, 384 MU as

objector is not the actual surplus
is only the potential to generate
ed to the availability of required

of expected generatiom due to

considering the power available fr-om all the
the [DISCOMs fell short oOf energy

availability at that instance, and in order to ensure
reliable & uninterrupted power su pply, the

DISCOMs have

resorted to market purc hases and

addjtional purchases.

The Discoms have maintained that they have
incuired fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore against
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission
This mainly due to failures of the power
stations concerned to supply approved
quantum of power. At the same time, the
Discoms have paid additional variable costs
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against

Thermal Generating stations located in T elangana

State

stations located

units when compared to the
in Andhra Pradesh. Thi s causes,

are older

per unit fixed cost of generating stations in TS at

lower side when

compared to its countesrparts in

AP. This is the reason behind payment «of higher

fixed

power came into

costs by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” o f
force between AP & TS.

]

Rs.12,989 crore approved by the




Para No /Brief Issue

Response

Commission. Similarly, the Discoms also have

paid additional other costs b:.l{r Rs:101 crore,

i.e, Rs.830 crore against | Rs.729 cr
approved by the Commissiorl.[l. The reas
for the same need to be explained by
Discoms to examine whethér such hig
payments are justified or nbt. That ap
fixed cost being fixed in na'ture, it can
increase for purchase of the quantum
power approved by- the’ Commiss
Therefore, the moot point 1}3 whether
Discoms backed down capacities of
stations of AP Genco and paillld fixed cha
therefor. If so, what were t}ae quantu
power backed down by the Dii?co‘ms and fi
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and ot
thermal stations, if any? |

ore
ons
the
her
art,
not

of
ion.
the
the
ges
of
xed
her

a
h

P

During certain instances in the grid operations,
T

hermal Power Stations are backed down to
‘commodate Renewable Energy sources which
ve been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
riod of backing down, the thermal generating

stations have to be compensated for fixed cost

p

ayment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
rovisions of the PPAs.

aid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to
[der years, the same will be submitted shortly.

P

As the quantum of backing down & fixed charges
P

0

The Discoms have shown thal}" they could
sell a surplus of 1765 mu, mth a variatio
Rs.4463 crore. At the same ume, they h
purchased 1241 mu more ﬁhan what
approved by the Commission from
market. What are the reason[s for the sal
Did the Discoms back down thermal powe
order to purchase high costl and must:
non-conventional energy, elxceedmg tl

not
n of

was
the
me?
rin
run
heir

obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed

charges therefor? If so, whzuit are the c
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit
of power from the thermal stations bag
down, station-wise and unit-y vise?

Dsts

cost
ked

ave

P,

g
c

%)

0
N
r
a
P

A

1é

revailing price in the Short-Term market at the

ti'me of surplus availability with us is the criteria
fi

r selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
sser than the marginal variable cost of the
enerating station at that instant, its not
pbmmercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

Tﬂme DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
1

ell the surplus power available at their disposal.

ﬁvailability of surplus power on the basis of Time

f the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
ight Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
cvenue. RE power has been : purchased .in
ccordance with the provisions of the approved
PAs and regulations governing grid operations.

s the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed

%own sought for pertain to older years, the same

will be submitted shortly.

The Discoms have claimed

that following

fixed costs determined by thelCommissiorl for

SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, t
have to-pay Rs.621.19 crore ﬁor 2015-16

hey

and

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additionally to
the project. When the Commiission fixed an

interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per u'mt witha fi

xed

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, aﬁld when actual

energy availed from SDSTPS- ]L waswitha
of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and v
a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17,

when the Discoms paid Rs. 430.05 crore

PLF

ith
and
for

It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost

ould take place, if the generator didn’t achieve
1e target availability factor as specified in the

relevant PPA.

retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the

'lEe matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments

p

urview of the Hon’ble APERC.
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‘ 2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17,
the fixed costs determined by tﬁ?e
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019.
cannot, and should not, be applied with
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request
the Hon’ble Commission not to approye
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.12
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid {o
the said station under true-up. When fixed
cost was approved by the Commission for
threshold level PLF and when the statign
could achieved PLFsless than that, liquidated
1

v

damages should be collected from SDSTPS-
for generation and supply of power belo
threshold level, -

8. The Discoms have claimed that while thlle | Ownership wise / Source wise variation in respect
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as the | of the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of
average variable cost for the year 2016-17, | the petition.
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on
average. They have not explained the reasorls | The increase in variable cost is due to increase in
for paying higher variable costs. The | Basjc price, Fueél Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by
justification or otherwise for paying higher | the| Coal / Gas compames and increased freight
variable costs need to be examined. charges leveled by Railways and other

transportation agenc1es

9. The Discoms have claimed that other cos Other Costs mclude expenditures 1ncurred on
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore frox account of Addmonal Interest on pension ‘bonds,
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. | incentives pald if any and actual payment of
They have not explained what those oth%r Income Tax. These are the prudent expenditures
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore was | made by the| DISCOMs and submitted for
paid by them additionally. The justification | admission in tojthe True-Up
and permissibility for paying such a huge
amount for unexplained other costs need tb
be examined. l

10.We request the Hon'ble Commission tp | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
determine the amounts taken over or to be | take| over 75%| of working capital term loan of
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the | Rs.8461.75 Crs.|and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDA‘@ Crs.| of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30"
and deduct the same from their true-up | September, 2015 Accordingly GoAP issued
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms | G-0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment

f

have not given the details of taking over qf | (Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-2016.

@

their debt by GoAP under UDAY. Outstanding loans as
on 30-09-2015
CapeXx Loans 3712.49
Woaorking capital Loans | 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40

Out of the total o atstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 Crs
as on 30—09—201) GoAP has accorded approval for |




Para No /Brief Issu

W

Response

eover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.)
d 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Css.).

EPDCL | SPDCL Total
ﬁ\gainst 100% { 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FRP Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32

korking capital

an

|
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below:

EPDCL | SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
FRP Bonds
Against  75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

11. The Discoms have claimed 1

hat they w
able to procure power from short-te
sources from the market at anjaverage rat
Rs.4.66 per unit against the [cost of Rs.5
per unit approved by the Commission.
cost per unit approved by the Commissia
upper limit only. The ]Dlscoms h
purchased pewer from mark}«et at a cost
unit ranging from the lowest (“)f Rs.0.24 to
highest of Rs.7.68. The Discorls cannot jus

rere
rm
e of
5.17
The
n is
ave
per
the
tify

purchasing power from the market at costs

higher than the upper limit [determined

by

the Commission, under the facile pretext that

the average cost per unit pald is less than|

the

upper limit fixed by the Commiission. In other

words, the Discoms have ]passed on
benefit of costs paid below 1The upper i
fixed by the Commission to some of

the

the

companies trading in power lby paying them

costs higher than the upper limit fixed by,
Commission. We request| the Hon
Commission to direct the Discoms to
additional |subsidy required
made in market far exceedin
permitted by the Commission
sources from GoAP, since they did not s
prior approval of the Commission
purchasing additional quantum, procedur

be adopted for real and transpar

the
'ble

seek
for purchases
g the quantum
and from other

eek
for
eto
ent

imit’

tl
al
e
C
fi

or Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs
17/Unit approved by the Commission is the

ough the actual cost of procurement varies from
s 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted
7erage cost is contained well below the price
sproved by the Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail
1pply Tariff Order.

P
5
weighted average cost of procurement. Even
tt
R

is to inform that, while procuring power on Day- '
1ead basis from the market, in certain instances
\e time block wise discovered price exceeds the
7erage price approved by the Commission. To
asure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
hnsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power
om short term sources, after exhausting

receivable power from all committed sources, to

eet the shortages only.

Pler unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
are usually higher than the ceiling rates approved

Hon’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are

by
rgstncted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,

D
le

[SCOMs would not get the required power,
ading to load shedding.
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

competitive bidding and cap on tariff. The

powers-that-be should be brought round

scrupulously  adhere to regul_atoiryd
requirements of the Commission for’

purchasing power and additional power.

to

12.Any additional supplies’ made to LT
agriculture, with additional costs, the same
should be sought as additional subsidy by the

Discoms from GoAP.

The same is being done and for the FY 2016-17, the
Commission has already issued order.

permissible. We request the Hon't

Commission to reject the claim for carrying
cost. The Discoms have to submit their trull -

up claims in time and the consumers shou

not be penalised for delay caused by the

Discoms in submitting the same.

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the

years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not

le

d

For the reasons beyond the control of the
DISCOMs, the True-Up claims have been submitted

wit

claimed. The Hon’ble Commission is requested to

cor
inc

h a delay jand carrying cost also has been

1done the delay and approve the True-Up claim
luding carrying costs.

14.We request the Hon’ble Commission
provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the publi
hearing after receiving responses of the
Discoms to our  above-mentionzd
submissions and studying and analysing the

same.

w.

thin the purview of Hon’ble APERC

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

-4-660

Yours faithfully,

Chief Gem
ﬁSPDCL

4t Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,
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SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivgsapuram, Tirupati (www.agsqucl.in!

From

The Chief General Manager,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram,
Tirupati — 517501.

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.True-up /D.No.

To
Sri CH. I‘|~larasinga Rao,

State Se]cretary Member,

NPR Bq{avan, H.No.28-6-8,,
YaIIamn”1athota, Jagadamba Jn.,
Visakhapatnam-20

Ytb /19 dt. oM-10-2019

Sir,

Sub:-- APSPDCL/TPT — RAC — Replies to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-

17 - Furnished - Regarding.
Ref:-

Party’s Objection received dt.06-09-2019

*kk

In response to the objection received vide reference cited, the replies to the objections on

True-up filings for FY 2016-17 are as follows; :

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independeL

entities should have submitted their true-

nt
p

It Is to informithat, in view of the uniform nature
of| Retail across the state

applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms for
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crgre
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense true
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17,
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at an
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20
as the year of approval. Whatever be tf'he
true-up amounts that the Hon'lle
Commission is going to permit, its impaict
on consumers should be confined to the
respective true-up amounts of the Discaim
concerned. It should not be an average for
the entire State.

licensees, the
the burden of;

basis across the State.

Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes

arg
Dig
op

transaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise,
wer purchase cost variation is major element
1 so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
t True-up across the State.

Poj
ang
lev,

wund 80%

timize the

y of per uni

Supply Tariffs
independent of the service area of the distribution

tribution business is being incurred centrally to

ISCOMs are proposing to impose
per unit True-Up also on uniform

of the entire expenditure of

procurement cost and reduce the

Re

same. It is strange that the Hon’h

Commission has issued public notice, inviting

objections and suggestions in the subje
petition, without directing the Discoms to fi

required information relating to their true up

While the affidavit filed by the Discorns
claims that their claims for true-up pertain fto
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16
also, without giving details pertaining to the

le

ct
le

venue Truerup to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs
pertaining to F|Y 2015-16 has been claimed as part
of True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-
up has not beeh claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

The Honorable lCommission approves tariff and non-
tariff income for the Retail Supply Business in its
Retail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariffj and non-tariff income approved by
the| Honourable Commission is different from the




Q\Q

«

surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016

from APPDCL, by 1049 mulfrom AP Ge
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, |by 253 mu f
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs and others
by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short suj
includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadl 2
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from| Thermal Po
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO,
the Discoms claim and colllect liquid:
damages from the power stations concer
for lesser supply of power as per the te
and conditions in their respective P
wherever applicable? The Discoms have
explained the reasons for shortfall
generation and supply of povlver. Despite

:NCO
rom
and
pply
828
wer
Did
ated
ned
rms
PAs,
not

in
the

claimed shortfall in generatign and supply of

power, the Discoms have shown an un

This dichotomy shows how unrealistic

energy availability and c[lespatch were

sold
-17.
ally

o
Para No /Brief Issue Response

claims for 2015-16 also| and without | actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized
incorporating the same in the subject |i$ lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners
petition. We request the Hon'ble Commission incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the
to direct the Discoms to file their true-up | Flonourable Commission to consider true-up/true-
petition for the year 2015-16|separately with | down for the revenue also.

all the required information.|At page 20, the

Discoms have dishonestly claimed that| the | Jurther, the DISCOMs have written to a letter
claimed true-up amount of Rs.11,144 croe is | (Lr.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F Regn.4/D.N
for retail supply business for the year 2016- | -12/16 dated  15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble
17. Commission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4

of 2005, to this effect.

. While the Hon'ble Commission approved a | Whenever there is a short supply of power from
total power purchase of 56,805 mu for| the | the plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part
year 2016-17, the actual pull'chases claimed | tariff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy
by the Discoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e,, there | Charge), owing to the issues of Plant availability
is a lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu. | (either due to outage or due to shortage of supply)
Despite that, against total power purchase | capacity charges payable to such generators would
cost of Rs.22,538 crore approved by|the | be reduced proportionately as per the provisions
Commission, the DiscomsI incurred | an | of the PPA.
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for pawer .
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2, 917 crore, They | Main reason for deficiency in supply is less
have shown lesser payment|of Rs.270 crore | availability declaration by the concerned
towards fixed cost, higher payment of | Generator owing to shortage of Coal and the
Rs.3086 crore towards variable cost jand | payment of capacity charges are made
higher payment of Rs.101|crore towards | accordingly.
other costs for the year| 2016-17. {The
Discoms have claimed that supply of powgr is | Erevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approved by | time of surplus avallablllty with.us.is the criteria
the Commission for the ye:ar 2016-17 by fPrLselllng»pgwemoutsMe ‘I the prevailing price is
3032 mu by AP Genco thermial, by 2292 mu | lesser sthan. the) }mar;gmalq variable .cost of the

its not

generating station at that instant,
dommermally prudent to opt for sale of power.

ﬁhere is no dichotomy between energy availability
: dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
potential plant availability, subjected to the
condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
sell the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
Night Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
revenue.




1)

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

proposed by the Discoms and determined
and approved by the Hon’ble Commission,

. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu
from the market against 294 mu permitted by
the Commission, At the same time, the
Discoms have claimed that they have
purchased 901 mu additionally from gas-
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have claimed that
they have purchased mu from the markeiat
a total cost of Rs.797 crore, with additional
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additiohal
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarified
by the Discoms whether additional purchases
on such a higher scale were made by them
without seeking prior consent of the Hon’ble
Commission, both in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure to
be adopted for such purchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not
sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional po rer
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for competitive
bidding for such purchases, it reflects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-thatibe
who handled such purchases from Vidyuth
Soudha. Itis a negation of the directions given
periodically by the Hon'ble Commission jon
additional power purchases to be made by
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of the
powers-that-be that they need not seek prior
permission of the Commission for such
purchases and their contempt for regulatory
requirements and questionable approzdch
that the Commission would or should give fits
consent to such purchases as and when they
seek.

It is to informjthat unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
generation. It is only the potential to generate
surplus subje!cted to the availability of required
fugl. Most of the thermal generating stations were
falling short| of expected generation due to
shortage of coal.

After considering the power available from all the
sources, the| DISCOMs fell short of energy
availability atthat instance, and in order to ensure
reliable & uninterrupted power supply, the
DISCOMs have resorted to market purchases and
additional purichases.

. The Discoms have maintained that they have
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore against
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission.
This mainly due to failures of the power
stations concerned to supply appro‘\/jed
quantum of power. At the same time, the
Discoms have paid additional variable costs
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the

Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana
State are older units when compared to the
stations located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes,
per unit fixed cost of generating stations in TS at
lower side wh}en compared to its counterparts in
AP, This is the reason behind payment of higher
fixed costs by|AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of

power came into force between AP & TS.
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Para No /Brief Issue Response
Commission. Similarly, the Dlslcoms also have | During certain instances in the grid operations,
paid additional other costs by Rs.101 crore, | Thermal Power Stations are backed down to
i.e, Rs.830 crore against |Rs.729 crjore a¢commodate Renewable Energy sources which
approved by the Comm1551on The reaspns | have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
for the same need to be explalned by ithe | period of backing down, the thermal generating
Discoms to examine whethér such higher | stations have to be compensated for fixed cost
payments are justified or n'<[)t. That apart, | payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it cannot | provisions of the PPAs.
increase for purchase of the quantum of
power approved by the' Commissjon. | As the quantum of backing down & fixed charges
p
0

Therefore, the moot point is whether |the | paid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to
Discoms backed down cap”acities of |the der years, the same will be submitted shortly.

stations of AP Genco and paid fixed charges
therefor. If so, what were t[he quantum of
power backed down by the Dlél‘.coms and fixed
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and other

thermal stations, if any?

6. The Discoms have shown that they could not | Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
sell a surplus of 1765 mu, w1th a variation of | time of surplus availability with us is the criteria
Rs.4463 crore. At the same tlme, they have | for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
purchased 1241 mu more t"han what was | lesser than the marginal variable cost of the
approved by the Commission from [the | generating station at that instant, its not
market. What are the reasong for the same? | commercially prudent to opt for sale of power.
Did the Discoms back down thermal power in
order to purchase high cost| and must-run | The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
non-conventional energy, e'xceedmg their | sell the surplus power available at their disposal.
obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed ailability of surplus power on the basis of Time
charges therefor? If so, what are the costs | of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit ¢ost | Night Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
of power from the thermal stations backed r%venue. RE power has been purchased in
down, station-wise and unit-wise? accordance with the provisions of the approved

PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.

As the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed
down sought for pertain to older years, the same
will be submitted shortly.

7. The Discoms have claimed |that following
fixed costs determined by the Commission for | It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) 01:1 2.3.2019, they | would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve

have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 and | the target availability factor as specified in the

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additionally to | relevant PPA.

the project. When the Commission fixed an

interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per ullnt with a fixed | The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when actual | on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
energy availed from SDSTPS-1was with a PLF | purview of the Hon’ble APERC.

0f 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and with

a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and

when the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore|for
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Response

2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-[17,
the fixed costs determined by the
Commission for the station on 2.3.2(19
cannot, and should not, be applied with
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request
the Hon'ble Commission not to approve
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767}12
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid to
the said station under true-up. When fi)fed
cost was approved by the Commission for
threshold level PLF and when the station
could achieved PLFs less than that, liquidated
damages should be collected from SDSTP3-1
for generation and supply of power below
threshold level.

The Discoms have claimed that while 115he
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as the
average variable cost for the year 2016-17,
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on jan
average. They have not explained the reasdns
for paying higher variable costs. The
justification or otherwise for paying hlglller
variable costs need to be examined.

Ov
of
th

Th
B4
th
ch

vynership wise / Source wise variation in respect
the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of
e petition. |

e increase iln variable cost is due to increase in
sic price, F1“1el Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by
2 Coal / Gas companies and increased freight
arges leveled by Railways and other

trclnsportatlon agencies.

The Discoms have claimed that other costs
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission.
They have not explained what those otHer
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore V\ias
paid by them additionally. The justification
and permissibility for paying such a hulge
amount for unexplained other costs need|to
be examined.

Ot
ac

l
In¢entives pa

her Costs include expenditures incurred on
count of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
d if any and actual payment of

Income Tax. These are the prudent expenditures
made by the DISCOMs and submitted for

ad

mission in to the True-Up

10.We request the Hon’ble Commission [to
determine the amounts taken over or to be
taken over by GoAP from the debts of t
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY
and deduct the same from their true-uip
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoins
have not given the details of taking over|of
their debt by GoAP under UDAY.

As
take over 75%

Rs

Crs
September,

1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
of working capital term loan of
8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
5. of the APDISCOMS outstanding as on 30%
2015 Accordingly GoAP issued

per Clause

G.9.Ms.No. 27 Energy Infrastructure & Investment
(Power-I) Department dt.26-07-2016.

Outstanding loans as
on 30-09-2015
Capex Loans 3712.49
Working capital Loans | 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40
Out of the total outstanding loans 0f Rs.14720.40 Crs.

as

n 30-09-Zdﬂ 5, GoAP has accorded approval for
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Response

takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.)
aind 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FRP Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
L/vorking capital
loan
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below:

EPDCL | SPDCL Total
gainst 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
{:RP Bonds
Mgainst  75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
oan
lotal 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

11. The Discoms have claimed
able to procure power from short-t

that they were

erm

sources from the market at arf average rate of
cost of Rs.5.17

Rs.4.66 per unit against the

per unit approved by the Commission.

The

cost per unit approved by the Commissign is
upper limit only. The Discoms have

purchased power from marklet at a cost
unit ranging from the lowest of Rs.0.24 to

I

per
the

highest of Rs.7.68. The Discoms cannot justify

purchasing power from the market at ¢

higher than the upper limit

the Commission, under the facile pretext 1

the average cost per unit paid

determined

is less than

psts
by
that
the

upper limit fixed by the Commniission. In other

words, the Discoms have

benefit of costs paid below the upper li
fixed by the Commission to some of
by paying them

companies trading in power
costs higher than the upper li
Commission. We request
Commission to direct the D
additional subsidy required

passed on

mit fixed by
the Hon
scoms to §

for purcha

the
imit
the

the
'ble
eek
ses

made in market far exceeding the quantum

permitted by the Commission

sources from GoAP, since they did not §
prior approval of the Commission
purchasing additional quantu,,ln, procedur
and transparent

be adopted for real

and from of

her
eek
for
eto

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs
5.17/Unit approved by the Commission is the

eighted average cost of procurement. Even
:i;ough the actual cost of procurement varies from
Rs 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted
average cost is contained well below the price
approved by the Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail
Supply Tariff Order.

It is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market, in certain instances
the time block wise discovered price exceeds the
ayerage price approved by the Commission. To
ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
CEnsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power
fiom short term sources, after exhausting
receivable power from all committed sources, to
eet the shortages only.

Per unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
are usually higher than the ceiling rates approved
by Hon’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are
restricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
DISCOMs would not get the required power,
leading to load shedding.
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Response

competitive bidding and cap on tariff. |The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously  adhere to  regulatory |

requirements of the Commission |for
purchasing power and additional power.

12.Any additional supplies made to | LT | The same is being done and for the FY 2016-17, the
agriculture, with additional costs, the same | Commission has already issued order.

should be sought as additional subsidy by
Discoms from GoAP.

the

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is

permissible. We request the Hon'ble | cl
Commission to reject the claim for carrying | condone the
cost. The Discoms have to submit their tjue- | including car]
uld
the

up claims in time and the consumers shga
not be penalised for delay caused by
Discoms in submitting the same.

the { For the rea]
the | DISCOMs, the
not | W

rith a delay and carrying cost also has been

aimed. The

sons beyond the control of the
True-Up claims have been submitted

Hon’ble Commission is requested to
delay and approve the True-Up claim
rying costs.

14.We request the Hon'ble Commission| to | Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC
provide us an opportunity to make further |
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of |the
Discoms to our above-mentioned
submissions and studying and analysing {the
same. ,
l
|
Yours faithfully,
| ‘ _
' ChWH\nﬁla/g;r
:: APSPDCL
Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4 Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,

Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04
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From

The Chief General Manager,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram,
Tirupati — 517501.

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.

To

Sri A Punna Rao,
59- 2 1, 15t Lane,
Ashok Nagar,

Goviernorpet Vijayawada-10

[rue-up /D.No. %49 /19 dt. 4 -10-2019

Sir,
Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT - RAC —Replies
: 17 - Fumlshed Regardlng

Ref:- Party's Objectlon received dt.06-

In response to the-objection received vide
True-up fi Ilngs for FY 2016-17 are as follows :

to the

09-2019
l***
e refere

objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-

2nce cited, the replies to the objections on

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms for
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense true
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17,
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at an
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20
as the year of approval. Whatever be the
true-up amounts that the Hon’ble
Commission is going to permit, its impact:
on consumers should be confined to the
respective true-up amounts of the Discom
concerned. It should not be an average for
the entire State.

Itist

indep
licens
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basis

Furth
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of Retail

o inform that, in view of the uniform nature
Supply Tariffs across the state
)endent of the service area of the distribution
sees, the DISCOMs are proposing to impose
urden of pér unit True-Up also on uniform
across the State

ler Power Purchase cost which constitutes
id 80% of the entire expenditure of
Ibution busi'rless is being incurred centrally to
rize the plilocurement cost and reduce the
action costs. Even in the True-Up exercise,
r purchasef’ cost variation is major element
so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform

of per unit True- -up across the State.

While the affidavit filed by the Discoms
claims that their claims for true-up pertain to
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16
also, without giving details pertaining to the
same. It is strange that the Hon'ble
Commission has issued public notice, inviting
objections and suggestions in the subject
petition, without directing the Discoms to file
required information relating to their true up
claims for 2015-16 also and without

Reve
pertai
of Try
up h4g

The I
tariff
Retai
Howg
the |
actua

nue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs
ining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part
he-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-
s not been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

{onorable Ccl)mmission approves tariff and non-
income for |the Retail Supply Business in its
| Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
sver, tariff a;]nd non-tariff income approved by
fonourable Commlss1on is different from the
| revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

incorporating the same 1n the subject
petition. We request the Hon’ble Commission
to direct the Discoms to file their true-up
petition for the year 2015- 16lseparate1y with
all the required information. At page 20, the
Discoms have dishonestly claimed that|the
claimed true-up amount of Rs.11,144 crore is
for retail supply business for;I the year 2016-
17.

|

is lower than the approved revenue, the Petltloners
iheur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the
Honourable Commission to consider true-up/true-
down for the revenue also.

Further, the DISCOMs have written to a letter
(Lr.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N
0.12/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble
Commission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4
of 2005, to this effect.

While the Hon'ble Commission approved a
total power purchase of 56, 805 mu for|the
year 2016-17, the actual purchases claimed
by the Discoms are 52,561 mp only, i.e., there
is a lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.
Despite that, against total power purchase
cost of Rs.22,538 crore approved by | the
Commission, the DlSCOl’nSil incurred | an
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for power
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2, 917 crore. They
have shown lesser payment of Rs.270 crore
towards fixed cost, highel’r payment of
Rs.3086 crore towards variable cost land
higher payment of Rs.101 |crore towards
other costs for the year| 2016-17. [The
Discoms have claimed that supply of power is
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approved by
the Commission for the ye]jar 2016-17 by
3032 mu by AP Genco thermal, by 2292/ mu
from APPDCL, by 1049 mulfrom AP Gengo
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, iby 253 mu from
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs and othersjand
by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short supply
includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadi, 2828
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu fromi Thermal Poiwe;r

Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBF0O0. Did"

the Discoms claim and collect liquidated
damages from the power stations concerned
for lesser supply of power as per the terms
and conditions in their rgspectlve PPAs,
wherever applicable? The Dlscoms have|not
explained the reasons fo[r shortfall| in
generation and supply of power. Despite the
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of
power, the Discoms have sliown an unsold
surplus of 10,384 mu for thé year 2016-17.

This dichotomy shows hov}r unrealistically

Whenever there is a short supply of pewer from
the plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part
tariff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy
Charge), owing to the issues of Plant availability
(pither due to outage or due to shortage of supply)
capacity.charges payable to such generators would
be reduced proportionately as per the provisions
of the PPA:

[ain reason for deficiency in supply is less
vailability declaration' by the concerned
enerator owing to shortage of Coal and the
ayment of capacity charges are made
ccordingly.

b I o O - -

Erevailing price, in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria
for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
Jesser pthapy the, marginal. variable- cost- of the
gepemtmg station at that instant, its not
commercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

here is no dichotomy between energy availability
dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
otential plant availability, subjected to the

n-‘vu Qo =3
1

he DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
ell the surplus power available at their disposal.
vailability of surplus power on the basis of Time
f the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
light Power etc).is:important to fetch reasonable
avenue.

e T = TR~ W |

energy availability and despatch were

Q
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

proposed by the Discoms and determined
and approved by the Hon’ble Commission.

Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu
from the market against 294 mu permitted by
the Commission, At the same time, th
Discoms have claimed that they hav
purchased 901 mu additionally from gas;
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have claimed that
they have purchased mu from the market at
a total cost of Rs.797 crore, with additional
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additional
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarified
by the Discoms whether additional purchases
on such a higher scale were made by them
without seeking prior consent of the Hon'blé
Commission, both in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure to
be adopted for such purchases to ensure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not
sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for competitive:
bidding for such purchases, it reflects

“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-be
who handled such purchases from Vldyuth]
Soudha. Itis a negation of the directions give
periodically by the Hon’ble Commission on
additional power purchases to be made by
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of the
powers-that-be that they need not seek prior
permission of the Commission for such
purchases and their contempt for regulatory
requirements and questionable approach
that the Commission would or should give its
consent to such purchases as and when they
seek.

It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
generation. It 1§ only the potential to generate
surplus subjected to the availability of required
fuel.Most of thei{thermal generating stations were
falling short of expected generation due to
shortage of coal.

After considering the power available from all the
sources, the DISCOMs fell short of energy
availability at that instance, and in order to ensure
reliable & umnterrupted power supply, the
DISCOMs have resorted to market purchases and
additional purch{ases.

The Discoms have maintained that they have
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore against
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission.
This mainly due to failures of the power
stations concerned to supply approved
quantum of power. At the same time, the
Discoms have paid additional variable costs
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e.,, Rs.16074 crore against
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the

Thermal Generatmg stations located in Telangana
State| are older] units when compared to the
stations located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes,
per unit fixed cost of generating stations in TS at
lower side when compared to its counterparts in
AP. This is the r%aason behind payment of higher
fixed| costs by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of
power came into! force between AP & TS.

]
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Response

Commission. Similarly, the Discoms also
paid additional other costs Py Rs.101 ¢
ie, Rs.830 crore agalnst Rs.729 ¢
approved by the Commission. The rea
for the same need to be explained by
Discoms to examine whether such hi

have
rore,
rore
sons
the
sher

payments are justified or rilot That apart,
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it capnot
increase for purchase of the quantumn of
power approved by the Commission.

Therefore, the moot point |is whether
Discoms backed down capacities of
stations of AP Genco and paid fixed cha
therefor. If so, what were ‘the quantui
power backed down by the Discoms and {
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and o
thermal stations, if any? |

the
the
rges
m of
ixed
ther

Durlng certain instances in the grid operations,

Thermal Power Stations are backed down to

accommodate Renewable Energy sources which
ave been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
eriod of backing down, the thermal generating
tations have to be compensated for fixed cost
ayment, if they confirm the availability, as per the
rovisions of the PPAs.

s the quantum of backing down & fixed charges
said to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to
lder years, the same will be submitted shortly.

The Discoms have shown that they could
sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with a variatid

| not
on of

Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they have

purchased 1241 mu more than what
approved by the Commission from

market. What are the 'reasmfls for the sq

Did the Discoms back down thermal pow
order to purchase high cost and must
non-conventional energy, exceedmg t
obligations under RPPO, and pay f
charges therefor? If so, what are the ¢
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit
of power from the thermal 'stations ba
down, station-wise and unit-wise?

was

the
me?
erin
“run
their
ixed
osts
cost
cked

revailing price in the Short-Term market at the |
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria
for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
liesser than the marginal variable cost of the
enerating station at that instant, its not
ommercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
dell the surplus power available at their disposal.
vallablllty of surplus power on the basis of Time
caf the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
nght Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
evenue. RE power has been purchased in
%ccordance with the provisions of the approved
PAs and regulations governing grid operations.

.CJgs the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed
own sought for pertain to older years, the same
will be submitted shortly. -

The Discoms have claimedi that follov
fixed costs determined by the Commissior
SDSTPS stage 1(2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019,
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additionall

the project. When the Commission fixe(
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per ﬁmt with a f
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when ac
energy availed from SDSTPS- 1 was witha
of 41.96% only for the year 2915 -16and\
a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17,
when the Discoms paid Rs. 430.05 crord

ving
h for
they
and
y to
1 an
ixed
tual
PLF
with
and

for

It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve
the target availability factor as specified in the
relevant PPA.

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments
on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
purview of the Hon'ble APERC.
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Para No /Brief Issue .

Response

2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17,
the fixed costs determined by the
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019
cannot, and should not, be applied with
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request

" the Hon'ble Commission not to approve
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.12
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid to
the said station under true-up. When fixed
cost was approved by the Commission for
threshold level PLF and when the station
could achieved PLFsless than that, liquidated
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1
for generation and supply of power below
threshold level.

The Discoms have claimed that while the
Commission approved:-Rs.2.29 per-unitas the
average variable cost for the year 2016-17,
they have paid @ Rs,2:94 per unit on an
average. They have not explained the reasons
for paying higher variable costs. The
justification or otherwise for paying higher
variable costs need to be examined.

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in respect
of the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of

thep

The i
Basic
the ¢
charg
trans

ptition.

ncrease in variable cost is due to increase in

price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by

Coal / Gas compames and increased freight

es leveled by Railways and other
ortation agenc1es

The Discoms have claimed that other costs
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission.
They have not explained what those other
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore was
paid by them additionally. The justification

and permissibility for paying such a huge|

amount for unexplained other costs need to
be examined.

Other
accoy
incen|
Incon
made
admi

Costs include expenditures incurred on
nt of Additional Interest on pension bonds,
tives paid |if any and actual payment of
ne Tax. These are the prudent expenditures
by the 41 DISCOMs and submitted for
ssion in to the True-Up

i

10.We request the Hon'ble Commission to
determine the amounts taken over or to be
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY
and deduct the same from their true-up
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms
have not given the details of taking over of
their debt by GoAP under UDAY.

As pe
take
Rs.84
Crs.
Septe;
G.o.M

(Powg

r Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
over 75% of working capital term loan of
61.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.1 5
of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30
mber, 2015 Accordingly GoAP issued
{s.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
er-) Degartment dt.26-07-2016.

Outstanding loans as
| on 30-09-2015

Caps

x Loans | 3712.49

Wor

king capital Loans | 8461.76

FRP

Bonds Liability 2546.15

Tota

I 14720.40

Quto
as on

f the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 Crs.
30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval for |
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

akeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.)
and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

Lot

EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FRP Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
loan .
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
helow:

EPDCL | SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
FRP Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

11. The Discoms have claimed that they

able to procure power from - short-
sources from the market at an average rate of
Rs.4.66 per unit against thel cost of Rs.5.17
per unit approved by the Clommission. The
cost per unit approved by the Commission is
upper limit only. The Discoms have
purchased power from market at a cost per
unit ranging from the lowest 10f Rs.0.24 tg the
highest of Rs.7.68. The Discoms cannot justify
purchasing power from the Irnarkel: at costs
higher than the upper llmltI determined by
the Commission, under the facile pretextthat
the average cost per unit palq is less than the
upper limit fixed by the Commission. In other
words, the Discoms have Epassed on | the
benefit of costs paid below the upper limit
fixed by the Commission to some of|the
companies trading in power \by paying them
costs higher than the upper limit fixed by the
Commission. We requestf the
Commission to direct the Discoms to seek
additional subsidy requiredi for purchases
made in market far exceeding the qua
permitted by the Commission and from other
sources from GoAP, since thEy did not seek
prior approval of the Commission | for
purchasing additional quantum, procedure to
be adopted for real and transparent

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs
5.17/Unit approved by the Commission is the |
vseighted average cost of procurement. Even

ough the actual cost of procurement varies from
s 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted
verage cost is contained well below the price
approved by the Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail
upply Tariff Order.

It is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-
head basis from the market, in certain instances
he time block wise discovered price exceeds the
verage price approved by the Commission. To
nsure reliable 24X7 power supply to the

(onsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power
'om short term sources, after exhausting

ceivable power from all committed sources, to
meet the shortages only.

qer unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours

re usually higher than the ceiling rates approved
ay Hon'’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are
restricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
DISCOMs would not get the required power,
cading to load shedding,

P

]
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Response

competitive bidding and cap on tariff. T}He
powers-that-be should be brought round t

scrupulously  adhere  to  regulatory;
requirements of the Commission fgr
purchasing power and additional power.

12. Any additional supplies made to LT
agriculture, with additional costs, the samge
should be sought as additional subsidy by the
Discoms from GoAP.

same is being done and for the FY 2016-17, the

. f X
imission has already issued order.

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is nolt
permissible. We request the Hon’bl
Commission to reject the claim for carrying
cost. The Discoms have to submit their true-
up claims in time and the consumers should
not be penalised for delay caused by the
Discoms in submitting the same.

the reasons beyond the control of the
LOMs, the Tme-Up claims have been submitted

with a delay and carrying cost also has been

claimed. The Hon’ble Commission is requested to
cong
incliding carrying costs.

lone the delIay and approve the True-Up claim

14.We request the Hon’ble Commission t¢
provide us an opportunity to make furthe
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of th
Discoms to our above-mentione :
submissions and studying and analysing the
same.

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC

Yours faithfully,

Chief Geggémfana{;
MSPDCL

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4t Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,

Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

s
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SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)
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From To

The Chief General Manager, Sri B.Tulasidas,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, S4- Devi Towers,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, Sa:zmbamurty Road,
Tirupati — 517501. Vijayawada-03.

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/I. True-up /D.No. \1™> /19 dt. ©7) -10-2019

Sir,
Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT — RAC — Replies to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-
17 - Furnished - Regarding. F |

Ref:- Party’s Objection received dt.06-09-2019

S

e e — — -.—_—vr T

In response to the objection received vide reference cited, the replies to the objections on
True-up filings for FY 2016-17 are as follows
Para No /Brief Issue Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-lif: It is| to inform.that, in view of the uniform nature

applications separately. However, a common | of |Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
application is filed by both the Discoms fqr | ind¢pendent of the service area of the distribution
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming | licensees, the DISCOMs are proposing to impose
reveniie true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year | the {burden’ of f)er unit True-Up also on uniform
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crorF basis across the: State.

e

}

for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense tru !
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17, | Further Power|Purchase cost which constitutes

with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at a around 80% iof the entire expenditure of
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-2@ Distribution bus!iness isbeing incurred centrally to
as the year of approval. Whatever be the | optimize the procurement cost and reduce the
true-up amounts that the Hon'ble | transaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise,
Commission is going to permit, its impact | Power purchase cost variation is major element
on consumers should be confined to the | and|so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
_ __respective true-up amounts of the Discorh levyjof per unit True-up across the State.
concerned. It should not be an average for‘ : |

the entire State. 'i
2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms | Revénue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs

claims that their claims for true-up pertain t pertaining to FY, 2015-16 has been claimed as part
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discom§ of True-up petit]ion for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16 | up has not been.iclaimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

also, without giving details pertaining to thl’

Commission has issued public notice, invitin
objections and suggestions in the subjec'
petition, without directing the Discoms to file
required information relating to their true u;[
claims for 2015-16 also and without

!
same. It is strange that the Hon'bl;E The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-

tariff income for the Retail Supply Business in its
Retajl Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
Howgver, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
the Honourable fCommission is different from the
actugl revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

incorporating the same in§ the subject
petition. We request the Hon’ble Commissjon
to direct the Discoms to file| their truejup
petition for the year 2015-16 separately wiith
all the required information. At page 20, the
Discoms have dishonestly claimed that the
claimed true-up amount of Rs.11,144 crore is
for retail supply business for the year 2016-

17.

is llower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners
ingur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the
Honourable Commission to consider true-up/true-
dolwn for the revenue also.

(L+.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F Regn.4/D.N
0.12/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble
Commission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4
0f12003, to this effect.

‘power, the Discoms have shown an unsqld

While the Hon’ble Commission approved a
total power purchase of 56,805 mu for the
year 2016-17, the actual purchases claimed
by the Discoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e, the¢re
is a lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.
Despite that, against total power purchase
cost of Rs.22,538 crore approved by the
Commission, the Discoms |incurred
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for po

Rs.3086 crore towards varlable cost
higher payment of Rs.101 crore towards
other costs for the year 2016 17.
Discoms have claimed that supply of power'is
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approved by
the Commission for the year 2016-17 by
3032 mu by AP Genco thermal by 2292 mu
from APPDCL, by 1049 mu from AP Genco
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, by 253 mu from
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs and others and
by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short supply
includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadi, 2828
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from Thermal Power
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO.
the Discoms claim and collect liquidated
damages from the power stations concerned
for lesser supply of power as per the terms
and conditions in their respective PPAs,
wherever applicable? The Discoms have not
explained the reasons fort shortfall |in
generation and supply of power. Despite the
claimed shortfall in generation] and supply|of

surplus of 10,384 mu for the [year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how :tlnrealistically

energy availability and despatch were’

Whenever there is a short supply of power from
the plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part
taﬁ'iff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy
Charge), owing to the issues of Plant availability
(either due to outage or due to shortage of supply)
capacity charges payable to such generators would
be reduced proportionately as per the provisions
of the PPA.

Main reason for deficiency in supply is less
avpilability declaration by the concerned
Ginerator owing to shortage of Coal and the
payment of capacity charges are made
accordingly.

<:

Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria
for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
lesser than the marginal variable cost of the
geherating station at that instant, its not
coinmercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

ere is no dichotomy between energy availability
lispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the
tential plant availability, subjected to the
condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

Le] o
g &

Thiz DISCOMs have taken every possible step to
sell the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
Night Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
revenue.

Further, the DISCOMSs have written to a letter |

»
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Para No /Brief Issue l X Response
proposed by the Discoms and determined
and approved by the Hon’ble Commissipn.

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 ||Itis to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707. mu | claimed by |the objector is not the actual surplus
from the market against 294 mu permitted by | generation. \ It is only the potential to generate
the Commission, At the same time, the | surplus sub]ected to the availability of required
Discoms have claimed that they have | fuel. Most of the thermal generating stations were
purchased 901 mu additionally from |gas- | falling shoxit of expected generation due to
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the | shortage of coal.

Commission. The Discoms have claimed fthat
they have purchased mu from the market at | After con51der1ng the power available from all the
a total -cost of Rs.797 crore, with additiémal spurces, thg DISCOMs fell short of energy
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additi«iinal ayailability atl: that instance, and in orderto ensure
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarified | re¢liable & uninterrupted power supply, the
by the Discoms whether additional purcheses | DISCOMs have resorted to market purchases and
on such a higher scale were made by them | additional-purchases.— ~

. —_without seeking prior conserit of the Hon'ble

Commission, both in terms of quantum gnd '1

cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure to |
be adopted for such purchases to ensure \

’1
|

competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had riot
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff al{d

the procedure to be adopted for competitive
bidding for such purchases, it reflects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-te |
who handled such purchases from Vidyu i\
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions give
periodically by the Hon’ble Commission o _ |
additional power purchases to be made b: \
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of th i
powers-that-be that they need not seek prioy 3
permission of the Commission for suck \,
purchases and their contempt for regulatorsy 11
requirements and questionable approach |
that the Commission would or should give its "
consent to such purchases as and when they |
seek. |

|
’s
l

5. The Discoms have maintained that they have || Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore against | State |are older Eunits when compared to the
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission. | stations located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes,
This mainly due to failures of the power | per unit fixed cost of generating stations in TS at
stations concerned to supply approved | lower|side when compared to its counterparts in
quantum of power. At the same time, the || AP. THis is the reason behind payment of higher
Discoms have paid additional variable costs ||fixed costs by AP ILDISCOMs when “Regulation” of
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against ||power|came into force between AP & TS.
Rs.12989 crore approved by the
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} Response

Commission. Similarly, the DiSCOII;lS also have
paid additional other costs by Rs.101 crore,
ie, Rs.830 crore against Rs.729 crore
approved by the Commission. The reasons
for the same need to be explamed by the|
Discoms to examine whether such highe
payments are justified or not. That apart,
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it canno
increase for purchase of the gquantum o
power approved by the Commission
Therefore, the moot point is whether th
Discoms backed down capacities of th
stations of AP Genco and paid ﬁxnd charge
therefor. If so, what were the quantum of
power backed down by the Dlscc?ms and fixe
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and oth
thermal stations, if any? |

During certain instances in the grid operations,
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which
have peen conferred “Must Run” status. During the
period of backing down, the thermal generating
statigns have to be compensated for fixed cost
paymient, if they confirm the availability, as per the
provisions of the PPAs.

As the quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paidi to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to
older years, the same will be submitted shortly.

- PR

. The Discoms have shown that they could ngt
sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with {é\ variation of
Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they have
purchased 1241 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission. from the
market. What are the reasons for the same?
Did the Discoms back down thermal powern
order to purchase high cost and must-run
non-conventional energy, exceedmg their
obligations under RPPO, and pay fixed
charges therefor? If so, what are the costs
-per unit of NCE purchased and per unit cost
of power from the thermal stations backed
down, station-wise and un1t—w1se7

time of surplus availability with us is the criteria
for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is
lessJ:ar than the marginal variable cost of the
ge eratmg station at that instant, its not|
commercially prudent to opt for sale of power.

Pre%lailing price in the Short-Term market at the

The DISCOMs -have taken every possible step to
sell the surplus power available at their disposal.
Avjulablhty of surplus power on the basis of Time
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,
Night Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
revenue. RE power has been purchased in
ac¢ordance with the provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.

As the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed

down sought for pertain to older years, the same

will be submitted shortly.

a PLF of 78.99% for the yea{r 2016-17, land
when the Discoms paid Rs. 430 05 crord for

Itjis to-inform that short payment of fixed cost
wpuld take place, if the generator didn’t achieve
the target availability factor as specified in the
rdlevant PPA.

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments
on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC. ‘
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Response

2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17,
the fixed costs determined by the

Commission for the station on 2.3.2019

cannot, and should not, be applied V\’Ii}h
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request
the Hon’ble Commission not to apprmFe

payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.12
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid to
the said station under true-up. When fixed

cost was approved by the Commission for

threshold level PLF and when the statij
could achieved PLFs less than that; liquidat

damages should be collected from SDSTPS-

for generation and supply of power belo
threshold level.

n
d
1
W

l

8. “The Discoms have claimed that -while tHe-

Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as th
average variable cost for the year 2016-1
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on &
average. They have not explained the reasor
for paying higher variable costs. Tk
justification or otherwise for paying highe
variable costs need to be examined.

= 0o »n 5 3o

-Gwhership wise/-Source wise variation in respect

‘the|petition.

of the per unit variable cost is given in Table 12 of |-
|

The increase m variable cost is due to increase in
Basiic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by
the| Coal / Gas companies and increased freight

charges leveled by Railways and other
transportation agencies.

9. The Discoms have claimed that other cosi]s

paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore fron
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission.
They have not explained what those other
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore wes
paid by them additionally. The justificatio

and permissibility for paying such a hu{.
amount for unexplained other costs need to
be examined.

Other Costs 1nclude expenditures incurred on
account of Addltlonal Interest on pension bonds,
incentives pald if any and actual payment of
Income Tax. These are the prudent expenditures
made by the DISCOMs and. submitted for
admission in to|the True-Up

10.We request the Hon'ble Commission to
determine the amounts taken over or to be
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY
and deduct the same from their true-up
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms
have not given the details of taking over df
their debt by GoAP under UDAY.

As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
take over 75%! of working capital term loan of
Rs.8461.75 Crs. 'and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
Crs.| of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30™
September, 20;15 Accordingly GoAP issued
G.0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
(Power-I) Department dt.26-07-2016.

; Outstanding loans as
on 30-09-2015
Capex Loans 3712.49
Warking capital Loans 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40

Out of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 Crs.
as onh 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval for
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Response

takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.)

anfl 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

EPDCL SPDCL Total

Against 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FrP Bonds

Against  75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital

loan :
Tital 3300.48 | 5591.99- | 8892.47
As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below: .

L EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
FRP Bonds
Aéainst 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital
lgan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

11. The Discoms have claimed tl]lat they we
able to procure power from short-tel
sources from the marketatan average rate
Rs.4.66 per unit against the cost of Rs.5.

cost per unit approved by the Commission
upper limit only. The Discoms
purchased power from market at a cost p

unit ranging from the lowest of Rs.0.24 to the

highest of Rs.7.68. The Discomsll cannot just,

purchasing power from the m'arket at costs

higher than the upper limit determmed
the Commission, under the faalle pretext th
the average cost per unit paid is less than t
upper limit fixed by the Commi}'ssion. In oth
words, the Discoms have passed on t
benefit of costs paid below the upper lin
fixed by the Commission tolsome of t
companies trading in power by paying the
costs higher than the upper hmlt fixed by t
Commission. We request 'the Hon'
Commission to direct the Discoms to se
additional subsidy required for purchas
made in market far exceeding the quantu

permitted by the Commission a]!nd from otheer

sources from GoAP, since they did not se
prior approval of the Corhmission f
purchasing additional quantum', procedure
be adopted for real and| transpare

re

sl

of

17
per unit approved by the Commission. The

is

have

er
ify

by
at
he
er
he
it
he
m
he
le
ek
es
m

ok

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs

5.17/Unit approved by the Commission is the
weighted. average cost of procurement. Even
though the actual cost of procurement varies from

Rs

0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted

average cost is contained well below the price
approved by the Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail
Supply Tariff Order.

It is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-
ahfad basis from the market, in certain instances
the time block wise discovered price exceeds the
average price approved by the Commission. To
engure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
Copsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power

from short term sources,

after

exhausting

regeivable power from all committed sources, to
meet the shortages only.

Per
are

by

unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours
usually higher than the ceiling rates approved
Hon’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are

restricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
DISCOMs would not get the required power,
leading to load shedding.

%
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Para No /Brief Issue Response
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. The

powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously  adhere  to  regulatory |
requirements of the Commission for |
purchasing power and additional power. ) |

12.Any additional supplies made to LT | Thesameisbeingdone and forthe FY2016-17, the
agriculture, with additional costs, the same | Commission has already issued order.
should be sought as additional subsidy by the |
Discoms from GoAP. |
13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the | For; the reasons beyond the control of the
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the | DISCOMs, the Tlrue Up claims have been submitted
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not|with a delay and carrying cost also has been
permissible. We request the Hon’ble | claimed. The Hion’ble Commission is requested to
Commission to reject the claim for ¢arrying COI:";one the delay and approve the True-Up claim
cost. The Discoms have to submit their true- | including carry[ing costs.
up claims in time and the consumers shoultd .
not be penalised for delay caused by the | -
Discoms in submitting the same. '1
14.We request the Hon’ble Commission {o | Within the purﬁriew of Hon’ble APERC
provide us an opportunity to make further
submissions in person during the public
hearing after receiving responses of the
Discoms to our  above- mentione}d
submissions and studying and analysmg the
same.

Ay %

Yours faithfully,

: APSPDCL

J‘o{y submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, [4t" Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 |
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n v Admn. | For Perusal
* EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPAN\I’ OF A.B. EWNJITED Secrriary ! Wir—
! M#——-——— 201§
CORPORATE OFFICE : VISAKHAPATNA Member / PRM
Law :
From To Member/ PR :
The Chief General Manager, Sri. BiTulasi DhsTanﬁ Chairman ;
PPA, RA & QC, S4 — Devi Towers, )
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, Sambllamurty Road, o ) %"35
Seethammadhara, Vuayc| wada —520 003.

Visakhapatnam —530013.

: |
AC/F:Trile-Up/D.No.|

f
B

210  /19,dt.[2 -10-2019

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/R.

Sir, .

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the Object

APDISCOMS on Retails Supply

Ref: Your ObjeE,tio_”rﬁe’tter datéd. 16

We are in receipt of your suggestion

Retails Supply Busmess for 2016 17 and the
rephes of APEPDCL areas follows

Business for 2016-17-

108-2019

H

objectigns on True- u

b same i

on True-up petition filed by
Regarding.

ons received|

e ol e

**'*
p petition filed by APDISCOMS on

s herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

. Para No /Brief Issue )

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, .being indepéndent
entities should have' submitted their true-up

- applications- 'separately. However, a co}’nmon
application is filed by both the Discoms for the
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming rﬁvenue
true-up of Rs:2817 crore for the year 20115-16
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2015 16
and 2016-17 and expense true up of RL.ZSSO
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying cost
of Rs,3212 crore at an interest rate gf 12%
considering FY 2019-20 as the vyedar of
approval. Whatever be' the true-up amounts
that the' Hon’ble Commission is going to
— permit, itsTimpact on consumers- should -be
confined-to the respective true-up amounts of

. the Discom concerned. It should not {be an
average for the entire State.

|
|
| EPDCL Response
: .

Itisto mforrn that, in view of the unifofm nature of
Retail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of
the service ,area of the distribution licensees, the
DISCOMs aré proposing to impose the burden of per
unit True-Up also on uniform basis across the State.

Further Power Purchase cost which constitutes
around 80% of the entire expenditure of
Dlstrlbutlon!busmess is being incurred ‘centrally to
optimize the procurement cost and reduce the
transaction {costs. Even .in the True-Up exercise,
Power purchase cost variation is major element and
so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform levy of
per-unitTrue-up-aeross-the State.- _

~—

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discomsclaims
that their claims for true-up pertain to the year
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have claimed
true-up for the year 2015-16 also, without
giving details pertaining to the samel. It is

Revenue True -up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs
pertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part
of True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up
has not bee%\ claimed earlier for FY 2015-16.

|

~Sstrange that the Hon’ble Commission has

The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non-
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EPDCL Response =

.-

issued public notice, invi

ting objectio

hs and

suggestions in the subject petition, without

directing the Discoms

information relating to thelr true up cl

to file

required
aims for

2015-16 also and WIthout mcorporat*ng the
same in the subject petltlon. We requ

Hon’ble Commission to di

rect the Disc

est the
oms to

file their true-up petition for the year 2015-16

separately with all the requ
page 20, the Discoms have

|red informa

that the claimed true-up amount of Rs

crore is for retail supply b

2016-17.

tion. At

'dlshonestly claimed

11,144

usiness for the year

tariff income for the Retail Supply Business in its
Retail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year.
However, tariff and non-tariff income approved by
the Honourable Commission is different from the
actual revenue realized. |If the actual revenue
realized is lower than the approved revenue, the
Petitioners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners
request the Honourable .Commission to consider
true-up/true-down for the revenue also.

Further, the DISCOMs have written to a letter
(Lr.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12
/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon’ble Commission
seeking amendment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to
this effect.

3. While the Hon'ble Commission appr
~total power—purchase:nf

26,805 mu-

year 2016-17, the actuai pijrchases clai
the Discoms are 52,561 m&f only, i.e., th
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu.
that, against total power purchase

" Rs.22,538 crore approved

the Discoms incurred

Rs.25,455 crore for po
higher by Rs.2,917 crore.
lesser payment of Rs.270

cost, higher-payment of Re.

variable cost and higher

an expendit
ver purchas
| They have
crore toward
3086 crore
payment. of

crore towards other costs for the yea
17. - The Discoms have claii!med that supply of
power is lesser vis & vli‘s energy despatch
approved by the Commissicn for the vyear
2016-17 by 3032 mu by A%’ Genco thermal, by
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu from AP
Genco hydel, by 262 mu )!‘from CGSs, |by 253
mu from NCE, by 10,124 mu from IRPs and
others and by 28 mu frorqf APGPCL. The short
supply includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadi,

bved a
for the
med by
ereis a
Despite
cost of

‘by the Commission,

ure of
e, ie.,
shown
s fixed
owards
Rs.101
r 2016-

" power Tech and 6566 mu from 6CO MW

DBFOO. Did the Discom!‘

liquidated damages -from

s claim and

the power s
concerned for lesser supply of power
the terms and conditionsf1 in their reg
PPAs, wherever applicable? The Discon

collect
tations
as per
pective
ns have

Whenever there is a short supply of power from the
plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff
structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing
to the issues of Plant availability (either due to
outage or due to shortage of supply) capacity
charges payable to such generators weuld be
reduced proportionately as per the provisions of the
PPA.

Main reason for deficiency in supply is less
availability declaration by the concerned Generator

.owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of |.

capacity charges are made accordingly.

Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale.of power.

There is no'dichotomy between energy availabil'ity
& dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the

 potential _plant availability,. subjected to. the

condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night

G e st 3wy e F

not explained the reasons for shortfall in|{ Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable
generation and supply of{power. Despite the|| revenue.
claimed shortfall in generation and supply of

| 2

|
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EPDCL Response

power, the Discoms have shown an unsold
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17.
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically .
energy availability and despatch ~were
proposed by the Discoms and determined and
approved by the Hon’ble Commission.

!
!
B

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 mu,
the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu froth the
market against 294 mu permitted -by] the
Commission, At the same time, the Discoms
have claimed that they have purchased 901
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs against
3054 mu approved by-the Commission| The

. Discoms have ciaimed that they |have
purchased mu from the market at a total cost
of Rs.797 crore, with_additional amoupt of
Rs.645. crore paid for-additional purchase of
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by the
Discoms whether additional purchases on;such
a higher scale were made by them without
seeking prior consent of the Hjn’ble
Commission, both in terms of quantum and
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure to
"be adopted for such purchases to epsure
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and
the procedure to be adopted for competitive
bidding for such purchases, it rﬁflects
“executive arrogance” of the powers-that-be
who handled such  purchases |from
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of the
directions given periodically by the Hon’ble

_ Commission on additional power purchases to

be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they

_need nnt seek__prior permission_ of the |

Commission for such purchases and| their
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Comrrlission
. would or should give its consent to] such
purchases as and when they seek.

It is to inforrr;1 that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as
claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus
generation. Ift is only the potential to generate
surplus subje%téd to the availability of required fuel.
Most of the thermal generating stations were falling
short of expected generation due to shortage of

|
¢oal. :

A

After considei,ring the power available from all the

sources,—the. DISCOMs--fell short of energy-

availability, and in. order to ensure reliable &
minterruptecf power supply, the DISCOMs have
resorted to} market purchases and additional
burchases. . '

-

5. The Discoms have maintained that they have
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore ggainst
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commijssion.
This mainly due to failures of the power

Thermal Generating stations located in Telangana
State are older units when compared to the stations
located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit

fixed cost oﬁ generating stations in TS at lower side
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EPDCL Response %

quantum

stations concerned to

, supply

quantum of power. At the same ti

Discoms have paid additio
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs. 1
Rs.12,989 crore approved
Similarly, the Discoms also
other costs by Rs.101 cro
against Rs.729 crore

1al variable

by the Com

épproved

Commission. The reasons for the sa

to be explained by the l;)lscoms to examine
whether such higher payments are justified or
not. That apart, fixed cost being f

nature, it cannot increase
of power
Commission. Therefore,

whether-the-Discoms bac
of the stations of AP Genco and pai
if s

charges therefor.

guantum -of power backed down
Discoms and fixed charges paid therefg
Genco and other thermal stations, if any?

: pproved b

for purchass

the moot p
ced down ca

0, what we

approved

6074 crore against

have paid additional
ie, i.e., Rs.83D crore

e, the
sts by

ission.

y the
e need

xed in
of the
vy the
oint is
pacities
d fixed
re the
by the
r to AP
5 -

-payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the

to clder period, the same will be furnished shortly.

when compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP
DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power came into
force between AP & TS.

During certain instances in the- grid operations,
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which
-have been conferred “Must Run” status. During the
period of backing down, the thermal generating
stations have to be compensated for fixed cost

provisions of the PPAs.

As the backing down details sought are pertaining

- obligations under RPPO, a

The Discoms have shown
sell a surplus of 1765 mu
Rs.4463 crore. At the sa

approved by the Commiss}
What are the reasons fo

purchase high cost a
conventional  energy,

therefor? If so, what are
NCE purchased and per
from the thgrmal stati

station-wise and unit-wisel‘.

{lthat they ¢

with a variation of
me time, they have
purchased 1241 mu mcre than what was

on from the

nd  must-ru
| exceeding
id pay fixed
ithe costs pet
lunit cost ofj

|
ons backed
?

the same? Did the
Discoms back down thermal power in order to

charges

uld not

arket.

non-
their

unit of
power
down,

| to older period, the same will he furnished shortly. _

Prevailing price in the Short-Term market at the
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for
selling power odtside. If the prevailing price is lesser
than the marginal variable cost of the generating
station at that instant, its not commercially prudent
to opt for sale of power.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell
the surplus power available at their disposal.
Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of
the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night
Power eic).is important to fetch reasonable
revenue. RE power has been purchased in
accordance with the provisions of the approved
PPAs and regulations governing grid operations.

As the backing down details sought are pertaining

The Discoms have claimeg that following fixed
costs determined by the Commiss
SDSTPS stage | (2x800 MW) on 2.3.20
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015

Rs.1145.94 crore for 201
the project. When the C
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 p

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when

energy availed from SDST|

er unit, with

|

PS-1 was with a PLF

19, they
-16 and
6-17 additiohally to
ommission fixed an

on for

a fixed
actual

It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t achieve the
target availability factor as specified in the relevant
PPA.

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments
on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC.

R L C AR I
)
1
l

sy RIS e B

PR TP S

P o 3 s - T

e - — ——

e e Samrmmercomt Do .

s - .-
S g R A Mo e A8 e 4 NP A TN e e > T n “ma e

4 e ypt » P A -
PR TR 78 SR L I P T PR MR R YR LRIVE B S ey

o e o etotembriime % b [

RSP

LN R



[o-¥- TR

GoAP under UDAY. Outstanding loans as
on 30-09-2015
Capex Loan',s 3712.49
Working capital Loans | 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40
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Para No /Brief Issue

" liquidated damages should be collected
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of power |

of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and wiith a
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the fixed
costs determined by the Commission foi; the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should not, be
applied with retrospective effect. Therefore,
we request the Hon’ble Commission not to
approve payment of additional sun('I of
Rs.1767.12 cr pre the Discoms have claimed to
be paid to the 'said station under true-up.
When fixed- cost was: approved byl the
Commission for threshold level PLF and when
the station could achieved PLFs less than that,
from

below threshold [evel..

|
e
i

EPDCL Response

. they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on an

for paying higher

The Discoms have claimed that whilﬂ the
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as the
average. variable cost:for the year 20]]6-17,

average. They have not explained the reasons
variable costs. | The
justification or otherwise for paying Higher
variable costs need to be examined.

the per unit
petition.
The ‘increase

eveled by
agencies.

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in respect of
ariable cost is given in Table 12 of the

in variable cost is due to increase in
Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by the
Coal / Gas companies and increased freight charges
Railways ahd other transportation

-paid by them additionally. The justiﬁcaticil\
‘permissibility- for- paying such a huge amount

The Discoms have claimed that other |costs
paid by-them increased 1o Rs.830 crore|from
Rs.729 crore apprévgd;by the Commission.
They have not-explained what those jother
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore was
and

for unexplained other costs need fo be

examined.

Dther Costs,

True-Up '

|
I
|

include expenditures
account of Additional Interest on.pension bonds,

incurred on

ncentives pajd if any and actual payment of Income
Tax. These are the prudent expenditures made by
the DISCOMé and submitted for admission in to the

10.
_determine the amounts taken over or{to be

We request the Hon'ble Commissi In to

taken over by GoAP from the debts of the
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY and
deduct the same from their true-up claims. In
the subject petition, the Discoms have not
given the details of taking over of their debt by

Crs. of the
September, '

2015.

As per Claus”e 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to
take over 7|5% of working capital term loan of
Rs.8461.75 C1r5. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15
APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30"
Accordingly GoOAP
G.0.Ms.No.2¥7, Energy Infrastructure & Investment
(Power-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016. .

issued
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Para No /Brief|lssue

EPDCL Response %

{

Out of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval
for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32
Crs.) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against” 100% | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
FRP Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
‘working capital : :
loan
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As on date GOAP has taken over loans as given
below:

EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
FRP Bonds e e
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working capital : '
loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

11. The Discoms have claimed that they were able
tc procure power from| shori-term |sources
from the market at an avérage rate of{Rs.4.66
per unit against the cost! of Rs;5.17 per unit
approved by the Commijss on. The cost per unit
approved by the_Cor_nmi'ssion is upper limit
only. The Discoms have| purchased poweér from
rmarket at a cost per {unjt ranging from the
lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.7\68. The
Discoms cannot justify pu"rchasing power from
the market at costs highEIﬂl than the upper-limit
determined by the Commission, under the
facile pretext that the average cost per unit
paid is less than the upper limit fixed- by the
Commission. In other wort;ls, the Discoms have
passed on the benefit of ;costs paid below the
upper limit fixed by the Cornmission {o some
of the companies trading in power by paying
them costs higher than th%a upper limit ffixed by,
the Commission. We r%quest the [Hon'ble
Commission to direct tI':I'e Discoms to seel
additional subsidy reqdjred “for purchases
made in market far excéeding the quantum
permitted by the Commission and from other,
sources from GOAP, since:z they did not seek
prior approval

of the Commission for

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit
approved by the Commission is the weighted
average cost of procurement. Even though the
actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit
to Rs 7.68/Unit, the'weighted average cost is
contained well below the price approved by the
Hon’ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff
Order.

It is to inform. that, while procuring power on Day-
ahead basis from the market, in certain instances
the time block wise discovered price exceeds the
average price approved by the Commission. To
ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the
Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from
short term sources, after exhausting receivable
power from all committed sources, to meet the
shortages only. '

Per unit rates in the exchanges during péak hours
are usually higher than the ceiling rates approved by
Hon’ble APERC. If the procurement rates are
restricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours,
DISCOMs would not get the required power, leading
to load shedding.
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Para No /Brief Issue | EPDCLResponse

‘be adopted for real and transpgrent
competitive bidding and cap on tariff.| The
powers-that-be should be brought round to
scrupulously adhere to regulatory
requirements of the Commission | for
purchasing power and additional power.

-| 12. Any additional supplies made to LT agriculture, | The Hon’ble (;ommission has already passed order
. with additional costs, the same should be | vide IA No.20, of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated
sought as additional subsidy by the Dlséoms 7.10.2017 té provide addl subsxdy of Rs. 64.26:
from GOAP. - rores to APEPDCL
.13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms td the | For the reasons beyond in the control of the
2 tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up foii the | DISCOMs, the|True-Up claims have been submitted

years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permissible.
We request the Hon’ble Commission to reject
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have
1to submit their truesup claims-in time-ani the
" consumers should not be penalised for delay
caused by the Discomis in submitting the same.

vith a delay and carrying cost also has been
laimed. The |Hon’ble Commission is requested to
ondone the delay and approve the True-Up clalm
hciuding: uarrymg costs. -

=0 . 0 S Omio o < -

ven if true-ulps are filed in time, carrying costs are
nevitable as!APDISCOMs have to pay interest on
vorking capi’fal availed towards additidngl power
rocurement cost.

< I s =tm

14. We - request the* Hon’ble® Commission to
~ provide us.an-opportunity to make further
. submissions in_ person- during the public | ) . . .
hearing after  receiving .responses of| the
Discoms to. our above ‘mentioned submissions
.and studymg and analysing the same.

Vithin the pu}l'view of Hon’ble APERC

| Yours faithfully _

C zhief General Vana !\/\)
PPA, RA & QC
A PEPDCL..VISAKHAPATNAM

. Copy submitted to
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni[Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004..
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