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EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY. OF A.P. Ll_l\(IITEP ·· 
CORPORATE QflFICE :: VISAKHAPAT.NAM 

From 

The Chief General Manager; 
PPA, RA&. QC, 
APEPDCL, ·corporate Office,t 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam - 530013. • 

' . 

. '. 

, 
·' 

To ·· 

Sri .. P.e~un:iaUi Madhu, 
State Secr~tarv, . 
H.Nci'.27~28-12, CPl(M.}, ,. 
State C\>mmitte(!! Office, . . :' .,, .• 
Yamalav.ari Street, GovernorP.,e;t:, , 

, " Vijaya~a_da - 500 002 , , ., , 

Lr.No.CGM/P,PA. RA&QC/EPDCL/VS~/RACiF:True.:uo/D.No. J 'c,~ '!19 cit.~ Io-2019 ' 

Sir, 
.. , 
<' ,,. 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC,- Replies to tb~ :c:jbjecti< ns received on True-up petitiori filed by ' 
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business ,or 2016-17 - Regarding. ·: , ' , 

f I-' • ~ ) 

I 

Ref: Your Objection letter dated.1~-a~-2019 
' 

~ I .( ' • 

We are in receipt or your suggestion/ 0.)Jjectio 1s on True-up petition filed by APDIS.~OMS ~n 
• 

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and the 1same is herewith acknowledged with thanks. 'l?ara wise 

replies of APEPDCL are as foll<?ws: 

Para No /Brief Issue '. :· ,,; : 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,.:. being indepe~tlent 
entities should have submitted their true"UP 
applications separately. ,However, a con]mon 
application is filed by both the Discoms fqr the 
years 2015-16· and 2016-17, claiming revenue 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16, 

. ' a revenue true-u·p of Rs.5352 crore for 2015-16 
. ' . 

and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs12580 
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carryin& ~ost 
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of: 12% 
considering FY 2019-20 as the yepf .of 
approval. Whatever be the true-up amounts 
that the Hon'ble Commission is. goin'g to 
permit, its· impact on consumers should be 
wnfined to the respect_i.ve true-up amoLJ11ts'.6f 
the Discom concerned. It should not 'be' an 
average for the entire State. 4 i'~ ~ 

2. While the affidavit filed oy the Discoms claf nis 
that their claims for true-up pertain to thefyear 
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have cla,imed 

< -
. , 

' 

' 

I 

. 

EPDCL Response' • · ( ,. 

, .. is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of 
'etail Supply Tariffs across the state intfependent of 
he service area of the distribution licensees, the 

IDISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per 
,~nit True-Up also on ·uniform basis acrqss the State. 
I urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
,iround 80% of the entire .expenditure of 
IDistrjbution business is being incurred centrally to 
<Optimize the procurement CO'St and' reduce the 
1 ransaction costs. Even in the True~Up ~xercise, 
l~ower· purchase cost variation is'm'ajor-elem~nt and 
• o the DISCOMs have proposed fo'r"uniform; levy of 
~er unit True-up across the State. ' 

' 

~evf'nue True-up to the extent· of Rs 2817 Crs 
lertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed' as part 
~f T1 ue-up petition for FY 2016-17~ Revenue true-up 

' 
.. 

., 1 
' 

. 



., . . ·l ' 
it; _.,, 

. · .,;.• : Para No /Brief Issue ':· 1
·fo ;' .' 1 ·EPDCL.Response &..1 e 

tn:.ie·-up' ,for the year. 2015-16 c)lso,. tvithout has not been claimed earli,er for FY 2015-16. - ~"' 
gfvlng 

1
details pertairilng. to the·. sarr e: - tf:·isi • . ~ . . f 

str'ang~\ that the Hon'ble 'commiss on{· h'a\l ·The Honorable Commission' approves tariff and non­
i'ssued public notice, inviting objecti< ns, '~ncl taJiff income for the R~tail· Supply Business in its 
sLlg"ges'tions in the subject petition, wit~pu~ -Retail° Supply ta'~iff Order for every financial year. 
~i,t~t:fing .the Discoms to file . 1 equ.itedl f;lowever, tariff and non·-tariff income approved by 

• I ,\ • "' , 

ilifb'rmation relating to thefr-true.up cl~ims.for ,the Honourable' Commission is different from the 
•"~~·~~ • ! ,. • 

2015-16 also and without incorpora ing the! ai:;tual revenue realized: If the actual revenue 
~~'.Alk [iH'the subject petition. We req ~est th:J· realized is lower than the approved revenue, the 

J. • • 1 .. • • ,. ' • J' • ~ 

H'bh''!:il~•-:~o,mmission Jo direct th·e Di.s~oms to: Petitioners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners 

fl!~jb~rt, ~~ue-up petit!_on _for-the year ~015:~9. }~quest the Honourable Commission· to consider 
separately with a·11 the ·required inform 1tion. At, ,hue~up/true.:down for. the revenue also. 
pa~e io;the Discoms.have dishonestly claimed, 'Further, tbef;DISCOMs. have written to a letter 

.. , 1' I :\ ~ ' •~ ~ 

}haf''tfie.-.daimed tn.ie;:-up··amount of R .11;:1;44: · (Lr.No.CGM/Qpn/SPDCl:/TeT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
cror~)s·fer retail supply business·Jor he y'e/r. . /16 dated 15-01-2017)""to.\he Hon'ble Commiision 

c I • • ,;" ' ; ~. f:J-

201~-17•; ., , • .> seeking amendment to ·t~·e Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
• 1 \ ·-' •., \ •.,,-•• : this !:!ffect. ;' ' 

3; Wllile :"t~e Hon'ble Commission·· ·~pp oved ')'- Whenever there is a short supply of po~er from the 
to't;;il ,'po'wer purchase of 56,805 .mu for th~· plants which ~re governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 
Y~i'lr, i6i6-17, the actual purchases' de} me<iftbf' ·~tructure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
'th~.t:?,is·c~IJ)S a,re 52,561 mu only, i.e,, t~er~,]t~ · ·t_o the issues of Plant :availability (either due _to 
l.es.~~r p~rchase of power by 4244 m_u. Desp'/~~ ;outage or. d4e to shortage of supply) capadty 
.(ti,at;~{against total power purchase co.s1:l:q~fi • ,61}larges payal51e to such generators would be 
I;ls,.,2_2,-538 crore approved by the Com missiiAf·j . ,r,educed proportionately as per the provisions of the 
~~-, .Oiscoms incurred an expendi ure·,:_.of :PPA. .~· , 
fl~,2,~Al,55 crore for power pur.cha )e, i.e:) : • 
llig,h'et)by Rs.2,917 crore. 'They hav/ showrj ':Main reason for deficiency in supply is less 
je,~\M:~P,c\Yment of Rs.270 crore towards fix~B · availability declaration ,by the concerned Generator 
-~p~t~hig-l;ler payment of Rs'.3086 crore owar~$. ;owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of 
Y~ri;;i:fule;l ~ost and higher payment a Rs.Hl~ , :~apacity charges are made accordingly. 
i;hp,teJ!l>Wards other costs for the ye,1r 201,q~ .. ii:. ..,, 
1f ;;;rfl~)is'coms have claimed that s )pply}9f · 'Prevailing price in the Short-Term market a.t the 
po~e.r;•; 'is· lesser vis a vis energy c espatch 1irne of surplus availability with us is the criterfa for 
\ • '!:* ~"' • .... t • "" .. I'll • • 

'ppP,roy~d. by the Commission for, tne yea'f. ·selling power-outside. lf.:th-e prevailing price is lesser 
2Q1~:i'7, by 3032 mu by AP Genco:the mal, b~ · than the ma,rginal variapi'e cost of the generating 

• < ~ ,- t 1 ;" i 
2292~mlt from APPDCL, by 1049' mu rom A.A station at that-'instant, its not commercially prudent 

.. -~-~r.i~o"hydel, by 262 mu from C~Ss/-,.by 25~ to opt for sale:·of power. ;" 
· !1].!:J-,-frgrn NCE, by 10,124 mu fro'm fDPs cl.fl~ ;,, .. 
9tb

1
~r~:·cmd by 28 mu ~rom· APGPCL. T 1e st,,"g'r} ' ihere is no ~j~hotomy between energy availability 

.i;J.JJ,>P,ly'J,includes 661 mu-from KSK M ihan~_di(•'& dispatch .. The surplus is assessed based on the 
-~8~~~ipu from Hihduja, 7$ mu from lfheiKD§ll -~otential plant availability, subjected to the 
~9W,,er Jech and 6566 mu from, 600 MW . ~qndition of ac;:tessibility of sufficient fuel. 
·R!3fQ0. Did the Disco ms claim ~me ·coj)~pt :,: .. 
!i,g~fqited damages from the power statio:r,i.~ ,Jhe DISCOMs have ta~en ·every possible step to sell_ 
{:.Ol;1c~r~ed for lesser supply of powe as p,er . the surplus power -available at their disposal. 
'l;h,~-.:,ter:'o,s and con_ditions in their re~pectiy~ · f\vailability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
,P,R,is,,wnerever applicable? The Disco ns hav'lf the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night 

l {,.[~r,\l\li :. 
t:'•J.J' •• ;;-sr.,-1 :t 
I of',. r..,. _t. •,., , 

.~~: :·r:' :r }, 
1; ;1. ... , ~ t • 
I. A,-"?"" I 

~ ....... 
-! ~~, ~·t--'"'".'i ~·:. 
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not explained· the rea$ons for shortf2iil in 
generation and supply of. power. Despitet,, the 
claimed shortfall in generation an.d s~,p_.p)y of 
power, the ·Di~coms have shown an u1~sold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 20115-17. 
This dichotomy shows· 'how unrealistically 
energy availability and despatch/ were 
proposed by the Discoms' and 'determinetl\-and 
approved by the Hon'ble Commission. .. , 

f ower etc) 
revenue. 

..... 
. ' , 

' 

EPDCL Response(,• ~~ , ' 

is important to '•'fetch· reasonable 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384I mu, I is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
~he Distoms have purchased 1707 mu fret» fhe c armed by the objector is not the actual surplus 
market against 294 mu permitted by the generation. It is only the potential to generate 
Commission, At the same time, the Drscfoms s Jrplus subjected to the availability of r,equired fuel. 
have claimed that they have purchaseci.\!10:1. Most of the thermal generating stations were falling 
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs-· ag¥inst s 1ort of expected generation due to shortage of 
3054 rnu approved by the Commission.\ the oal. 
Discoms have claimed that they•-' hav!:! 
purchased mu from the market at a tdtal ,cl:>'st l Jlfter considering the power available from, all the 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amount· 'of s JL!rces, tbe DISCOMs fell sbort. of , energy 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purcha~~· of :! ,ailfthility, and in order to ensure reliable & 
1413 mu. It needs to· 'be clarified by ·the uninterrupted power supply, the DJSCOMs have 
Disco ms whetJ,.er additional purchases on ¥ uch r ,sorted to market purchases and additional 
a higher scale were made by them without purchases. 
seeking prior consent' of the Ho1,'ble 
Commission, bath in terms of quantum ,atid 
cap for tariffs to be paid, ·and the procedut'e to 
be adopted for such purchases to en~ure 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had1 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 compe,itive 
bidding for such pwchases, it refl~cts 
"executive arrogance" ·.of the powers-'that-be 

'I 

who handled such purchases ffo.m 
VidyuthSoudha. It ls a negation of the 
directions given periodically by the HorJ'.ble 
Commission on additional power purchasei5-to 
be made by the Discoms and ref11=cts 
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they 
need not ~-~ek prior · permission of 

1

the 
Commission for such purchases and their 
contempt for regulatory requirements ;and 
questionable approach that the Commission 
would or should give its consent to s;uch 
purchases as and when they seek. : 

j" .• ,, ' . , 
i. 

'.' 

. : 
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' Para No /Brief Issue . ': , l Li EPDCL Response a,j .,. 
11------,.......,...----'------,---(---l-!,---,--f----------,-,''--------!'--------__. .. _,_-I 

5. Trye ~D'istoms have maintained that tt ey, ha.ve Thermal Gen~rating stations located in Telangana_, 
intu·rred fixed cost of Rs.8551 c~ore' agains.t State are oldei units when compared to the stations 

. J , .. , •-: ' ' 
Rs·:8821 crore approved by the Comm1ssiont' located in An'dhra Pradesh. This causes, per, unit 

" • I "'" 
This · mainly due to failures of th'e · poweti fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side 
sta·tions ~oncerned to · supply , aop'~ov~9;. tvhen compar~d to its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quantu'm of power. At the same \i -ne, the •-reason behind' payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
biscpms have paid additional variable cost~ib~ Dl6COMs wh~n: "Regulation" of power came into 

.. ' Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against. for.ce between AP & TS. . 
Rs•.lf.·;,989 crore approved by the Commissio~.l ,; , 
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid a ~dition:;i), puring certain instances in the grid operations, 
other·99~ts by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.8~0 cro~i:!, }h~rmal Power Stations are backed down to 
aga.ihst , Rs.729 crore approved by thij ··accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
Commis~ion. The reasons for the same need ·.' ,have been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
tp be explained by the Discoms to exam}nf _period of ba~king downH the thermal generating 
w.hetlier .such higher payments are jw tified'.i-or , ~tations have.. to · be compensated for fixed 'cost 
ndt. That apart, fixed cost being ~ixed ii} payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
t,atUre; ,it cannot increase for purcha5e of th~ 'provisions of the PPAs. , 

.... ijtfar,i\utn of power approved' JV fHe \ '·' 
· Comm1ss'ion. Therefore, the moot ooint!) r1 As the backin'g down details sought are pert~i'ning 
w.hetber. the Disco ms backed down c ~pacities to older period., the same.twill be furnished sho'r;tly. 

' p,f :,t.11.e,;' $tations of AP Genco am,{ 'p, id fixe~ . ;.;· • · : , 
c]1~:rge.~' therefor. If so, what: w~re to~' .. 

, 
1 qµ~rit~tn -of power backed down by ·::rtbf · 'J . :i~ 

Qi:scqr;.i? ar:1d fixed charges paid there1 or tq.;,!\'P.: · le ;: 

(3e1;1<j:O and other thermal stations, ifar y? , fr.·:~'. ·.: , ," 
6. fhe ,DisCOll)S have shown that they CJUl~~r~l p~~Vpiling price in the Short-Term market at the 

s-eJh,t~surplus of 1765 mu, with a var atioi).;c:~f 'tirn~ of surplus. availability with us is the criteria for 
,. Rs.44;63 crore. At the same time,. .t~ ey hay~ :selling power:qutside. If the prevailing price is lesser 

pur.cl;l,ased •,1241 mu more than Vy ,at w~s ,_than the marginal variable cost of the generating 
~p;pr.o'\{.eg by the Commission from the market ~tation at that instant, its•not commercially prudent 
W.,h~tir~ the reasons for the scjme? Did the· W opt for sale of power . 

• ~ l 'fl 
Dls,cpm§'~ack down thermal power in order tQ , • ., , 

' ./ 

purcha~e.; high cost and must-n n n9r,i.t The DISCOM~·have taken.every possible step to sell 
QQ_':1,Vil;!ijtional energy, exceeding th~fr, -the surplus 

I 
power available at their disposal. 

p~lig'atl<;>ns under RPPO, and pay fixec charges-, Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
theref.i;>"rr, If so, what are the costs pe r unit:?f · the Day (Pea~ Load Hours; Day Time Power, 

1
f}Jight 

· -~~.l;i•,p,t.irchased and per unit co~.t of po½(Ajlj' Power etc) , is important to fetch reasodable 
-~mm , ,;tlie thermal stations bac't<ec do,wnt revenue. R~, •

1 
.Power:, tia.s been purchased\ in 

~t:atfgi\-.wise and unit-wise? ,. ..' accordance "'(ith the .provisions of the approved 
· ·,,r,''.:,w'' ·,.';h, PPAs and regulations governing grid operations .. 

•• 
4
,1 i 

:1·•.,•,,'--\1:,. • J,\11 As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
11;~.1.,;hif' ,',!:\:-'I , t9 older period, the same will be furnished shortly. 
i;\J; n11/•~ ... 

1
" f~r' ~t'(, .~ 

7 ._ Tb/! RJsfoms have claime~ that follow ng {i~:~~-: /t is to inform that short payment of fixed cost 
~ GC),Sits,·,A~termined by the Com mis ion;.-fP,r, . W.9uld take place, if the generator didn't achieve the 

SPSrp~ stage I (2x800 MW} on 2.3.2( 19J tl)e~ . tijrget availability factor as specified in the relevant 
@fJVei:to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2011 -16 a'.nc}. · RPA. ~ 

t 1:f \J:r Rr 

;t~" ,:;._, ~;'!:-,\ :~:1 ·, 
.. ~ ,• 

.,,,, ,,::,.1 ., .. {\ ~ . ' ' 

.. ' 
tp," • ~ t/;:• d ~ J~ ,.,,t 
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'I.. •• •' 

Para !'.'lo /Brie'f Issue -~ii~-:i;r_-·:i~1t,·· ·. EPDCL Respo~se'.', 

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2~16-17 additionall~ -- . ' : • 
~he project. When the Commission fixed, an T ~e matter of not allowing the fixed c9st payments 
interim tariff .of Rs.3.63 ,per unit, with 1a, fixed or. retrospective basis to Sb.ST'P.S. is .within the 
cost of Rs.1'.02 per unit, and when· aqtual purview of the Hon'ble APERC .. :· :: 1 • •. ' 

energy avaifed from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF l. .. , , ·· ·; 
of 41.96% only:for the year 2015-16 and .wjth a 
PLF of 78.99% f_or the year 2016-17, andyJhen 
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16 
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the fixed 
costs determined by the ~om mission for; the 
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should, not, be 
applied with retrospective effect. Ther~~ore, 
we request the Hon'ble Commission ·ndt to 
approve payment of. additional sµfn f of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discerns have claimec:1-to 
be paid to the said station under trueLup. 
When fixed cost was· approved ·by )'he 
Commission for threshold level PLF and' When 
the station could achieved PLFs less than that, 
liquidated damages should be collected· ·from 
SDSTPS-1 for generation\~nd supply of po:Y'fer 
below threshold level. ) ; ' 

i . 

·- .. ,. 
... "'W l ~ I ; .. . . 

8. The Discomsf•, have claimed that' while ·the ownership wise/ Source wise variation in respect of 
Commission approved Rs,2.29 per unit as 1the 
average variable cost for the year 2~16.-17, 
they have paid @ Rs,2·.94 per unit on, an 
average. They have not ~xplained the rea$ons 
for paying higher variable costs., !• !The 
justification or otherwise for paying higher 
variable costs need to be examined. 

tt e per unit variable cost is givin 'i'n Table•,12' of the 
p ~\ition. 

,, ' 

T e increase in variable cost is rdue to increase in 
B, sic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment:tFOA) levi~d by the 
C< al/ Gas companies and increased freight charges 
le ✓eled by Railways and other . transportation 
a1 encies. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs O her Costs include expenditures incurred on 
J?aid by them increased to Rs.830 cror'e·, f~om account of Additional Interest on pensfo.n bonds, 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. in ,entives paid if any and actual payment of Income 
They have not explained what those -o~her Tc x. These are the prudent e~l?enditures made by 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 cro~e was the DISCOMs and submitted for admission in to the 
paid by them additionally. The justificati6n)ind True-Up ' · ' · · ' · 
permissibility for paying :such a huge amdunt .. :· ; 
for unexplained other 1 ·costs need to 'be • ,," 

I ~ ~: 

examined. ' 
10. We request the Hon,.);>le Commission i _to 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 c~pit;I term loan of 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of ~he Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15 
Discoms for the year 2016.-17 under UDA'( 1nd Crs. of the AP.DISCOMs outsta'ndil'\g as on 30th 

deduct the same from their true-up dain:is'.. In September, 2015. Accordingly .. Go{\P issued 
' the subject petition, the Disco ms h9ve ;not G. 3.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & jnvestment 

given the details of taking over of their debt by (P )Wer-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016. 
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.,, 

GoAP 'under UDAY. . , , '·' Outstanding loans as J= 
,. i ~•1 
?/:' ii i 

1
~ {on 30-09-2015 

;,,•. \ 

.~·:·.; Capex Loani\' • 3712.49 
,-y, Working cap.ital loans 8461.76 

• •1\.( •• FRP Bonds L(~bility 2546.15 
l ( V 

' 
,~ •'. \: '.;,'Total " 14720.40 

) :i~s 1~1.~1;1 i ~~{rt. .,.-~1:p Out of the t0~al outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 
J Crs. as· on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval 

' · ·· .. ~::~( '..!2>'r. takeover of' 75% of working loan~ (Rs.6346.32 

; J \·:, ... ·· ~:~} }~rs.) and 100~ ;9f FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 
·:;j1 _: . 1• . EPDCL SPDCL Total 

:~:;· ; _ _:;<:~;·\\.,, ; . • ... Against 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
.. ,. :-, . :L.: ,....· F_R_P_B_o_n_d_s __ -t- __ 

1 
_--+-------i------1 

, ,. ,: • • -} •• ·.1 Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
, • '

1 
;.-· , • il,:1• working cap· ital 

l >I, .,, 'a ( t } • ~ i ~ , 
t""~.t~.,"'·•~":.,/ •·i~$, .. 

1 
~1 J 

t,1 ·~-~~ ~, ... t~, .. t i• , £~Jt .. 1---o_a_n ____ -+- __ • --+----+---------1 

,i \.! . .1:·.•~ A:'ttJ:1; ~ • \~ 11 Total , , 3300.~8 5591.99 8892.47 
..... ~~;1 ', :· ~~~)t,·J~} J -...~t 1 ,3 !'• As on date ~GoAP has taken over loans as given 
11 / •.. 1- '' "'·.· b I ''. , , , • •· . ., • e ow: . ., .. _. 

i ... ~•.(.~;··.,. • '.~'.f '- EPDCL: SPDCL Total' 

1~::(;t· · ' ,1- .,,,f Against 1d6% 904'.4&' 1005.23 1909.69 
• ! ,, • t1;i~}it_ , ~:~ FRP Bonds r_x 
· • ', •v• :,';:, · •·• ;.1 \ 1-A-g-a-in_s_t __ 7"""t_%_"'+-2-0-9-.4-.5-3-+-4-2_5_1_. 7-9--+-6-34-6-.-32--1 

•· r, ,.;• l' 1· · • ,.;t•il{: ', working cap,ltal 
~ ,"' ~. t1 f;:~:1-. l ,_ltJ ; -· ' • • • " · ~1-~•s•• 'loan ~ ·- 1 ~; l ,. ~ ~, l t-'-·----~· -t------+-----+-----t 

}~J~ Jr,:~<?.Hl<~;~~ " ,;:;,}; .♦~Total 't,. 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. The Discoms have claimed that th.!=Y v1ere able.· Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit 

t~-. pr9cure power from short-tevn S0~.£5~l. :/Seroved by ':t,he Corl)mission is the weighted 
... Jron;J)he market at an average rate cf RsA~~t; :faverage cost .'~f procurement. Even though the 

P,er ur,iit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per u'n1f 1actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
., 't fl':,~ l ,¥ I~ l)rli,,' '~ 

,·:, ,. ap~nr,V.~.d by the Commission. The cos per un.{~ - ,~o Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is 
approv~d by the Commission is u'p~er Jimft: .c:ontained well below the price approved by the 
oi:i!y.'Th~ Discerns have purchased po ,ver fro,d{ •l-lon'ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff 

• t\ 1 " ~ ' 1 ~J J • 
, . mar,k~t' a,t a cost per unit ranging rom tn~· Order. 

:~· ,:.l?}i~~(o.f:Rs.0.24 to th!= highest of :Rs. 7.68. r6~'-~·:·;:. ,; 
!( 1 1?.l?S:91Tl$~.cannot justify purchasing po /I/er frorn,., lt ·is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-

~~1;_;)h.i·tri~,:~ft at costs higher than the u1 per H0Jt.',i_.ahead basis fom the ,market, in certain inst~nces 
cleterminep by the. Commission, u11der th~ the time bloc~ wise discovered price exceeds. the 
facjle pretext that the average co~t per u}11t average pric~: approved_:, py the Commission, To 
paid ls;:less than the upper limit }fi1xed by tbh ensure reliao'.le 24X7 •~tpower supply to., the 

" .. -t~ /. , }\f )-',,f I \ \ ~ ..... I 0 

" Comrrii~sion. In other words, the Discoms have Consumers, tlfo DISCO Ms are procuring power from 
,: .. paJsed· on the benefit of costs paid b'=low th~~· short term . ~burces, after exhausting receivable 

" ·u1:>P.~U}mit fixed by the Commission to ;or),~~~,p.ower from .jll commhted sources, to meet the 
. ,. ·of•tlie·;_companies trading in power ·1 y p~~i~~:.' '?hortages onlyi 

.)J} the,m,,ct?sts higher than the.upper limi fixed:.by~ i.' ·\ 

•• 1 • i~e. ··:e;ommission. We request the Hon~b)i. Per unit rates .in the exchanges .during peak hours 
"r!~~•il1t1~·:• ✓ 1 

l ._ j: : f'"~! !., 
I ,. i "': •• ~~ 

f ,1, \J \f: •,:: .. h 

l,. t >,:.' • 

' 1 J,l',!h., :~ \"IS,/ 
1 ~ '\ J t ., 1 

.. "' .... J '-1:~,.~~ l,r;tl'·'•~ 

,. ... •.l' t "' IT 
\ .: 11 ... ,, ... , .... ,,,..., 1, . 

'. \•..41 ,r~,-l••.!. 
oJ .. ~, :~tG;. 
~11',_~ .. I ~ 

1~ ,,. ;( 
/1~ i: 1· •• 

l .~ .. '!.J: 
•. ,;! 
,l , ' I • 

:, ;! ~il ,·~ 
I l -~; ; -.. 

j ) • 

.. ,1\.\ . .,.. , 
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Commission to direct the Disco ms lo .. seek re usually higher than the ceiling,rates approved by 
additional subsidy required for purch'ases on'ble APERC. • If the · prot"i:.rre.ment ·. 'rates· are 
made in market far exceeding the q'i..l~f\ltum estticted to the ceiling rates aUrihg peal< hours, 
permitted by the Commission and from· 0ther ISCOMs woutc;I not get the required power, 
sources from GoAP, since they did r:iot ··seek I ading to load shedding. 
prior approval of the _Commission ,-~for 
purchasing additional quantum, rrocedu1re to j 
be adopted for real and transpr3rent 
competitive ·bitjding ~nd. cap on tari~f. I The I 
powers-that-be should f?e brought rounp to 
scrupulously ~dhere to regul,11pry 
requirements of the Commission for 
purchasing power and additional power. ' 

. ... r 

I 1 4: 

12. Any additionai supplies made to LT agriculture, 
with addition'al costs, the same should ·be 
sought as additional subsidy by the Discioms 

he Hon'ble Commission has already passed order 
v de IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No·. 1 of 2016 dated 
... 7.10.2017 to provide addl subsidy of Rs. 64.26 

from GoAP. · rares to APEPDCL. . 
13. Carrying cost claimed bY, the Discoms to: the F r the reasons beyond in the control of the 

tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the ISCOMs, the True-Up claims have. been submitted 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not perr:iissible. ith a delay and carrying. co~t -~lso has been 
We request the Hon'ble Commission to r~je.ct c aimed. The. Hon'ble Commissi.on is. fl;!quested to 

, • I \ • t ' ~ 

the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms !have c ndone the delay and approve the True-Up claim 
to submit their true-up claims in time and the i eluding carrying costs. • 
consumers should not pe penalised fpr ,d~l9y . . . . 1, .••• 

caused by the Discoms in submitting the same. E ~n 1f true-ups are filed in time, carryrng costs are 
i evitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on 

•) v orking capital availed towards additional power 
p ·ocurement cost. 

14. We request the Hon'ble Commission'. to \JI ithin the purvi w of Hon'ble J..\PERC 
provide us an opportunity to make further 
submissions in person . during the pi.;iblic 
hearing after receiving responses of 't~e 
l?iscoms to our above-mentioned submissio.ns 
and studying al'.'ld analysing the same. 

Yo I rs faithfuli~ 

{~ 
r4too/ 

,l\PEPDCL: VISAKHAPA Tr\lAM 
j 

Copy submitted to ' , 
The Secretary, APERC, 4TH Floor, 11-4-660, Sinfareni B avan, Red Hills, Hy erabad-500004. 

7 



,, 

,, ,, ' 

,,)_.. 

:. ,I 

, ', 

' 

I' ,.' 

1, 
,/ .. 
l'h 

). ... _: .. ; 
I• 

t• .. , 

, .. 

,.. 

/ 



\ ... ,~ 

EASTERN POW.ER DISTRIPiJTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED 
' I ' 

CORPORATE OfFIC_E,:: ~ISAKHAPAl'NAM 
,. 4. 

From 
I • 

The Chief General Manager, 
PPA, RA & QC, 
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam -530013 .. 

,. 

,. 

I 

1 
I• 

To 

Sri. Ch.Narasingaro, 
, State Secretariat Member; , 
... Communist Party of IndiA (Marxist),, 

.... N.P.R Bhawan, H.No. 28.:6.:8, • ~ 

Yallaf!lmathota, Jagadamba Jn;; ~-, 
Ema}I: chnra~_33@gmail.cqm ,

1
., 1,. 

tr.No.CGM/PPA. RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RJ.{c/F:Trne-Un/D.No. I .g3 /19 dt. 0 §:10!2019 

Sir, ( r l • 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC - Replies to th'e 'Object! ms received on True-up petition fil~d .bv. 
APDISCOMS o~· Retails Supply 

0

Elu;iness for2016-17- Regarding. ,. .. ·.a .. , 
,, 

Ref: Your Objection l~tter dated. 17-98~2019 

ll I, 0 

We are in i'eceipt of your suggestion/ pbjectio ~s on True-up petition filed by .APDISCOMS on 
"'! ~ \ 

' 
Retails Supply Business for 20~6-17 and th~ same is herewith acknowledged with thcJnks .. P~ra wise 

,. 
replies of APEPDCL are as follows: ' .. 

' •. 
t 

' 
.. , I 

' - : 
Pam No /Brief Issue EPDCL Response· • 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being indep!;!ndent .. _ ·. · .... 
entities should have su.bmitted their true-up I. is to inform that, in view of the uniform natttre oi 
applications separately. However, a common l,etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of . . . 
application is filed by b.oth the Discom:s f9r the 1 he service area of the distribution licensees, the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revenue j DISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16~ 1 nit True-Up also on uniform basis qcrqss the State. 
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 201~-16 I urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs,!2580 ; round 80% of the entire expenditure of 
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying c.ost Distribution business is being incurr~d centrally to 
of Rs.3212 crore at an iQterest rat(;! of 12% < ptimize the procurement CO$t. ar.id'. reduce the 
considering FY 2019-20 as the year , of i ransaction ~ost!=. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
approval. Wha~ever be the true-up· am~unts i ow~r purchas·e cost variation )s m~~Pr.~lement ahd 
that the Hon'ble Commission is goihg to ~ o the DISCO Ms have proposed for uniform· levy of 
permit, its impact on consumers shoy'ld be ·~er unit True-up across the Staie. ·· 
confined to the respective true-up amou'nts of 
the Discom concerned. It shoul,d not' 6~ .. an 
average for the entire State. . : 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoins c:ITairns 
that their claims for true-up pertain to the:year 
2016-17, at page :1,9, the Discoms have claimed 

f 

' ! 

' 
< 

I 

1 
l 

f 

f 

• F e~enue True-up to the extent· of'. Rs 2$17 Crs 
~ ertalning to FY 2015-16 has bl;!en claimed 'as part 
cf True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up 

.. 1 . 

. .,, 

r • 

; 
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Para No /Brief Issue ·' • EPDCL Response 
true-·u·p {or the year ?O_j.5-16 al~o; . Withoyt' has''not been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 
giving details pertaining to the sa"rDe. It ·Js;1 

~,. 

4' 
-i 

strange' that the Hon'ble Commission has!•, The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non­
is·s·ued public notice, inviting objectic ns ,and: ·•t~friff income: f..or the Retail Supply Business in its 
suggestions in the subject petitibn, iNitholllt1 · ~etail Supply Tariff Ord.er for every financial year. 

: ,·dire<l:ting" . the Discerns to file: r~quire,.d ,However, tariff and non·-:tariff income approved by 
information relating to their true ~p:diirns'fbr, the Honourable Commissfon is different from' the 

.. ' ,:201!5...::J.:6 ·also and without incorpora1 ing the; >a~tual reven\:re realized:- If the actual revenue 
:. l1 J ) 

., ·same·. in the subject petition. We;~eq1 est the' realized is lower than the approved revenue, the 
,. Honrbl'e: tommission to direct the Dis ·oms.·t~1 'Petitioners incur losse$. · Hence, the Petitioners 

ifile their true-up petition for the year Qls.:t~1 ,request the Honourable Commission to consider 
separa1ely with all the-required inform, tto~ .. -At~ "true-up/true-down for the.revenue also. 
page 2p, the Disco ms have di~honestlY ::lajtne.cj' Further, the ,DISCO Ms· have written· to a letter 

,. , that the claimed true-up ·amount of R• .1.lil411 (IJ.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
.crore is for,retail supply business ·for.1he y~~r,: /16 dated 15-0.1-2017) tb the Hon'ble Commission 

. . 2016-17. ,';-,, -~~eking amendni~nt to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
• ', I I this effect. 

3. While the Hon'bl_e Commission apP.1 ov~d \a1• Whenever there is a short supply of power from the 
total power purchase of 56,805 mu for tli'e plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 

... yeaf 2016-17, the actual purchases da med 6g'. ·-structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
t~e Di~to_'ms are 52,561 mu only1 i.e.~\ )er1'i,s:.~ :i:; the issues of Plant 'ayailagility (either due to 
le~s~r pur,chase of power by 424'4-'mu." Despite

1 
outage or due to shortage of supply) capacity 

I • _, .._ .- ~ ., 

tn13t, ,;against total power purchase· cosi '.of.·, charges payable: to . such generators would be 
Rs:2]>7_3·g· crore_ approi~d by the C,o~ niss!~n1 : 'reduced proportionatel~-as per the pro.visions of the 

. , the Drscoms mcurreclJ an expend1 ure ,,<;rf , pPA. •,> ~ -, JI 

, Rs.25;455 crore for power pui:cha e, f~.,, :· • · .. , l~~ • '. ~.1 

higher;,by Rs.2,917 crore: They haVE shown' Main treason. for defkiency in supply is less 
l~s$er :p_ayment of Rs.27,0 crore towa;~s ff~ep; availability declaration by the concerned Generator 
c9s,t,.bigher payment of Rs.3086 crot·e o.warcl~i :owing to shortage of Coal and the. payment of 
·.va.~iaf:?le' cost and higher payment of R$.-~01 ~!=apacity charges are made accordingly. 
crore .towards other costs for the yec r 20167: 1• ., 

P:· Jhe,Discoms have claimed that s ~~op\y' o~. P.revailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
POVl{_er )s lesser vis a vis· energy c esp~t~b ,time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 
~P,Pf!Oyed by the ~om'mission fqr: t 1e ·year; . selling power ou.tside. If t~e prevailing price is lesser 
?016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco the mal, by; 'than the marginal variable cost of the generating 
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu rom AR1 station a_t that instant, its not commercially prudent 

· · · G,!=_nco ~ydel, by 262 mu from <;:GSs, by 2:sj1 to opt for sale of power. 
mu frqm NCE, by 10,124 mu from .1 'Ps ~nd:. • ,. 
9tJ:rers1~and.by 28 mu from APGPCL T 1e s~orf .fhere is no dichotomy between energy availability 
sµpply, il)c.ludes 661 mu· from KSK M, hanadt°>i & .dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the 
?8?8- m.u ,.from Hinduja, 75 mu from rherrn.at potentia

0

I plant ava_ilability, subjected to the 
p.o,yver ,:ec_h ·and 6~66 :mu from_ 6 ~O f'/IW _' condition of accessibiljty of sufficient fuel. 

'DB FOO. Did the Disco ms·· claim and co Ilea . '. . · ' . . . . 
" "~ • • ♦ ' r I _, o 

. li'quid~t.~~. damages fr~m the po"'1~r ~ta~ion,sj The DISCOMs:,h~ve ta.ken every possible step to sell 
~.gn,,ce~red ·for lesser suppl'y of p9,V\.'.e as jJ~r. the surplus -power · avail.able ·at their disposal. 
}b~_.r:twr;ns and co11ditions in their r-e )pect/.'(e: Availability of.surplus power on the basis of Time of 

, P,PA;;J wherever applicabl~? The Disco· ns haMfl , the Day (Peals: Load Hours, Day Time Power, ,Night 
:,;;. ,, ..• j, . •' 

I ,. ~' _.¥ t , J 

.-:~,;~·;·" : ~·~i~:•;,t.t, . ' ,' ,) .. 
"i\!f \<; i :; l'J I 

• I 

' . 2 

i ....... 
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not explained the reasons for short~all in Power etc) is important to 'fetch' reasonable 
generation and supply of power. Despifo the revenue. 

' ' 
claimed shortfall in generation and sup~ly of 
power, the Discoms l'ia,ve shown an u·nsdld 
~urplus of 10,384 mu lfor 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. 1 

• , , 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10;3g4 m.u, It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
the Discerns have purchased 1707 mu frotn the claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus 
market against 294 mu permitted by· the generation. It h, only the pot~·ntial to generate 
Commission,. At the same time, the Discorns surplus subj~cted to the availability of required fuel. 
have claimed that they ,have purchase~ 901 Most of the thermal generating s.tations were falling 
mu additionally" from gJs-based IPPs ag1;1inst ~hart of expected generatiQn due to shortage of 
3054 mu appr'oved by the Commissio~. The ~oal. 
Discoms have claimed that they have 
purchased mu'from the market at a tdtcil cost 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amouht of 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purr 1,ase of 
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by the 
Discoms whether additional purchases orl such 

~fter. considering the .power ava_il.able from all the 
sou~ces~ the DISCOMs fell . short of energy 
availability, and in order to ensure reliable & 
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have 
esorted to market purchases .and additional 

a higher scale were made by them without purchases. 
seeking prior consent of the Ht;>n'hle 
Commission, both in ter~s of quantuY1f ·and 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the proc~cl1,1fe to 
be adopted for such purchases to ~nsure 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not 
sought and got permis_sion of the Hqn'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 · lrom 
VidyuthSoudha. It is ~ negation - of the 
directions given periodically by the .Hqn'ble 
Commission on additionai power purcrja~·es to 
be made by the Dfscoms and 'reflects 
recklessness of the powers-that-be th'at 1 tra~y 
need not seek prior permission ·,6f the I , 

Commission for such purchases an.cl 'their 
contempt for regulatory requirements 1 and .... 
questionable approach that the Co111m(ssio~ .. , 
would or should give its consent 'fo ;such 

I ' 
purchases as and when th.ey seek.. ~ l · 

' 

( 

I ... 
!-

.. . 
' 

I 
,, 

' I 
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, Para No /Brjef Issue · ,.~ '- · ., , i EPDC::L Response a.. 
5. The Discoms have maintained that th~y haye II, thE;?rmal Gen~rpting stations located in Telangana 

incurred fixed cost of ~s.8551 crore against ·i1' State .are older units whet)' compared to the stations 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the >=om1-11ission. lqcated in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit 
This mainly due to failures of ~the powe; ~ foced co~t of generating stHtions i,ra TS at lower side 
stations concerned ·to supply. a1prov$,d ~hen wmpar 7d t0 its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quantum of power. At the same, tin e, · the·ll reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
Discoms have paid additional variable Jpsts'.6~ :1 DISCOMs wl·i~'n "Regulatio~" of power came into 

{ .. ~ ' f 

Rs.3.086 .crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore •agqfj'lst Ji' force betweef1 AP & TS::-,,. 
·Rs,12,989 crore approved by the Comr~issio'n. ,,i' : , 'r e,:}1~ 
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid ad ~itfon~I :' . .During certajfl instance~ {in the grid operations, 
other costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., .~s.83), crd~~ f Thermal Po~er Statio~f are backed down to 
aga_inst Rs.729 crore approved . ·l:y • tl,:~ :: accommodate Re,newahle Energy sources which 
Commission. The reasons for theisarne ne~i:I ,l have been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
to be explained by the Discerns ~t;, eKamine ,;, period of .b.a.oking down, the thermal generating 
whether such higher payments are:Just fied or :j ~tations have. to be compensated for fixed cost 
not. That apart, fixed cost being. fixed .fn :! payment, if t~ey confirm the availability, as per the 
nature, it cannot increase for purchase 'o'f:the' provis1ons of the.PPAs. 

• } ..... f• 

quantum of power approved·, • b" "'the .• · 
Commission. Therefore, the moof{ poin't, .is I 'A; the backingfoown details sought are pertaining 

,t ~ ,. ~ - ; 

wh~tbJ:r the Discerns backed down ca >acities 
I 

tQ older period~ ti:\e,satyte will be furnished shortly. 
of, .the· ,stations of AP Genco and \paicl fi>;1o, - .. " 
charg~~ therefor. If so, what•~ we e hhe': ,_ 
q~a,nt.yrp; . of power bac.~ed doyJn . JY }th_e ' : 
Qiscor.n_s and fixed charges paid therefc r "tJ Ap' , 

. , .. 
Genc;o and other thermal stations,.-it' an1 ?, •( ;·'( 1 , 

·6. The 1Pisc0rns have shown that they, co l.lld. ,not I Prevailing pri'ce in the Short-Term market at the 
selJ ~ sµrplus of 1765 mu, with a.~ari, tion ,of time ~f surpl~s availability with us is the criteria for 
~s.4~?-A·. crore. At the.!sam.e tim.e, they hive; ~elling pow~ri~utside. If.!~~ prevailing price is lesser 
pyrch.as,ed• 1241 mu more thar:i:· w~ 3t "YciS · than the marginal varia~le cost of the generating 
aJ?provep by the Commis,sion from the 'in~rls~t.: station at tha(instant, •it~ ·_not commercially prudent 
W~at .~re the reasons for the same? -Did ·,the I to opt for salet'of power. ' 
[?iscprn~ 'ba:C:k down thermal power in ( rderjo- : ; , • • 

" " . 
purchase .high cost and must-rur n(i)n-'. The DISCOMS·pave taken every possible step to sell 
q:inventiotial energy, • exceeding .t,heir I 'the surplus ··power available at their disposal. 
ol:;>ligations under RPPO, and pay fixed harg¢s; .Availability of:surplus power on the basis of Time of 
therefor? • If so, what are the costs1 per unit:of 1 ,the Day (Peak' Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night 
NCE purchased a~d per unit cos(of po\,v.~r: Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
fron;t ,:the thermal sta.tions backed doWri,.: revenue. R~ . '.power has been purchased in 
station-wise and unit-wise? · , accordance with~. the -provisions of the approved 

, : , , ·:i PPAs and r~gulations governing grid operations. 
, .. : .. • . ·· .. ;· .. ~ . , ~s the backing down details sought are pertaining 

, - . : ! to·older period, !h~ same will be furnish_ed shortly. 
~ 

t J ... , \ 

7. The Discerns have c_lairiled that follo,wil g fixed; It :i.s to infori'Q .. that short payment of fixed cost 
costs_-. determined by_ the CommJssion for,.: ,would take pl~ce, if the g'enerator didn't achieve the 
SDSTPS,.stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2;0" 9, -t~ey. target availability factor as specified in the relevant 
haye ··t9 pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2,015 16 ancl: PPA. · ; .. ,. . ·. 

~ t';• 4 
>. ~~ ... ,. 
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Para No /Brief Issue ·. 1
• i '. 

1 EPDCL Resp~nse 

Rs.1145.9.4 crore for ~016-17 additionally lo •• · 
the project. When the' Commission·. fixed 'tan 7 he 'matter• of not allowing the fixed. cost payments 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63. per unit, witn .a.fi~~d c n, ~etrospective basis to SDST.PS (s.__within the 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and wheH~ a~t~a'l· r ·f ·unliew of th,e Hon'ble· APERC. _·:. '·. ' 
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with. ;j P~F. • , • ·, ·1 •' •• 

of 41.96% only forthe year ·2015-16 and ~it'~ 'a 1 · ·· · •. ' 
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and \\then ·· 
the Discoms paid Rs.430:os crore for 20:1;s::.16 

• I 

and Rs.824.27 crore fof 2016-17, the fixed : • 
costs determined by the ·commission foil the 
~tation on 2.3;2019 cannot, and should not, be 
applied with,_ i•etrospective effect. The(efore, 

I 

we request the Hon'ble -'Commission (Mt" ·fo 
approve payment of . additional sµlrr of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have clafmda'to 

' I 
be paid to the said s~ation under true-·up. 
When fixed cost was approved by : t~e 
Commission for threshold level PLF a11tl .. whin ._ 
the station could achieved PLFs less than ~h~f, ' 

'. 

, 
., . 

• ! ' 

liquidated damages should be collect~d "froljll • -
SDSTPS-1 for generatiqn and supply o~ pc?.w.er · • _ . .. . _ 
belowthresholp level.-'' :·1(, '. ·.f , ' 

8. The Discoms ha_ve cl~imed that wh;ile I th;e C wners'hip ·wise/ Source wise variation 1n'respect of 
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unitl a$ t~1e t 1e per unit V?riable cost is given in'Table 12. of the 
average variable cost for the year 2~1($~1; ~ petition. ·, ... : , , 
they have paid @ Rs,2·.94 per unit I ori a , · ,, 
average. They have not explained the ~ea~o~s The increase in variable cost is •clue-to 1ncrease in 
for paying higher variable cost,~., +fh

1
e _Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment'(FC\I\) levied by the 

justification or otherwise for paying 

1

, higher C~al f Gas companies and increased freight charges 
variable costs ~e,.ed to be examined. ; I[ IE ve!ed by Railways and other transportation 

a ~ericies. 
9. The Discoms have claimed that othe:r. costs C ther Costs· inclL1de expenditures incurred on 

• , I i 
paid by them increased to Rs.830 cr!Jt'e tror a ~co;u·nt of Additional Interest on pension bonds, 
~s.729 crore approv~d 'by the Coftis$io7. ir c~htives paid if any and actuai payment of Income 
They have not explained what thrs; 01thlr T:1x.:These are the prudent expenditures made by 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 cr.9~e ;w1s tile B'.ISCOMs and submitted f~r admission in to the 
paid by them additionally. The justifi4~tlon:antl T·ue:-,up · · 
permissibility for paying such a hu~E rn6u1t !) .. r ., •• , ' 

for unexplained other costs neeld toj bej I_ - ' ··· 
examined. \ ! II : ·, 

10. We request the Hanible ·Comm~'ss!on; -:tb . As. p'er Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, G"oAP agreed to 
~etermine the amoun!$ taken overf trn!, y:i br . ~· keJ.i ·over. !5% of working CaRital. term ~oan of 
taken over by GoAP· fliom the ·de]s of., the R).81:61.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds qf Rs.2546.15 

' I • ' th 
Discoms for the year 20lp-'17 under · DtY

1
antl . c·s, of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30 

deduct the same from th¢ir true,-up c'l~i,rns. I~ s 3 pt Imber; _2015. I Accordingly GoAP ' issued 
the subject petition, the Piscoms. have in, t G.o:·~s.No,?7, Energy lnfras~n.i9ture & lny~stment 
given the details of taking over of the;ir ~·e8t b1 (I ower-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016. 

5 

q; 
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,. . _. ,, . , Para No /Brief:lssue l'' 'I · • 
., •• .. .i ' EPDCL R Jc ,,,... ,..., -1---..c..·--1-,--:-::,------"'~'-'•','----......,,e_s-=-p_o_n_se ____ ___,· ___ . ,.., 

" . ·· ':.GoAP under UDAY. " • ,· , -• •· -1,· • Outstanding loans as 
1• • ,1 

'• 

,1 i I-

,; 

-
'' ll • . 

~; 

. ·t . . , 

. ' 

:~ • ·1 on 30--09-2015 
• ·i. ·,, · Capex Loans 3712.49 '' --~-------------------< 

' 

,.:·,: ·:1 · .• Working capitc{Loans 8461.76 
); • 1 FRP Bonds liability 2546.15 
:~ :,._i . ·Total ·.:-~ 14720.40 

, :"'. ~ut of the ~otal· outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 
• .,,. • •

1 .'~rs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval 
• ":·•., · for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 

• '· I .brs1) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). ,. 
_.':;: .. · · E°PDCL SPDCL Total 
;, · .. • . ·,Against 10.0% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 

· ;'.; ~'l : FRP Bonds ,, 
1 

l • , 
\ \.,. ) • I 

> r, 

f :·) . 
_ .. ~; ' 
_..._ ,;' 

Against '175%-2094.53 4251.79 
working cap'\tal ',~, 
loan •~: ·•-l 

6346.32 

.;i ' Total 
~~, J 1 

3300.48 559_1.99 8892.47 
,;:t; ··As on••date ',GoAP has taken over loans as given 

• .'. :·1:. below: .,. . ' " 
. , .11 ' EPDCL " SPDCL Total 

" , 

, t 1-~1 Against 100% 904:46 • 1005.23 1909.69 
f'· / )• · FRP Bonds 

t .,. ' 1 • 

•
1 

• ~ "' Against '75% 2094.53 42S1.79 6346.32 
\, . ' ' 

• :. ·, 
1 

• .)Norking capitl:1I :: 1 

•••• .; · •:-'· ; ""loan · " 
, • •. '

1 <'. ··Total :2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. The Disco ms have clain:,ed that they were abl-e Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
, to procure power from ~hort-ferm SOU[°Ee~ :~pproved by the Corrfmission is the weighted 

' * jj • J • 
fr.QIJl'the rriarket at an average rate o Rs.4'.66 .average cost of procurement. Even though the 

• p~r ~nit against the cost of Rs.5.i7 oer u~if ~ctual cost of:procureme,nt varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
approved by the Commission. The cost per yQit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is 
appr9ved· by the Commission is up~ er llrnii :contained w~II below. the price approved by the 
only. ThE;!·Discoms have purchased pov er fr:oni . Hon'ble Com'mis$ion,. iP. the Retail Supply ,;ariff 

. · market at a cost pe·r unit ranging f om_ tl)El. Order. .. · :-
. lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.i .68. The ,· _. (, 

\ I 

0iscoms.cannot justify purchasing'pov er fro'm It is to inf9rrrl~that, while procuring power ori'Day-
, the market at costs higher than the up jer Ii.mi, · ahead basis fr:?m the market, in certain instances 
. deter-mined by the C.ommission, • un far ~he , the time bloGk wise discovered price exceeds the 
fadl~· ~retext that the average cost ::>er, linji · ·~verage price' approved by the Commission. To 
paid is less than the upper limit fixec __ by th~ ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 

' • • • ~ J ; 

Commission. In other words, the Distorns havei 'consumers~ the DISCOMs are procuring power from 
passed' on the benefit of costs paid be low the ishort term ·so'.urc(:s, after exhausti~g receivable 
upRer limit fixed.by_the,·Commisston o .s·o,mei· power.-from-a,ll·committed sources, to meet the 
of the companies tradfng. in. power b ~ paying ihqrtages on IV: ·. 
~ .- • ., 4' ~ ~( • ~ • 

them costs higher than -the upper limit fixed l;iv, ',1 
1 

• ' • 

~hi Commission. We request .the. Hon'bl~ .',perj unit rates in the e·xchanges during peak hours 

'} f J ' •• 

.. I 

:j' j ,.I .. ... ! 
I 6 ,,: ,. , ; ' I , J 

\) :.{;• 
.. 

I 
~ . ,, ·l I ., . 

', ,. 
I 

;1 

,'.-J \ ' . 
' I I 

i i. 
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, -,... Para No /Br{ef Issue ... : "'-·J ;:' ,: J 'I 7:' · EPDCL Response: .: ... '. · 
f-------------';__--'-------''--------l--l---/-l;---·-------=-----------1 

Commission to direct the Discoms 'to, seek - . r us·ually hig~el' than the ceiling-rates approved by 
additio.nal subsidy required for purchases o 'ble APERC. · If the procurement: rates. are 
made in rnarket far exceeding·the quant.um ·e_tricted to .the· ceiling rates during peak hours, 
permitted by the Comm is ion and f(om 

1
other '1 · €OMs wouJd. ·not get the required power, · 

sources from'GoAP, sine they did not: seek eaf·:!n,gto.loa~d-·s.~_edding. , ...... , 
prior approv~J of th, Commissior; for ... , 
purchasing additional quantum, procedqre to .·, 
be adopted ., for real and transparent 
competitive· bidding and cap on tariff! The 

I • 
powers-that-be,-· should b brought roui~d ·to 
scrupulously adhere to regu(atory 
requirements of the Commission 1 for 
purchasing power and additional power:· l 

12. Any additional supplies. made to LT agrfculture, 
with additional costs, the same shou!'.d be 
sought as additional subsidy by the Dis.corns 
from GoAP. · • ) 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to th·e 
tune of Rs.3i12 crore under true-up toir the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permi~sible. 
We request the Hon'ble Commission t~ feject 
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have 
to submit their true-up claims in time and the 
consumers sh0µld not be. penalised for dei!av 
caused by the Dfscoms in submitting t~e sam~. 

14. We request the Ho 'ble Commission :to 
provide us an_ ,opport nity to mak~ fUJrther 
submissions in perso during the puolic 
hearing after- receivin responses of the 
Discoms to our ·above- entioned su'b~is:si6ns 
and studying and analys ng the same. ! : [ 

• l I 
• I 

' ' 

h~ Hon'ble Commission has already passed order 
ide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated 
7.10.2017 to provide add! subi5idy of Rs. 64.26 
rores to APEPDCL. 
or. the reasc_ms .beyond in the control of the 
!SCOMs, the True-Up claims hav~ been submitted 

_l'itn a deli;ly and carrying cost · also ha,s been 
·,aimed. The _H0-n'ble Commission: Js,r;equested to 

, ' 
·ondone the- delay and approve the True-Up claim 
1·1cluding carrying costs. 

ve11 if true-ups are filed in tirrle, "carrying costs are 
nevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on 
orking capital availed towards a_dditional power 
roturement cost. 
ithin the purview of Hon'ble APERC 

Yours faithfull_y 

I ·• ~ 
: .___..... .. i ief General Managetc,[o lJ • 

' APEPDCL::VISAKH.APATNAM 

Copy submitted to 
The Secretary, ~,P.ERC, 4 TH lo l 

PPA,RA&QC · 

r 11-4-660
1 
Siog reni, l·'h~,,: n, Red .. Hills, Hyderabad-500004, . . I .. 
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From 

.. 
: t ':: • ''( ~ '• ', ~ , •\ ; I ~, i ": 
' ,. i ,. .. , { • 

"\ ......... ~ ... ►- ~ • .. ., .. ,,... • fl 

EASTERN POWE'R DISTl:W:(t.fnol\ C0.\1PANY .. OFA.P. LIMl1"ED . ' ' .. 
CORPORATE' OF!f=ICE :: VISAKHAPAtNAM .. 

. . . f . : ' .. ·.. . • ·' 

To . · ··· .. 
i' 

' ' ' 

The Chief General Manage'r, 
PPA, RA & QC, ·· 
APEPDCL, Corpora.te Office, 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam -530013. 

;, ) t• . . ~ .. 
I "· 

. ~. ! ~ . 

i 

S~i. M . .V'7nugopala Ra9, 
. .. Senior:.Journalist & Co,nvener, , : 

Cent(e ·for Po,11\(.er Studies,' . . . 
H.No.7-1;408 tb 413, ~ 203!. · .. ' 

· ·· · ;, . Sri Sai .Darsan.'R~sidency, .. · · 
Balkarn°p''et :Ro-a,d, Ameerpet, , 

I. • 

• i 

" ' • ' • ' ~ tl • 1.}I 

. " Hyderabad·_ 500 016. · .. 
i . ; ,, , '\ .. ... 1 • 

· , Email :·_vrmumma·reddi@grnail.com 

Lr.No.CGM/PPA RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP /RJI.C/F:TrL e-U~/D.No. l-n 1 
, l ' I ~ 

. /19 dt.<0f. ~10-2019,: 

Sir, \ t I •, 1-i • ~ t"} • ' 
1 

~ 1 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC - Replies to th~ dpjecti rns received on True-up petitioi;i, filed'py _ .. : 
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply ijlisiness for 2016-17 - Regarding. '_'. . · , 

• • • ~ l • -{, • t 

j 

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 1?~98-20}9 · , 
* ~** . 

LIS,. • 1' ~ ' ' 

We are in receipt of your suggestion/objectiot1s 0n True-up petition filed by APDISCOM.S 'on . . ~. 
Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and theisame is herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise 

~ • ,. I 

J .(~, ; .. : f 

replies of APEPDCL are as follows: •1 • 

Para f\lo /Brief Issue 
1 

• 1 • :: : , • EPD'cl Respm:se . 
1-------~---'---'-----~~"---"-~------------'-----'--"-------1 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, .. being indepe11dent . 
entities should have submitted their tr~e-up t is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of 
applications separately. However, a common letail Supply Tariffs across the $t?te inqependent of 

• 1 

application is filed by both the Discerns fdr the he service area of the distribution licensees, the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming re,renue )ISCOMs are proposing to impose· t~e burden of per 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16, unit True-Up also on uniform bas!s across the State. 
a revenue true-up of Rs.53_52 crore for 2015-16 urther Power Purchase cost . which constitutes 
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs.2580 raund 80% of the entire e~penditure of 
crore for the year 2016-17; with a carryln& cost ~istribution business is being .. incurred centrally to 
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest· rate of; 12% opti~ize the procurement cost' 'a1,1"-d-" reduce the 
considering FY 2019-20 as the ·v,epr of 'ransaction costs. Even in the· True-Up exercise, 
approval. Whatever be the true-up armc;iunts l1ower purchase cost variatio11 is malor.elem~nt and 
that the Hon'ble Com.mission is going to , o the DISCO Ms have proposed fof uniform levy of 
permit, its impact onr·consumers shoultl. be 11er uhit True-up across the State. . , 
confined to the respective true-up amourits'"of '·, ::-
the Discom concernecl. It should nqt; b~ 'ah ' ; '· 

\ 

average for the entire StaJe. . 1 ' " ·' 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms ~lalms f evenue True-up to the extent ·of Rs 2817 Crs 
that their clalms for true-up pertain to th'e'year I I erti!iining t~ FY 2015-16 has been· claimed· as part 

I 
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.. 
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I 
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I : • '· . ,Para No /Brief _Issue •· ',.. . : \: r} . , • EPDCL Response ~ ·~ .... 
Q.016-17, at page 19, the Disccims h9ve· laj.iiled ,of.Tru~~u·p pe't1tion for FY 2016-17. Rev·enue true-up 

''f~·e~Up/ for the year 2015~16 also! · ~~(h9.~) ·_lii:\§ not been c[al·~ed earlier for FY 2015-16. . ~" 

f
ivitig/- details. pertaining to the sam , . . •11;: J& ·;::·. l, . ; 

. trarige that th~ Hon'ble Commissi rn '·Was, ,'fl:le Honorable,EpmmJssion approves tariff and non-
• ~ \ l 1 t t~ • 11. 

"" sil~cl public notice, inviting objections .arid ,tariff income f6r'the' Retail Supply Business in its 
uggestions in• the subject· petition~ 1Vitho4-i:1 l ·Retail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year. 

'.1ir:e.et:ing · the . Discoms to file·• r~qufred' However, tariff and non:tariff income approved by 
Ipforrfrat(o~ relating to their true qp cl, ims f?r.; ·~t~e Honqur~ble Commission is differ~nt from the 

!
p1:!?·.,_f~;']'c;1rso and without incorpo'rat ng. ttj:e; 'actual revenue realiz,ed. If the actual revenue 

, ame~·fl\ the subject petition. We reqL est tl)'e.1. r~alized is· ld0er than· the approved revenue, the 
· ·o-o!:b[ii''~ommission -to. d,lrect the- Dis< 9m_s_ :tf /Petitioners i,hcur losses. Hence, the Petitioners 

.. t1~:~n~i{.t~~:-up_~etitio~_/~r th~ year_· ?15~fqi :~equest the i'.~onourap\e: •. Commission to coh~ider 
1 epc1rate\y•w1th all .the.required inf.or.r:nation. ~:t• , true-up/trueJdown for tn.e revenue also. '· 

~ .... • • .., "1, .. t• I' ,.-,.> , ... 

rage,2o;·the Discoms have dishon,estly -raim'EH}I Further, the';•iDIStOMs· UJ:iave written to a letter 
~ •\ :-::- · .. -.. " ,. · r ~ ~ .. ~ •~, i~ ~.~, .... 

,h~_Mhe: cla~med true-up amount'pf R5 .11,144; '(Lr.No.CGM/9pn/SPD~L/TPT /RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
1 ► rore is.ror retail supply business_'for"be y~ar 116 dated' lStOl-2017) to the Hon'ble Commidsion 

• • l•.. l .. I 

).016-17. ;' v• seeking amer.idment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
l ,. ·,. J.•;'.~1 ! · t!iis effect. f, 

3. ~hile::the .Hon'ble Commission. apprpved·/a 1 Whenever there is a short supply of power from the· 
.. J~t~l p~wer purchase of 56,805 rnu for.-,:th.k'!. pl~nts which ~re governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 

', yl:"i:1(::i2P~6-17, the actual purchase-s. claime;c,f6/ ·kv..ucture (Cap~dty Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
t~l;•~i~toms are 52,561 mu only, i.e., tt ere;ti•1~i t~ the issue7. o~ Plant availability (either due to 
l'.e?~:e.r purchase of power by 4244 mu. Desp;if~

1 
outage or d.4~:, to shortc!ge of supply) capacity 

hi:ltr.;against total power purchas,e cost .qf 1• ¢harges payab[e to -.such generators would be 
·ls .. "22.~&3,~ crore approved by the Com nissicin/. reduced proportionately as per the provisions of the 
Ii~ •Qiscmms incurred· an expendi1 ure . 6tl .P.PA. 

t .. 

'· ' 1 
! 
' I 

r ,, 

" 

j 

! 

• \ I ~ • 

~~;,4-55~$~, crore _for_ power pu~cha• e, ·i.i:i.1 ;:: , · 
')ighen'91/ Rs.2,917 crore. · They have sho'-9,~r, _:l;)lain reason, for deficiency in supply is less 
, _le~~~r 1P,a.vment of Rs.270 crore towar ls fix~q! . ~vailability d~'.slaration by the concerned Generator 

:bRriti:,higb,er payment ,of Rs.3086 crore owar~~l )owing to sh~i-tage of Coal and the paymept of 
}7rri~~!f.:?; ·cost and higher' ~aymen\ of Rs . .;t6!, :·_capacity charfies are m~.sJ~ accordingly. '\l 

Gf-9~~~towards other costs for thEl: yec r 201,¢~_!, , . -~ it,.··, . 
~?i.t,Jh(-Oi,scoms hav~ claimed t~~~ st pply(;ft Prevailing pr/1:e .in thr~ :~~,art-Term market a~~ the 
pqyv~r:.1·is: lesser vis a vis energy d~spat~h· time of surply's availabilitV with us is the criter,i;a for 
i:lPAr.oye'tl by the Commission Jp.r ti e y~ar, selling power Qutside. If the prevailing price is J.~sser 
20:J.6-f~ by 3032 mu by AP Genc~ithe: mal, •byl than the marginal variable cost of the gene·rating 
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu i rorn [i.P.i. ,station at tha'.t'instant, its not commercially prudent 

, • ~.Elt\~o hydel, by 262 mu, · from (;GSs, b/253' ··{i opt for sal~\)f power. 

WY;1fr?\11 NCE, by 10,124 mu from I >ps ~_r.1.~;. ·:,: , 1· • 

9.tl;).e.r~:~,nd by 28 mu from APGPCL.' Tl';; _sn?f4:: JJ\ere is no di<;h.0tomy between energy availability 
?.f'-PP,iy· includes 661 mu from KSK M, han~f~i,

1 
~ 'dispatch. Thei,~surplus is assessed based on the 

~~g?.~.mu from Hinduja,. 75 mu from herm~). potential pla'ryr, availability, subjected to the 
?;qw~r! Tech and 6566 r:nu from 6(00 rvi~: §Ondition of aCCt!SSibility of sufficient fuel. 
DBF.00:1'-Did the Discoms claim and colle~t· , 
li,iur~~-i~~ damages from .:the power statio~i:. ~lb.e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell 
9~QgY.p1et1, 'for lesser supply of powe, as p,~,r,· ·tf1e surplus power available at their disposal. 
thi1,t~rrp'.$ and conditions in their' re pectiii 1 ,,Availability of. surplus power on the basis of Time of 

J ,l t 1 , ... ,~ • \~ 

,t,;J: lt'1• }•ft:•:} 
;,. t:' .. l";] J-':~:· 

~-.,or:.:~. ~lt) .. } .. , 
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. 

PPAs, wherever applicable? The Disqorrrs 1h~ve .tne Day (Peak Load Hours, Da"y Time Power, Night 
not explained the reasons for shortfall in I ower etcj' 

1

is important to 'fetch reasonable 
generation and supply of power. Des pit~ the r "?Venue. ,'.' · ·" · " 
claimed shortfall in generation and sup~•ly of ' .. 
power, the Discoms have shown an Ut~sold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2'01f-17. 
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically 
energy availability an·d despatch, .. were 
proposed by the Discoms:and determine~ ana 
approved by the l:-lon'ble Co.mmission. -t • 

4. Despite haying 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 Dis¢otns 
have claimed that they have purchased 901 
mu additionally from ga·s-based IPPs ag~inst 
3054 mu approved by the Commission.l;The 
Discoms have claimed that they • !,ave 
purchased mu from the market at a total:cost 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amount of 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchas,e of 
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified _by;· the 
Disco ms whether· additional purchases 011 puch 
a higher scale were made by them ·witpdllt 
seeking prior consent of the · ·· Plpm'ble 
Commission, both in terms of quantum, aha 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedute1to 
be adopted for such purchases to· ensure 
competitive tariffs. Since' the Discoms hacil not 
sought and got permiss!on of the Hon'ble 
Commission for purchasing additional power 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff ,and 
the procedure to be adopted for compethive 
bidding for such purchases, it r~flects 
,;executive arrogance" of: the powers-t~a:t-be 
who handled such purchases . trom 
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of '. the 

I 

directions given periodically by the Ho~'ble 
Commission on additional ·power purchases to 
be made by the Discoms and 'r~f~ects 
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they 
r.ieed not seek prior permission of : the 
Commission for such !'purchases arid their 

• I 

contempt for regulatory requirements 'and 
' questionable approach ·that the, Commis~ion 

would or should give its ~orisent to• ~uch 
purchases as and when they seek. 1 

'. 
I 

• I 

" . 

I iS to inform that unsold surplus of lP,384 MU as 
claimed by the objec.tor-is not the actual surplus 
€ eneration. It is only the potential to generate 
surplus subjected to the availability of required fuel. 
~~dst of the thern'lal generating stations were falling 
snort of expected generation due to shortage of 
coal. 

t fter considering the power availa.ble. from all the 
spurces, the DISCOMs fell· short. of . energy 
arvailability, and in order to ensure reliable & 
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have 
r 'sorted to market purchases and additional 
purchases. 
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: .... : . . , . Para No /Brief Issue · ·:~i --,EPDCL.Response a . .,,J 
5. file ,Di's~oms have maintaired that' they have ·;rhermal Gen'erating stations lo,!'.:ated in Telangana I 

jnc.urred. ,fixed cost of. Rs .... 8551 cro£e agains~ .Stcite are older units when compared to the station~ · 
~~:882J,crore approved by the c;omm,issio.nl located in Andhra Prade$h, This causes, per unit 
J:~js i;nai,nly du~ : to failures of I lh~ pow:j . fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side 
~t,;i~ions . :·concerned to . supply f a pprov~i when compa~~d to its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quan,tµm' of power. At •the sam~ ·time, 1:~fl reason behin,d payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
Di_sc9ms ·rave paid a.dditional varia~!e costs, qY,, '"DISCOMs w~en "Regulatit;m" of power came into 
Bs,?psp' rcrore, i.e., Rs.16074 crbre a'ga\~t force betwe~p AP & TS.,.., 
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the ~ommissibn1 • • .'·. 

· S,im_il~fl.y; ~he Disco ms also ha~e p~:~r ?<~d!tio}!~J During certain instancet in the grid operations, 
9\~er. fOSts by Rs:101 ·crore, 1.e., Rs.~ ~O croq~ Thermal Poi./t=r Stations are backed do~~ to 
agair)'st ... Rs.729 crore • approved ~y t~~ accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
Commission. The reasons for the ·sarne neeq ·have been cdnferred "Must Run" statu_s. During the 
tp ht; explained by· the _Discom? f? P_x~ry,Jh~ .·Reriod of backing down,- the thermal generating 
wbethe~ such higher payments are ju• tifie~J~f. s"tations have to be. compensated for fixed cost 
-~qt. .. -:[bat apart, fixed cost being 'ixecf.i~ payme~t, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
~~W,re, i~ cannot increase for purcha.se of. ~D~ p.rovisions of ,theJ>PAs. 
qua.ritum of power approved JY · \he 1 : • 

~.Qm~ission. Therefore, the moot poinf:}$ As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
t •"-•• _, - ~ i,...L ~ 

w~,e~h~r the Disco ms backed down c, pac;iti~~ . to older period, the same will be f1:1rnished shortly. 
of.. ~~e-Jtations of AP Genco -and pc id fjx~E) . • . ., . • . 
chprge~ therefor. If so, what were 'tb~ · 
' ~ ~ .~ •• • "I ,:. ~ ' 

q4rr:itun.i; of power backed down0• by }~~ 
P.i.sc.or,n~,.and fixed char.ges paid tbereior to~1~ • _ . 
Ge_R,<;l'.f c;ir.id other thermal stations, if ar y? :'.. j ; , .. 

6. Th~ JH~~qms have shown that they c Jul~ ~r9f 'Prevailing pri,ce in the Short-Term market ~J the 
sell a sur.pJus of 1765 mu, with a var ation· of :time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 
+ !' ,. 'I, ,, "1c ,, . 
f\~.4.46};. ·crpre. At th~ 'same time,/ t~ ey hi~~ selling power

1 
o~tside. ': !~e prevailing price is l,es~er 

.pµ,r~~a.~ed 1241 mu _more tha17 .w~at Vl/M· than the margrnal var,,aqle cost of the gene~~trng 
?Pp,rqv~d: by the Com~ission from:thE; _marl<e!r station at th~t'instant, its not commercially prudent 
vyi,·at are the reasons for the same? Did 'th'~ to opt for sal~•of power. •, 
l;)isc;oms. back down t~ermal power in orde{tp :., · 
p1,ir~hase ,high cost ·and must'.:rl n . DR,11·~ The DISCO Ms have taken every possible step to sell 
~·otjY,entional energy, . exceeding · \h.eJ,1-the sl!rplus , power , available at their disposal. 
qql_igatiqns under RPPO, .and pay flxJc ·chc!ri~$ · Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
tner~fqr? If so, what are the costs p_e r urii£~9f tbe Day (Peak Joad Hours, Day Time Power, Night 
N.CE, purchased and per u·nit cost· o poi/el' Power etc) is important to fetch· reasonable 

\-•,.. ...... ~ \ "~ ~ 1 • 
fr~m ., the thermal stations backe( do.w.~

1 
revenue. RE p~ower has been purchased in 

stcitior;i-wise and unit-wise? , - • l accordance wit'1_ the· proyisions ,of the approved 
. '; , . -~ ·;: . .. . . ,,,. , PPAs and regulations governing grid operations. 
:': .. , .. : ~/ . .' · / As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
.::/·.';: ;,~-·- ... . .£: to older period, the same will be furnished shortly. 

,.. , ~' ,· ~.. , :;: / " 
..... _,.,, ... , • : , '1 \ .. ~. 

7. the· .. Qi~coms have claill'}ed that follow ng fixed lt is to inform that short paym·ent of fixed cost 
- c9~ts.jl_e~t~rmined by the Comm,:; ion )tjl' :." would take place, if the generator didn't achiev.e the 

SDSTPS.:.s.tqge I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2C 19, -t~~r .target availaoiJity facto~ a,s spe~ified in the relevant 
have,,to P\W Rs.621.19 .. trore for 2011 -16 a,Acll PPA. , 1 ,,.. 

',' 

: , 
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Para No Brief Issue , · '. ,'. ·: 'r '! · • · · EPDCL Response · · 
i-------------------.l:---.-"'f-- - ♦ ------------=------------l 

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additiopal1{to J '• 

the project. When the Commission, fixe,1 an · Ile roatter of not.allowing the fixed cost payments 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with,<! ~ixed · u1. fetrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when : a'ctaal I u6Jiew of the Hon'ble APERC. •· ·· 

1 
• • · ' • 

f 

energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with·~ 'PLF 
of 41.96% only for the yea.r 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.824.2i 'tr.ore for 2016-17, the fixetj 
costs determined by the Commission for the 
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should ntjt, be 
applied with retrospective effect. The(efore, 
we request the Hon'ble Commission n¢t to 
approve payment of additional surrj of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discerns have claimed to 

i 
be paid to the said station under trµf-up. 
When fixed cost was approved by f the 

I 

Commission for threshold l~vel PLF and' When 
the station could achieved PLFs less than that, 
liquidated damages should be collected frdtn 
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of p?"wer 
below threshold level. : I· . · 

8. The Discoms have claimed that wnilei the 
Commission approved Rs:2.29 per unit a$ the 
average variable cost for the year 2016-17, 
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit ol(l . an 
average. The\r have not explained the rer.tsbns 
for paying- :higher variable costs.· ; lfhe 
justification or otherwise for paying higher 
variable costs need to be examined. \' 

' 

- ' t 
.. ... 

I ' • 

Ownership wise/ Source wise variation in respect of 
t1e per unit variable cost is given Tri Table ·12 of the 
~ etition. · • ' 

l he :increase in variable cost is"·aue 'to 'increase in 
E asic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment,{FCA} l_eyied by the 
Coal / Gas companies and increased freight charges 
I 'Veled by_ Railways and other transportation 
agencies. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other tosts C th~r 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 Commis~ion. i 1centives paid if any and actual payment of lncome 
They have not explained what those qther lax. These are the prudent expenditures rr:iade by 
costs are and why a s~an of Rs.101 crore'.was t1e DISCOMs and submitted for admission ir.i to the 

,_

--p-a-id-by-th_e_m_a_d_d-it-io_n_a_l!Y_·_T_h_e_j_u_st-if_ic_a-ti_o_,j_a_n_d_,__l ....... ru:l,e-U p : ·.· _, :_. permissibility for paying such a huge amount 
' for unexplained other costs need .. td · ·be 

examined. , ,. 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commissiqri to P. s per Clause· 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed ·to 
determine the amounts taken over or .to be t~ke, over 75% of working capital term loan of 

• i 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of; the F s.8461. 75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds· of Rs.2546.15 
Disco ms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY; and C rs. of the A~DISCOMs outstanding as on 30th 

deduct the same frpm tli~ir true-up claims. In September, 2015. Accordingly C5oAP issued 
the subject petition, the: Discerns have' ·1ot ( .p.~s.No.27, Energy lnf(astruct~re & Investment 
given the details of taking over of their tlebt by ( >ow!er-1) Department, dt.26--07-2016. 

-
' : 
I 
' 

! 
' I 
I 
' , 

' 



· ·· , Para No /Brief Issue ; • , • I ' EPDCL l:t"esponse 41111 _,,_J 

. GoA°P'uoder. UDAY. 
~ '• . ~ 

. ' 

.. 
' ' ' ~ ' .. ' ' ~. . "•. 

'1 ' 

-· 

~ "' ~ J') 

,~ , ?., I,; l I •.-~ 

',, ,, 

t •• : I '/ •• Outstanding loans ~s J 
• , •· ., • 

10 on 30-09-2015 · = • i . :,'j . c. 

; ,,.:· ~j. Capex Loans\ .• 3712.49 
! :> j '· Working capital Loans' 8461.76 
·, ·~~ '-:: FRP Bonds Liability · 2546.15 .,u"". ~ . < ;·~ ,·• ,: 'Total . . 14720.40 
' :!,:::J~·.Q'.ut of the totaJ outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 

:;_~:;:j i~rs. as on 30..:09~2015, GoAP has accorded approval 
1 r' .Jar takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 

• f,. ~ ? ;0,1 ~ ~ 

,:?°L J:rs.) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.) . 
. ,l > EPDCL SPDCL Total 

.',! .I Against 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
. ' ;• FRP Bonds ' 

:\ 
~ • ,r ~. 

• ;:, •:l 
.. , J 
~ f, 

" ... 'tit 

'_Against 75% 2094.'53 4251.79 
·'· . 

working ca~ital 
loan 

( . >' 

6346.32 

total , 3300:.48 5591.99 
' 

8892.47 
As on date .GoAP ha~ taken over loans as given 

below: i .. ;.~ ,, . 
EPDCL ' SPDCL Total:' 

, . •·, .. q · -~gainst 1~9% 904.46 1005.23 · 1909.69 
· j; >, ;; ~RP Bonds . , 

• ,: .. ,·;.; . ··Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 f':.t }-fl:':/. working capital 
,, ' I , .' ,:. •• 

1
,, . ,. oan , 

" I !'7•,•; !'~/--'•-.-,----------+------f-----j 
.. ~:+.,i. ·,Total 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. Jhe Piscoms have claimed that they 111.ere a:~l~ Per Unit Costiof power procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
, to prbcure power from short-term sour,ce~; approved by the Commission is t~e weighted 

fr.,om,th~ market at an average rate'o Rs.~.'6~ .. average cost- of procurement. Even though the 
per _1:mit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per unit :.actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
app(ov~d by the Commission. The cost per unit. to Rs 7.68/Unit,. the weighted average cost is 
approved by the Commission is up1 er lirt\!1 contained well below the price approved by the 
only,_ T~':. Discoms have purchased pm Ver frot;!l Hon'ble Commission, in .~he Retail Supply Tariff 
m.arket,at a cost per unit ranging f om :tb~. Order. , . . . 
low~st of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.~ .68. Th~ . 

1 

Oi~co~s ~an not justify purchasing po\i ,er fro,m, It is to inforn;i that, while: procuring power on bay­
the ma.rket at costs higher than the upper limit ahead basis from the mar,ket, in certain instances 

. d~termi~ed by the Commission, ur (liqr • t.hJ the time blo~k wise disfovered price exceeds· the 
fa2ile, pretext that the average cost per \u'riit average pric~, approved by the Commission: To 
paid i; less than the upper limit fixed by )hi ensure relia~'1e 24X7 . power supply to' . the 
Commission. In other words, the Discoms hav~. Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from 
passed on the benefit of c9sts paid bielow th~· ~hart term j'ources, after exhausting receivable 
upper ]imit fixed by the Commission "o S-9.'n;\~ i?ower from ·all committed sources, to meet the 
of fh~' companies trading in power, bV e~ilot : ~~,.ortages ~nly .... 

1: them costs higher than the upper limit fixe·p by, 1,. ., 
i . · t:6~. ,{;:'ommission. We request the Ho~~gi_~ . . ? i~: . 
' ' 
• 6 
; 

;t/~Jf\'"' ~ll ~ • J ). 
' .. . lo'" ,~ ' ~· • t"':• / .. j_f./; !' 

"' 
I 

i . 
{ '' 

I 
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY. OF A.P. Ll_l\(IITEP ·· 
CORPORATE QflFICE :: VISAKHAPAT.NAM 

From 

The Chief General Manager; 
PPA, RA&. QC, 
APEPDCL, ·corporate Office,t 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam - 530013. • 

' . 

. '. 

, 
·' 

To ·· 

Sri .. P.e~un:iaUi Madhu, 
State Secr~tarv, . 
H.Nci'.27~28-12, CPl(M.}, ,. 
State C\>mmitte(!! Office, . . :' .,, .• 
Yamalav.ari Street, GovernorP.,e;t:, , 

, " Vijaya~a_da - 500 002 , , ., , 

Lr.No.CGM/P,PA. RA&QC/EPDCL/VS~/RACiF:True.:uo/D.No. J 'c,~ '!19 cit.~ Io-2019 ' 

Sir, 
.. , 
<' ,,. 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC,- Replies to tb~ :c:jbjecti< ns received on True-up petitiori filed by ' 
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business ,or 2016-17 - Regarding. ·: , ' , 

f I-' • ~ ) 

I 

Ref: Your Objection letter dated.1~-a~-2019 
' 

~ I .( ' • 

We are in receipt or your suggestion/ 0.)Jjectio 1s on True-up petition filed by APDIS.~OMS ~n 
• 

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and the 1same is herewith acknowledged with thanks. 'l?ara wise 

replies of APEPDCL are as foll<?ws: 

Para No /Brief Issue '. :· ,,; : 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,.:. being indepe~tlent 
entities should have submitted their true"UP 
applications separately. ,However, a con]mon 
application is filed by both the Discoms fqr the 
years 2015-16· and 2016-17, claiming revenue 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16, 

. ' a revenue true-u·p of Rs.5352 crore for 2015-16 
. ' . 

and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs12580 
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carryin& ~ost 
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate of: 12% 
considering FY 2019-20 as the yepf .of 
approval. Whatever be the true-up amounts 
that the Hon'ble Commission is. goin'g to 
permit, its· impact on consumers should be 
wnfined to the respect_i.ve true-up amoLJ11ts'.6f 
the Discom concerned. It should not 'be' an 
average for the entire State. 4 i'~ ~ 

2. While the affidavit filed oy the Discoms claf nis 
that their claims for true-up pertain to thefyear 
2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms have cla,imed 

< -
. , 

' 

' 

I 

. 

EPDCL Response' • · ( ,. 

, .. is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of 
'etail Supply Tariffs across the state intfependent of 
he service area of the distribution licensees, the 

IDISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per 
,~nit True-Up also on ·uniform basis acrqss the State. 
I urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
,iround 80% of the entire .expenditure of 
IDistrjbution business is being incurred centrally to 
<Optimize the procurement CO'St and' reduce the 
1 ransaction costs. Even in the True~Up ~xercise, 
l~ower· purchase cost variation is'm'ajor-elem~nt and 
• o the DISCOMs have proposed fo'r"uniform; levy of 
~er unit True-up across the State. ' 

' 

~evf'nue True-up to the extent· of Rs 2817 Crs 
lertaining to FY 2015-16 has been claimed' as part 
~f T1 ue-up petition for FY 2016-17~ Revenue true-up 

' 
.. 

., 1 
' 

. 



., . . ·l ' 
it; _.,, 

. · .,;.• : Para No /Brief Issue ':· 1
·fo ;' .' 1 ·EPDCL.Response &..1 e 

tn:.ie·-up' ,for the year. 2015-16 c)lso,. tvithout has not been claimed earli,er for FY 2015-16. - ~"' 
gfvlng 

1
details pertairilng. to the·. sarr e: - tf:·isi • . ~ . . f 

str'ang~\ that the Hon'ble 'commiss on{· h'a\l ·The Honorable Commission' approves tariff and non­
i'ssued public notice, inviting objecti< ns, '~ncl taJiff income for the R~tail· Supply Business in its 
sLlg"ges'tions in the subject petition, wit~pu~ -Retail° Supply ta'~iff Order for every financial year. 
~i,t~t:fing .the Discoms to file . 1 equ.itedl f;lowever, tariff and non·-tariff income approved by 

• I ,\ • "' , 

ilifb'rmation relating to thefr-true.up cl~ims.for ,the Honourable' Commission is different from the 
•"~~·~~ • ! ,. • 

2015-16 also and without incorpora ing the! ai:;tual revenue realized: If the actual revenue 
~~'.Alk [iH'the subject petition. We req ~est th:J· realized is lower than the approved revenue, the 

J. • • 1 .. • • ,. ' • J' • ~ 

H'bh''!:il~•-:~o,mmission Jo direct th·e Di.s~oms to: Petitioners incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners 

fl!~jb~rt, ~~ue-up petit!_on _for-the year ~015:~9. }~quest the Honourable Commission· to consider 
separately with a·11 the ·required inform 1tion. At, ,hue~up/true.:down for. the revenue also. 
pa~e io;the Discoms.have dishonestly claimed, 'Further, tbef;DISCOMs. have written to a letter 

.. , 1' I :\ ~ ' •~ ~ 

}haf''tfie.-.daimed tn.ie;:-up··amount of R .11;:1;44: · (Lr.No.CGM/Qpn/SPDCl:/TeT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
cror~)s·fer retail supply business·Jor he y'e/r. . /16 dated 15-01-2017)""to.\he Hon'ble Commiision 

c I • • ,;" ' ; ~. f:J-

201~-17•; ., , • .> seeking amendment to ·t~·e Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
• 1 \ ·-' •., \ •.,,-•• : this !:!ffect. ;' ' 

3; Wllile :"t~e Hon'ble Commission·· ·~pp oved ')'- Whenever there is a short supply of po~er from the 
to't;;il ,'po'wer purchase of 56,805 .mu for th~· plants which ~re governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 
Y~i'lr, i6i6-17, the actual purchases' de} me<iftbf' ·~tructure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
'th~.t:?,is·c~IJ)S a,re 52,561 mu only, i.e,, t~er~,]t~ · ·t_o the issues of Plant :availability (either due _to 
l.es.~~r p~rchase of power by 4244 m_u. Desp'/~~ ;outage or. d4e to shortage of supply) capadty 
.(ti,at;~{against total power purchase co.s1:l:q~fi • ,61}larges payal51e to such generators would be 
I;ls,.,2_2,-538 crore approved by the Com missiiAf·j . ,r,educed proportionately as per the provisions of the 
~~-, .Oiscoms incurred an expendi ure·,:_.of :PPA. .~· , 
fl~,2,~Al,55 crore for power pur.cha )e, i.e:) : • 
llig,h'et)by Rs.2,917 crore. 'They hav/ showrj ':Main reason for deficiency in supply is less 
je,~\M:~P,c\Yment of Rs.270 crore towards fix~B · availability declaration ,by the concerned Generator 
-~p~t~hig-l;ler payment of Rs'.3086 crore owar~$. ;owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of 
Y~ri;;i:fule;l ~ost and higher payment a Rs.Hl~ , :~apacity charges are made accordingly. 
i;hp,teJ!l>Wards other costs for the ye,1r 201,q~ .. ii:. ..,, 
1f ;;;rfl~)is'coms have claimed that s )pply}9f · 'Prevailing price in the Short-Term market a.t the 
po~e.r;•; 'is· lesser vis a vis energy c espatch 1irne of surplus availability with us is the criterfa for 
\ • '!:* ~"' • .... t • "" .. I'll • • 

'ppP,roy~d. by the Commission for, tne yea'f. ·selling power-outside. lf.:th-e prevailing price is lesser 
2Q1~:i'7, by 3032 mu by AP Genco:the mal, b~ · than the ma,rginal variapi'e cost of the generating 

• < ~ ,- t 1 ;" i 
2292~mlt from APPDCL, by 1049' mu rom A.A station at that-'instant, its not commercially prudent 

.. -~-~r.i~o"hydel, by 262 mu from C~Ss/-,.by 25~ to opt for sale:·of power. ;" 
· !1].!:J-,-frgrn NCE, by 10,124 mu fro'm fDPs cl.fl~ ;,, .. 
9tb

1
~r~:·cmd by 28 mu ~rom· APGPCL. T 1e st,,"g'r} ' ihere is no ~j~hotomy between energy availability 

.i;J.JJ,>P,ly'J,includes 661 mu-from KSK M ihan~_di(•'& dispatch .. The surplus is assessed based on the 
-~8~~~ipu from Hihduja, 7$ mu from lfheiKD§ll -~otential plant availability, subjected to the 
~9W,,er Jech and 6566 mu from, 600 MW . ~qndition of ac;:tessibility of sufficient fuel. 
·R!3fQ0. Did the Disco ms claim ~me ·coj)~pt :,: .. 
!i,g~fqited damages from the power statio:r,i.~ ,Jhe DISCOMs have ta~en ·every possible step to sell_ 
{:.Ol;1c~r~ed for lesser supply of powe as p,er . the surplus power -available at their disposal. 
'l;h,~-.:,ter:'o,s and con_ditions in their re~pectiy~ · f\vailability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
,P,R,is,,wnerever applicable? The Disco ns hav'lf the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night 

l {,.[~r,\l\li :. 
t:'•J.J' •• ;;-sr.,-1 :t 
I of',. r..,. _t. •,., , 

.~~: :·r:' :r }, 
1; ;1. ... , ~ t • 
I. A,-"?"" I 

~ ....... 
-! ~~, ~·t--'"'".'i ~·:. 
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not explained· the rea$ons for shortf2iil in 
generation and supply of. power. Despitet,, the 
claimed shortfall in generation an.d s~,p_.p)y of 
power, the ·Di~coms have shown an u1~sold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 20115-17. 
This dichotomy shows· 'how unrealistically 
energy availability and despatch/ were 
proposed by the Discoms' and 'determinetl\-and 
approved by the Hon'ble Commission. .. , 

f ower etc) 
revenue. 

..... 
. ' , 

' 

EPDCL Response(,• ~~ , ' 

is important to '•'fetch· reasonable 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384I mu, I is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
~he Distoms have purchased 1707 mu fret» fhe c armed by the objector is not the actual surplus 
market against 294 mu permitted by the generation. It is only the potential to generate 
Commission, At the same time, the Drscfoms s Jrplus subjected to the availability of r,equired fuel. 
have claimed that they have purchaseci.\!10:1. Most of the thermal generating stations were falling 
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs-· ag¥inst s 1ort of expected generation due to shortage of 
3054 rnu approved by the Commission.\ the oal. 
Discoms have claimed that they•-' hav!:! 
purchased mu from the market at a tdtal ,cl:>'st l Jlfter considering the power available from, all the 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amount· 'of s JL!rces, tbe DISCOMs fell sbort. of , energy 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purcha~~· of :! ,ailfthility, and in order to ensure reliable & 
1413 mu. It needs to· 'be clarified by ·the uninterrupted power supply, the DJSCOMs have 
Disco ms whetJ,.er additional purchases on ¥ uch r ,sorted to market purchases and additional 
a higher scale were made by them without purchases. 
seeking prior consent' of the Ho1,'ble 
Commission, bath in terms of quantum ,atid 
cap for tariffs to be paid, ·and the procedut'e to 
be adopted for such purchases to en~ure 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had1 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 compe,itive 
bidding for such pwchases, it refl~cts 
"executive arrogance" ·.of the powers-'that-be 

'I 

who handled such purchases ffo.m 
VidyuthSoudha. It ls a negation of the 
directions given periodically by the HorJ'.ble 
Commission on additional power purchasei5-to 
be made by the Discoms and ref11=cts 
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they 
need not ~-~ek prior · permission of 

1

the 
Commission for such purchases and their 
contempt for regulatory requirements ;and 
questionable approach that the Commission 
would or should give its consent to s;uch 
purchases as and when they seek. : 

j" .• ,, ' . , 
i. 

'.' 

. : 
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5. Trye ~D'istoms have maintained that tt ey, ha.ve Thermal Gen~rating stations located in Telangana_, 
intu·rred fixed cost of Rs.8551 c~ore' agains.t State are oldei units when compared to the stations 

. J , .. , •-: ' ' 
Rs·:8821 crore approved by the Comm1ssiont' located in An'dhra Pradesh. This causes, per, unit 

" • I "'" 
This · mainly due to failures of th'e · poweti fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side 
sta·tions ~oncerned to · supply , aop'~ov~9;. tvhen compar~d to its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quantu'm of power. At the same \i -ne, the •-reason behind' payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
biscpms have paid additional variable cost~ib~ Dl6COMs wh~n: "Regulation" of power came into 

.. ' Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against. for.ce between AP & TS. . 
Rs•.lf.·;,989 crore approved by the Commissio~.l ,; , 
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid a ~dition:;i), puring certain instances in the grid operations, 
other·99~ts by Rs.101 crore, i.e., Rs.8~0 cro~i:!, }h~rmal Power Stations are backed down to 
aga.ihst , Rs.729 crore approved by thij ··accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
Commis~ion. The reasons for the same need ·.' ,have been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
tp be explained by the Discoms to exam}nf _period of ba~king downH the thermal generating 
w.hetlier .such higher payments are jw tified'.i-or , ~tations have.. to · be compensated for fixed 'cost 
ndt. That apart, fixed cost being ~ixed ii} payment, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
t,atUre; ,it cannot increase for purcha5e of th~ 'provisions of the PPAs. , 

.... ijtfar,i\utn of power approved' JV fHe \ '·' 
· Comm1ss'ion. Therefore, the moot ooint!) r1 As the backin'g down details sought are pert~i'ning 
w.hetber. the Disco ms backed down c ~pacities to older period., the same.twill be furnished sho'r;tly. 

' p,f :,t.11.e,;' $tations of AP Genco am,{ 'p, id fixe~ . ;.;· • · : , 
c]1~:rge.~' therefor. If so, what: w~re to~' .. 

, 
1 qµ~rit~tn -of power backed down by ·::rtbf · 'J . :i~ 

Qi:scqr;.i? ar:1d fixed charges paid there1 or tq.;,!\'P.: · le ;: 

(3e1;1<j:O and other thermal stations, ifar y? , fr.·:~'. ·.: , ," 
6. fhe ,DisCOll)S have shown that they CJUl~~r~l p~~Vpiling price in the Short-Term market at the 

s-eJh,t~surplus of 1765 mu, with a var atioi).;c:~f 'tirn~ of surplus. availability with us is the criteria for 
,. Rs.44;63 crore. At the same time,. .t~ ey hay~ :selling power:qutside. If the prevailing price is lesser 

pur.cl;l,ased •,1241 mu more than Vy ,at w~s ,_than the marginal variable cost of the generating 
~p;pr.o'\{.eg by the Commission from the market ~tation at that instant, its•not commercially prudent 
W.,h~tir~ the reasons for the scjme? Did the· W opt for sale of power . 

• ~ l 'fl 
Dls,cpm§'~ack down thermal power in order tQ , • ., , 

' ./ 

purcha~e.; high cost and must-n n n9r,i.t The DISCOM~·have taken.every possible step to sell 
QQ_':1,Vil;!ijtional energy, exceeding th~fr, -the surplus 

I 
power available at their disposal. 

p~lig'atl<;>ns under RPPO, and pay fixec charges-, Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
theref.i;>"rr, If so, what are the costs pe r unit:?f · the Day (Pea~ Load Hours; Day Time Power, 

1
f}Jight 

· -~~.l;i•,p,t.irchased and per unit co~.t of po½(Ajlj' Power etc) , is important to fetch reasodable 
-~mm , ,;tlie thermal stations bac't<ec do,wnt revenue. R~, •

1 
.Power:, tia.s been purchased\ in 

~t:atfgi\-.wise and unit-wise? ,. ..' accordance "'(ith the .provisions of the approved 
· ·,,r,''.:,w'' ·,.';h, PPAs and regulations governing grid operations .. 

•• 
4
,1 i 

:1·•.,•,,'--\1:,. • J,\11 As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
11;~.1.,;hif' ,',!:\:-'I , t9 older period, the same will be furnished shortly. 
i;\J; n11/•~ ... 

1
" f~r' ~t'(, .~ 

7 ._ Tb/! RJsfoms have claime~ that follow ng {i~:~~-: /t is to inform that short payment of fixed cost 
~ GC),Sits,·,A~termined by the Com mis ion;.-fP,r, . W.9uld take place, if the generator didn't achieve the 

SPSrp~ stage I (2x800 MW} on 2.3.2( 19J tl)e~ . tijrget availability factor as specified in the relevant 
@fJVei:to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2011 -16 a'.nc}. · RPA. ~ 

t 1:f \J:r Rr 

;t~" ,:;._, ~;'!:-,\ :~:1 ·, 
.. ~ ,• 

.,,,, ,,::,.1 ., .. {\ ~ . ' ' 

.. ' 
tp," • ~ t/;:• d ~ J~ ,.,,t 
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Para !'.'lo /Brie'f Issue -~ii~-:i;r_-·:i~1t,·· ·. EPDCL Respo~se'.', 

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2~16-17 additionall~ -- . ' : • 
~he project. When the Commission fixed, an T ~e matter of not allowing the fixed c9st payments 
interim tariff .of Rs.3.63 ,per unit, with 1a, fixed or. retrospective basis to Sb.ST'P.S. is .within the 
cost of Rs.1'.02 per unit, and when· aqtual purview of the Hon'ble APERC .. :· :: 1 • •. ' 

energy avaifed from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF l. .. , , ·· ·; 
of 41.96% only:for the year 2015-16 and .wjth a 
PLF of 78.99% f_or the year 2016-17, andyJhen 
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 2015-16 
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17, the fixed 
costs determined by the ~om mission for; the 
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should, not, be 
applied with retrospective effect. Ther~~ore, 
we request the Hon'ble Commission ·ndt to 
approve payment of. additional sµfn f of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discerns have claimec:1-to 
be paid to the said station under trueLup. 
When fixed cost was· approved ·by )'he 
Commission for threshold level PLF and' When 
the station could achieved PLFs less than that, 
liquidated damages should be collected· ·from 
SDSTPS-1 for generation\~nd supply of po:Y'fer 
below threshold level. ) ; ' 

i . 

·- .. ,. 
... "'W l ~ I ; .. . . 

8. The Discomsf•, have claimed that' while ·the ownership wise/ Source wise variation in respect of 
Commission approved Rs,2.29 per unit as 1the 
average variable cost for the year 2~16.-17, 
they have paid @ Rs,2·.94 per unit on, an 
average. They have not ~xplained the rea$ons 
for paying higher variable costs., !• !The 
justification or otherwise for paying higher 
variable costs need to be examined. 

tt e per unit variable cost is givin 'i'n Table•,12' of the 
p ~\ition. 

,, ' 

T e increase in variable cost is rdue to increase in 
B, sic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment:tFOA) levi~d by the 
C< al/ Gas companies and increased freight charges 
le ✓eled by Railways and other . transportation 
a1 encies. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs O her Costs include expenditures incurred on 
J?aid by them increased to Rs.830 cror'e·, f~om account of Additional Interest on pensfo.n bonds, 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. in ,entives paid if any and actual payment of Income 
They have not explained what those -o~her Tc x. These are the prudent e~l?enditures made by 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 cro~e was the DISCOMs and submitted for admission in to the 
paid by them additionally. The justificati6n)ind True-Up ' · ' · · ' · 
permissibility for paying :such a huge amdunt .. :· ; 
for unexplained other 1 ·costs need to 'be • ,," 

I ~ ~: 

examined. ' 
10. We request the Hon,.);>le Commission i _to 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 c~pit;I term loan of 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of ~he Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15 
Discoms for the year 2016.-17 under UDA'( 1nd Crs. of the AP.DISCOMs outsta'ndil'\g as on 30th 

deduct the same from their true-up dain:is'.. In September, 2015. Accordingly .. Go{\P issued 
' the subject petition, the Disco ms h9ve ;not G. 3.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & jnvestment 

given the details of taking over of their debt by (P )Wer-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016. 
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.,, 

GoAP 'under UDAY. . , , '·' Outstanding loans as J= 
,. i ~•1 
?/:' ii i 

1
~ {on 30-09-2015 

;,,•. \ 

.~·:·.; Capex Loani\' • 3712.49 
,-y, Working cap.ital loans 8461.76 

• •1\.( •• FRP Bonds L(~bility 2546.15 
l ( V 

' 
,~ •'. \: '.;,'Total " 14720.40 

) :i~s 1~1.~1;1 i ~~{rt. .,.-~1:p Out of the t0~al outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 
J Crs. as· on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval 

' · ·· .. ~::~( '..!2>'r. takeover of' 75% of working loan~ (Rs.6346.32 

; J \·:, ... ·· ~:~} }~rs.) and 100~ ;9f FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 
·:;j1 _: . 1• . EPDCL SPDCL Total 

:~:;· ; _ _:;<:~;·\\.,, ; . • ... Against 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
.. ,. :-, . :L.: ,....· F_R_P_B_o_n_d_s __ -t- __ 

1 
_--+-------i------1 

, ,. ,: • • -} •• ·.1 Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
, • '

1 
;.-· , • il,:1• working cap· ital 

l >I, .,, 'a ( t } • ~ i ~ , 
t""~.t~.,"'·•~":.,/ •·i~$, .. 

1 
~1 J 

t,1 ·~-~~ ~, ... t~, .. t i• , £~Jt .. 1---o_a_n ____ -+- __ • --+----+---------1 

,i \.! . .1:·.•~ A:'ttJ:1; ~ • \~ 11 Total , , 3300.~8 5591.99 8892.47 
..... ~~;1 ', :· ~~~)t,·J~} J -...~t 1 ,3 !'• As on date ~GoAP has taken over loans as given 
11 / •.. 1- '' "'·.· b I ''. , , , • •· . ., • e ow: . ., .. _. 

i ... ~•.(.~;··.,. • '.~'.f '- EPDCL: SPDCL Total' 

1~::(;t· · ' ,1- .,,,f Against 1d6% 904'.4&' 1005.23 1909.69 
• ! ,, • t1;i~}it_ , ~:~ FRP Bonds r_x 
· • ', •v• :,';:, · •·• ;.1 \ 1-A-g-a-in_s_t __ 7"""t_%_"'+-2-0-9-.4-.5-3-+-4-2_5_1_. 7-9--+-6-34-6-.-32--1 

•· r, ,.;• l' 1· · • ,.;t•il{: ', working cap,ltal 
~ ,"' ~. t1 f;:~:1-. l ,_ltJ ; -· ' • • • " · ~1-~•s•• 'loan ~ ·- 1 ~; l ,. ~ ~, l t-'-·----~· -t------+-----+-----t 

}~J~ Jr,:~<?.Hl<~;~~ " ,;:;,}; .♦~Total 't,. 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. The Discoms have claimed that th.!=Y v1ere able.· Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17/Unit 

t~-. pr9cure power from short-tevn S0~.£5~l. :/Seroved by ':t,he Corl)mission is the weighted 
... Jron;J)he market at an average rate cf RsA~~t; :faverage cost .'~f procurement. Even though the 

P,er ur,iit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per u'n1f 1actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
., 't fl':,~ l ,¥ I~ l)rli,,' '~ 

,·:, ,. ap~nr,V.~.d by the Commission. The cos per un.{~ - ,~o Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is 
approv~d by the Commission is u'p~er Jimft: .c:ontained well below the price approved by the 
oi:i!y.'Th~ Discerns have purchased po ,ver fro,d{ •l-lon'ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff 

• t\ 1 " ~ ' 1 ~J J • 
, . mar,k~t' a,t a cost per unit ranging rom tn~· Order. 

:~· ,:.l?}i~~(o.f:Rs.0.24 to th!= highest of :Rs. 7.68. r6~'-~·:·;:. ,; 
!( 1 1?.l?S:91Tl$~.cannot justify purchasing po /I/er frorn,., lt ·is to inform that, while procuring power on Day-

~~1;_;)h.i·tri~,:~ft at costs higher than the u1 per H0Jt.',i_.ahead basis fom the ,market, in certain inst~nces 
cleterminep by the. Commission, u11der th~ the time bloc~ wise discovered price exceeds. the 
facjle pretext that the average co~t per u}11t average pric~: approved_:, py the Commission, To 
paid ls;:less than the upper limit }fi1xed by tbh ensure reliao'.le 24X7 •~tpower supply to., the 

" .. -t~ /. , }\f )-',,f I \ \ ~ ..... I 0 

" Comrrii~sion. In other words, the Discoms have Consumers, tlfo DISCO Ms are procuring power from 
,: .. paJsed· on the benefit of costs paid b'=low th~~· short term . ~burces, after exhausting receivable 

" ·u1:>P.~U}mit fixed by the Commission to ;or),~~~,p.ower from .jll commhted sources, to meet the 
. ,. ·of•tlie·;_companies trading in power ·1 y p~~i~~:.' '?hortages onlyi 

.)J} the,m,,ct?sts higher than the.upper limi fixed:.by~ i.' ·\ 

•• 1 • i~e. ··:e;ommission. We request the Hon~b)i. Per unit rates .in the exchanges .during peak hours 
"r!~~•il1t1~·:• ✓ 1 

l ._ j: : f'"~! !., 
I ,. i "': •• ~~ 

f ,1, \J \f: •,:: .. h 

l,. t >,:.' • 

' 1 J,l',!h., :~ \"IS,/ 
1 ~ '\ J t ., 1 

.. "' .... J '-1:~,.~~ l,r;tl'·'•~ 

,. ... •.l' t "' IT 
\ .: 11 ... ,, ... , .... ,,,..., 1, . 

'. \•..41 ,r~,-l••.!. 
oJ .. ~, :~tG;. 
~11',_~ .. I ~ 

1~ ,,. ;( 
/1~ i: 1· •• 

l .~ .. '!.J: 
•. ,;! 
,l , ' I • 

:, ;! ~il ,·~ 
I l -~; ; -.. 

j ) • 

.. ,1\.\ . .,.. , 
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Para No /Brief Issue •. ": •ff · . _ EPDCL Respor.i-s~. : 1 t--------------------1"--~+-1----

Commission to direct the Disco ms lo .. seek re usually higher than the ceiling,rates approved by 
additional subsidy required for purch'ases on'ble APERC. • If the · prot"i:.rre.ment ·. 'rates· are 
made in market far exceeding the q'i..l~f\ltum estticted to the ceiling rates aUrihg peal< hours, 
permitted by the Commission and from· 0ther ISCOMs woutc;I not get the required power, 
sources from GoAP, since they did r:iot ··seek I ading to load shedding. 
prior approval of the _Commission ,-~for 
purchasing additional quantum, rrocedu1re to j 
be adopted for real and transpr3rent 
competitive ·bitjding ~nd. cap on tari~f. I The I 
powers-that-be should f?e brought rounp to 
scrupulously ~dhere to regul,11pry 
requirements of the Commission for 
purchasing power and additional power. ' 

. ... r 

I 1 4: 

12. Any additionai supplies made to LT agriculture, 
with addition'al costs, the same should ·be 
sought as additional subsidy by the Discioms 

he Hon'ble Commission has already passed order 
v de IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No·. 1 of 2016 dated 
... 7.10.2017 to provide addl subsidy of Rs. 64.26 

from GoAP. · rares to APEPDCL. . 
13. Carrying cost claimed bY, the Discoms to: the F r the reasons beyond in the control of the 

tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the ISCOMs, the True-Up claims have. been submitted 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not perr:iissible. ith a delay and carrying. co~t -~lso has been 
We request the Hon'ble Commission to r~je.ct c aimed. The. Hon'ble Commissi.on is. fl;!quested to 

, • I \ • t ' ~ 

the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms !have c ndone the delay and approve the True-Up claim 
to submit their true-up claims in time and the i eluding carrying costs. • 
consumers should not pe penalised fpr ,d~l9y . . . . 1, .••• 

caused by the Discoms in submitting the same. E ~n 1f true-ups are filed in time, carryrng costs are 
i evitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on 

•) v orking capital availed towards additional power 
p ·ocurement cost. 

14. We request the Hon'ble Commission'. to \JI ithin the purvi w of Hon'ble J..\PERC 
provide us an opportunity to make further 
submissions in person . during the pi.;iblic 
hearing after receiving responses of 't~e 
l?iscoms to our above-mentioned submissio.ns 
and studying al'.'ld analysing the same. 

Yo I rs faithfuli~ 

{~ 
r4too/ 

,l\PEPDCL: VISAKHAPA Tr\lAM 
j 

Copy submitted to ' , 
The Secretary, APERC, 4TH Floor, 11-4-660, Sinfareni B avan, Red Hills, Hy erabad-500004. 
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EASTERN POW.ER DISTRIPiJTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED 
' I ' 

CORPORATE OfFIC_E,:: ~ISAKHAPAl'NAM 
,. 4. 

From 
I • 

The Chief General Manager, 
PPA, RA & QC, 
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam -530013 .. 

,. 

,. 

I 

1 
I• 

To 

Sri. Ch.Narasingaro, 
, State Secretariat Member; , 
... Communist Party of IndiA (Marxist),, 

.... N.P.R Bhawan, H.No. 28.:6.:8, • ~ 

Yallaf!lmathota, Jagadamba Jn;; ~-, 
Ema}I: chnra~_33@gmail.cqm ,

1
., 1,. 

tr.No.CGM/PPA. RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RJ.{c/F:Trne-Un/D.No. I .g3 /19 dt. 0 §:10!2019 

Sir, ( r l • 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC - Replies to th'e 'Object! ms received on True-up petition fil~d .bv. 
APDISCOMS o~· Retails Supply 

0

Elu;iness for2016-17- Regarding. ,. .. ·.a .. , 
,, 

Ref: Your Objection l~tter dated. 17-98~2019 

ll I, 0 

We are in i'eceipt of your suggestion/ pbjectio ~s on True-up petition filed by .APDISCOMS on 
"'! ~ \ 

' 
Retails Supply Business for 20~6-17 and th~ same is herewith acknowledged with thcJnks .. P~ra wise 

,. 
replies of APEPDCL are as follows: ' .. 

' •. 
t 

' 
.. , I 

' - : 
Pam No /Brief Issue EPDCL Response· • 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being indep!;!ndent .. _ ·. · .... 
entities should have su.bmitted their true-up I. is to inform that, in view of the uniform natttre oi 
applications separately. However, a common l,etail Supply Tariffs across the state independent of . . . 
application is filed by b.oth the Discom:s f9r the 1 he service area of the distribution licensees, the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revenue j DISCOMs are proposing to impose the burden of per 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16~ 1 nit True-Up also on uniform basis qcrqss the State. 
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 201~-16 I urther Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs,!2580 ; round 80% of the entire expenditure of 
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrying c.ost Distribution business is being incurr~d centrally to 
of Rs.3212 crore at an iQterest rat(;! of 12% < ptimize the procurement CO$t. ar.id'. reduce the 
considering FY 2019-20 as the year , of i ransaction ~ost!=. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
approval. Wha~ever be the true-up· am~unts i ow~r purchas·e cost variation )s m~~Pr.~lement ahd 
that the Hon'ble Commission is goihg to ~ o the DISCO Ms have proposed for uniform· levy of 
permit, its impact on consumers shoy'ld be ·~er unit True-up across the Staie. ·· 
confined to the respective true-up amou'nts of 
the Discom concerned. It shoul,d not' 6~ .. an 
average for the entire State. . : 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoins c:ITairns 
that their claims for true-up pertain to the:year 
2016-17, at page :1,9, the Discoms have claimed 

f 

' ! 

' 
< 

I 

1 
l 

f 

f 

• F e~enue True-up to the extent· of'. Rs 2$17 Crs 
~ ertalning to FY 2015-16 has bl;!en claimed 'as part 
cf True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up 

.. 1 . 

. .,, 

r • 

; 
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Para No /Brief Issue ·' • EPDCL Response 
true-·u·p {or the year ?O_j.5-16 al~o; . Withoyt' has''not been claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 
giving details pertaining to the sa"rDe. It ·Js;1 

~,. 

4' 
-i 

strange' that the Hon'ble Commission has!•, The Honorable Commission approves tariff and non­
is·s·ued public notice, inviting objectic ns ,and: ·•t~friff income: f..or the Retail Supply Business in its 
suggestions in the subject petitibn, iNitholllt1 · ~etail Supply Tariff Ord.er for every financial year. 

: ,·dire<l:ting" . the Discerns to file: r~quire,.d ,However, tariff and non·-:tariff income approved by 
information relating to their true ~p:diirns'fbr, the Honourable Commissfon is different from' the 

.. ' ,:201!5...::J.:6 ·also and without incorpora1 ing the; >a~tual reven\:re realized:- If the actual revenue 
:. l1 J ) 

., ·same·. in the subject petition. We;~eq1 est the' realized is lower than the approved revenue, the 
,. Honrbl'e: tommission to direct the Dis ·oms.·t~1 'Petitioners incur losse$. · Hence, the Petitioners 

ifile their true-up petition for the year Qls.:t~1 ,request the Honourable Commission to consider 
separa1ely with all the-required inform, tto~ .. -At~ "true-up/true-down for the.revenue also. 
page 2p, the Disco ms have di~honestlY ::lajtne.cj' Further, the ,DISCO Ms· have written· to a letter 

,. , that the claimed true-up ·amount of R• .1.lil411 (IJ.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
.crore is for,retail supply business ·for.1he y~~r,: /16 dated 15-0.1-2017) tb the Hon'ble Commission 

. . 2016-17. ,';-,, -~~eking amendni~nt to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
• ', I I this effect. 

3. While the Hon'bl_e Commission apP.1 ov~d \a1• Whenever there is a short supply of power from the 
total power purchase of 56,805 mu for tli'e plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 

... yeaf 2016-17, the actual purchases da med 6g'. ·-structure (Capacity Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
t~e Di~to_'ms are 52,561 mu only1 i.e.~\ )er1'i,s:.~ :i:; the issues of Plant 'ayailagility (either due to 
le~s~r pur,chase of power by 424'4-'mu." Despite

1 
outage or due to shortage of supply) capacity 

I • _, .._ .- ~ ., 

tn13t, ,;against total power purchase· cosi '.of.·, charges payable: to . such generators would be 
Rs:2]>7_3·g· crore_ approi~d by the C,o~ niss!~n1 : 'reduced proportionatel~-as per the pro.visions of the 

. , the Drscoms mcurreclJ an expend1 ure ,,<;rf , pPA. •,> ~ -, JI 

, Rs.25;455 crore for power pui:cha e, f~.,, :· • · .. , l~~ • '. ~.1 

higher;,by Rs.2,917 crore: They haVE shown' Main treason. for defkiency in supply is less 
l~s$er :p_ayment of Rs.27,0 crore towa;~s ff~ep; availability declaration by the concerned Generator 
c9s,t,.bigher payment of Rs.3086 crot·e o.warcl~i :owing to shortage of Coal and the. payment of 
·.va.~iaf:?le' cost and higher payment of R$.-~01 ~!=apacity charges are made accordingly. 
crore .towards other costs for the yec r 20167: 1• ., 

P:· Jhe,Discoms have claimed that s ~~op\y' o~. P.revailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
POVl{_er )s lesser vis a vis· energy c esp~t~b ,time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 
~P,Pf!Oyed by the ~om'mission fqr: t 1e ·year; . selling power ou.tside. If t~e prevailing price is lesser 
?016-17 by 3032 mu by AP Genco the mal, by; 'than the marginal variable cost of the generating 
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu rom AR1 station a_t that instant, its not commercially prudent 

· · · G,!=_nco ~ydel, by 262 mu from <;:GSs, by 2:sj1 to opt for sale of power. 
mu frqm NCE, by 10,124 mu from .1 'Ps ~nd:. • ,. 
9tJ:rers1~and.by 28 mu from APGPCL T 1e s~orf .fhere is no dichotomy between energy availability 
sµpply, il)c.ludes 661 mu· from KSK M, hanadt°>i & .dispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the 
?8?8- m.u ,.from Hinduja, 75 mu from rherrn.at potentia

0

I plant ava_ilability, subjected to the 
p.o,yver ,:ec_h ·and 6~66 :mu from_ 6 ~O f'/IW _' condition of accessibiljty of sufficient fuel. 

'DB FOO. Did the Disco ms·· claim and co Ilea . '. . · ' . . . . 
" "~ • • ♦ ' r I _, o 

. li'quid~t.~~. damages fr~m the po"'1~r ~ta~ion,sj The DISCOMs:,h~ve ta.ken every possible step to sell 
~.gn,,ce~red ·for lesser suppl'y of p9,V\.'.e as jJ~r. the surplus -power · avail.able ·at their disposal. 
}b~_.r:twr;ns and co11ditions in their r-e )pect/.'(e: Availability of.surplus power on the basis of Time of 

, P,PA;;J wherever applicabl~? The Disco· ns haMfl , the Day (Peals: Load Hours, Day Time Power, ,Night 
:,;;. ,, ..• j, . •' 

I ,. ~' _.¥ t , J 

.-:~,;~·;·" : ~·~i~:•;,t.t, . ' ,' ,) .. 
"i\!f \<; i :; l'J I 

• I 

' . 2 

i ....... 
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not explained the reasons for short~all in Power etc) is important to 'fetch' reasonable 
generation and supply of power. Despifo the revenue. 

' ' 
claimed shortfall in generation and sup~ly of 
power, the Discoms l'ia,ve shown an u·nsdld 
~urplus of 10,384 mu lfor 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. 1 

• , , 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10;3g4 m.u, It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
the Discerns have purchased 1707 mu frotn the claimed by the objector is not the actual surplus 
market against 294 mu permitted by· the generation. It h, only the pot~·ntial to generate 
Commission,. At the same time, the Discorns surplus subj~cted to the availability of required fuel. 
have claimed that they ,have purchase~ 901 Most of the thermal generating s.tations were falling 
mu additionally" from gJs-based IPPs ag1;1inst ~hart of expected generatiQn due to shortage of 
3054 mu appr'oved by the Commissio~. The ~oal. 
Discoms have claimed that they have 
purchased mu'from the market at a tdtcil cost 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amouht of 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purr 1,ase of 
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified by the 
Discoms whether additional purchases orl such 

~fter. considering the .power ava_il.able from all the 
sou~ces~ the DISCOMs fell . short of energy 
availability, and in order to ensure reliable & 
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have 
esorted to market purchases .and additional 

a higher scale were made by them without purchases. 
seeking prior consent of the Ht;>n'hle 
Commission, both in ter~s of quantuY1f ·and 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the proc~cl1,1fe to 
be adopted for such purchases to ~nsure 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had not 
sought and got permis_sion of the Hqn'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 · lrom 
VidyuthSoudha. It is ~ negation - of the 
directions given periodically by the .Hqn'ble 
Commission on additionai power purcrja~·es to 
be made by the Dfscoms and 'reflects 
recklessness of the powers-that-be th'at 1 tra~y 
need not seek prior permission ·,6f the I , 

Commission for such purchases an.cl 'their 
contempt for regulatory requirements 1 and .... 
questionable approach that the Co111m(ssio~ .. , 
would or should give its consent 'fo ;such 

I ' 
purchases as and when th.ey seek.. ~ l · 

' 

( 

I ... 
!-

.. . 
' 

I 
,, 

' I 

[, . I 

I· 
I 
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, Para No /Brjef Issue · ,.~ '- · ., , i EPDC::L Response a.. 
5. The Discoms have maintained that th~y haye II, thE;?rmal Gen~rpting stations located in Telangana 

incurred fixed cost of ~s.8551 crore against ·i1' State .are older units whet)' compared to the stations 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the >=om1-11ission. lqcated in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit 
This mainly due to failures of ~the powe; ~ foced co~t of generating stHtions i,ra TS at lower side 
stations concerned ·to supply. a1prov$,d ~hen wmpar 7d t0 its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quantum of power. At the same, tin e, · the·ll reason behind payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
Discoms have paid additional variable Jpsts'.6~ :1 DISCOMs wl·i~'n "Regulatio~" of power came into 

{ .. ~ ' f 

Rs.3.086 .crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore •agqfj'lst Ji' force betweef1 AP & TS::-,,. 
·Rs,12,989 crore approved by the Comr~issio'n. ,,i' : , 'r e,:}1~ 
Similarly, the Discoms also have paid ad ~itfon~I :' . .During certajfl instance~ {in the grid operations, 
other costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e., .~s.83), crd~~ f Thermal Po~er Statio~f are backed down to 
aga_inst Rs.729 crore approved . ·l:y • tl,:~ :: accommodate Re,newahle Energy sources which 
Commission. The reasons for theisarne ne~i:I ,l have been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
to be explained by the Discerns ~t;, eKamine ,;, period of .b.a.oking down, the thermal generating 
whether such higher payments are:Just fied or :j ~tations have. to be compensated for fixed cost 
not. That apart, fixed cost being. fixed .fn :! payment, if t~ey confirm the availability, as per the 
nature, it cannot increase for purchase 'o'f:the' provis1ons of the.PPAs. 

• } ..... f• 

quantum of power approved·, • b" "'the .• · 
Commission. Therefore, the moof{ poin't, .is I 'A; the backingfoown details sought are pertaining 

,t ~ ,. ~ - ; 

wh~tbJ:r the Discerns backed down ca >acities 
I 

tQ older period~ ti:\e,satyte will be furnished shortly. 
of, .the· ,stations of AP Genco and \paicl fi>;1o, - .. " 
charg~~ therefor. If so, what•~ we e hhe': ,_ 
q~a,nt.yrp; . of power bac.~ed doyJn . JY }th_e ' : 
Qiscor.n_s and fixed charges paid therefc r "tJ Ap' , 

. , .. 
Genc;o and other thermal stations,.-it' an1 ?, •( ;·'( 1 , 

·6. The 1Pisc0rns have shown that they, co l.lld. ,not I Prevailing pri'ce in the Short-Term market at the 
selJ ~ sµrplus of 1765 mu, with a.~ari, tion ,of time ~f surpl~s availability with us is the criteria for 
~s.4~?-A·. crore. At the.!sam.e tim.e, they hive; ~elling pow~ri~utside. If.!~~ prevailing price is lesser 
pyrch.as,ed• 1241 mu more thar:i:· w~ 3t "YciS · than the marginal varia~le cost of the generating 
aJ?provep by the Commis,sion from the 'in~rls~t.: station at tha(instant, •it~ ·_not commercially prudent 
W~at .~re the reasons for the same? -Did ·,the I to opt for salet'of power. ' 
[?iscprn~ 'ba:C:k down thermal power in ( rderjo- : ; , • • 

" " . 
purchase .high cost and must-rur n(i)n-'. The DISCOMS·pave taken every possible step to sell 
q:inventiotial energy, • exceeding .t,heir I 'the surplus ··power available at their disposal. 
ol:;>ligations under RPPO, and pay fixed harg¢s; .Availability of:surplus power on the basis of Time of 
therefor? • If so, what are the costs1 per unit:of 1 ,the Day (Peak' Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night 
NCE purchased a~d per unit cos(of po\,v.~r: Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
fron;t ,:the thermal sta.tions backed doWri,.: revenue. R~ . '.power has been purchased in 
station-wise and unit-wise? · , accordance with~. the -provisions of the approved 

, : , , ·:i PPAs and r~gulations governing grid operations. 
, .. : .. • . ·· .. ;· .. ~ . , ~s the backing down details sought are pertaining 

, - . : ! to·older period, !h~ same will be furnish_ed shortly. 
~ 

t J ... , \ 

7. The Discerns have c_lairiled that follo,wil g fixed; It :i.s to infori'Q .. that short payment of fixed cost 
costs_-. determined by_ the CommJssion for,.: ,would take pl~ce, if the g'enerator didn't achieve the 
SDSTPS,.stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2;0" 9, -t~ey. target availability factor as specified in the relevant 
haye ··t9 pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2,015 16 ancl: PPA. · ; .. ,. . ·. 

~ t';• 4 
>. ~~ ... ,. 
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Para No /Brief Issue ·. 1
• i '. 

1 EPDCL Resp~nse 

Rs.1145.9.4 crore for ~016-17 additionally lo •• · 
the project. When the' Commission·. fixed 'tan 7 he 'matter• of not allowing the fixed. cost payments 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63. per unit, witn .a.fi~~d c n, ~etrospective basis to SDST.PS (s.__within the 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and wheH~ a~t~a'l· r ·f ·unliew of th,e Hon'ble· APERC. _·:. '·. ' 
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with. ;j P~F. • , • ·, ·1 •' •• 

of 41.96% only forthe year ·2015-16 and ~it'~ 'a 1 · ·· · •. ' 
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and \\then ·· 
the Discoms paid Rs.430:os crore for 20:1;s::.16 

• I 

and Rs.824.27 crore fof 2016-17, the fixed : • 
costs determined by the ·commission foil the 
~tation on 2.3;2019 cannot, and should not, be 
applied with,_ i•etrospective effect. The(efore, 

I 

we request the Hon'ble -'Commission (Mt" ·fo 
approve payment of . additional sµlrr of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discoms have clafmda'to 

' I 
be paid to the said s~ation under true-·up. 
When fixed cost was approved by : t~e 
Commission for threshold level PLF a11tl .. whin ._ 
the station could achieved PLFs less than ~h~f, ' 

'. 

, 
., . 

• ! ' 

liquidated damages should be collect~d "froljll • -
SDSTPS-1 for generatiqn and supply o~ pc?.w.er · • _ . .. . _ 
belowthresholp level.-'' :·1(, '. ·.f , ' 

8. The Discoms ha_ve cl~imed that wh;ile I th;e C wners'hip ·wise/ Source wise variation 1n'respect of 
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unitl a$ t~1e t 1e per unit V?riable cost is given in'Table 12. of the 
average variable cost for the year 2~1($~1; ~ petition. ·, ... : , , 
they have paid @ Rs,2·.94 per unit I ori a , · ,, 
average. They have not explained the ~ea~o~s The increase in variable cost is •clue-to 1ncrease in 
for paying higher variable cost,~., +fh

1
e _Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment'(FC\I\) levied by the 

justification or otherwise for paying 

1

, higher C~al f Gas companies and increased freight charges 
variable costs ~e,.ed to be examined. ; I[ IE ve!ed by Railways and other transportation 

a ~ericies. 
9. The Discoms have claimed that othe:r. costs C ther Costs· inclL1de expenditures incurred on 

• , I i 
paid by them increased to Rs.830 cr!Jt'e tror a ~co;u·nt of Additional Interest on pension bonds, 
~s.729 crore approv~d 'by the Coftis$io7. ir c~htives paid if any and actuai payment of Income 
They have not explained what thrs; 01thlr T:1x.:These are the prudent expenditures made by 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 cr.9~e ;w1s tile B'.ISCOMs and submitted f~r admission in to the 
paid by them additionally. The justifi4~tlon:antl T·ue:-,up · · 
permissibility for paying such a hu~E rn6u1t !) .. r ., •• , ' 

for unexplained other costs neeld toj bej I_ - ' ··· 
examined. \ ! II : ·, 

10. We request the Hanible ·Comm~'ss!on; -:tb . As. p'er Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, G"oAP agreed to 
~etermine the amoun!$ taken overf trn!, y:i br . ~· keJ.i ·over. !5% of working CaRital. term ~oan of 
taken over by GoAP· fliom the ·de]s of., the R).81:61.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds qf Rs.2546.15 

' I • ' th 
Discoms for the year 20lp-'17 under · DtY

1
antl . c·s, of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30 

deduct the same from th¢ir true,-up c'l~i,rns. I~ s 3 pt Imber; _2015. I Accordingly GoAP ' issued 
the subject petition, the Piscoms. have in, t G.o:·~s.No,?7, Energy lnfras~n.i9ture & lny~stment 
given the details of taking over of the;ir ~·e8t b1 (I ower-1) Department, dt.26-07-2016. 

5 
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" . ·· ':.GoAP under UDAY. " • ,· , -• •· -1,· • Outstanding loans as 
1• • ,1 

'• 

,1 i I-

,; 

-
'' ll • . 

~; 

. ·t . . , 

. ' 

:~ • ·1 on 30--09-2015 
• ·i. ·,, · Capex Loans 3712.49 '' --~-------------------< 

' 

,.:·,: ·:1 · .• Working capitc{Loans 8461.76 
); • 1 FRP Bonds liability 2546.15 
:~ :,._i . ·Total ·.:-~ 14720.40 

, :"'. ~ut of the ~otal· outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 
• .,,. • •

1 .'~rs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval 
• ":·•., · for takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 

• '· I .brs1) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). ,. 
_.':;: .. · · E°PDCL SPDCL Total 
;, · .. • . ·,Against 10.0% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 

· ;'.; ~'l : FRP Bonds ,, 
1 

l • , 
\ \.,. ) • I 

> r, 

f :·) . 
_ .. ~; ' 
_..._ ,;' 

Against '175%-2094.53 4251.79 
working cap'\tal ',~, 
loan •~: ·•-l 

6346.32 

.;i ' Total 
~~, J 1 

3300.48 559_1.99 8892.47 
,;:t; ··As on••date ',GoAP has taken over loans as given 

• .'. :·1:. below: .,. . ' " 
. , .11 ' EPDCL " SPDCL Total 

" , 

, t 1-~1 Against 100% 904:46 • 1005.23 1909.69 
f'· / )• · FRP Bonds 

t .,. ' 1 • 

•
1 

• ~ "' Against '75% 2094.53 42S1.79 6346.32 
\, . ' ' 

• :. ·, 
1 

• .)Norking capitl:1I :: 1 

•••• .; · •:-'· ; ""loan · " 
, • •. '

1 <'. ··Total :2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. The Disco ms have clain:,ed that they were abl-e Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
, to procure power from ~hort-ferm SOU[°Ee~ :~pproved by the Corrfmission is the weighted 

' * jj • J • 
fr.QIJl'the rriarket at an average rate o Rs.4'.66 .average cost of procurement. Even though the 

• p~r ~nit against the cost of Rs.5.i7 oer u~if ~ctual cost of:procureme,nt varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
approved by the Commission. The cost per yQit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is 
appr9ved· by the Commission is up~ er llrnii :contained w~II below. the price approved by the 
only. ThE;!·Discoms have purchased pov er fr:oni . Hon'ble Com'mis$ion,. iP. the Retail Supply ,;ariff 

. · market at a cost pe·r unit ranging f om_ tl)El. Order. .. · :-
. lowest of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.i .68. The ,· _. (, 

\ I 

0iscoms.cannot justify purchasing'pov er fro'm It is to inf9rrrl~that, while procuring power ori'Day-
, the market at costs higher than the up jer Ii.mi, · ahead basis fr:?m the market, in certain instances 
. deter-mined by the C.ommission, • un far ~he , the time bloGk wise discovered price exceeds the 
fadl~· ~retext that the average cost ::>er, linji · ·~verage price' approved by the Commission. To 
paid is less than the upper limit fixec __ by th~ ensure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 

' • • • ~ J ; 

Commission. In other words, the Distorns havei 'consumers~ the DISCOMs are procuring power from 
passed' on the benefit of costs paid be low the ishort term ·so'.urc(:s, after exhausti~g receivable 
upRer limit fixed.by_the,·Commisston o .s·o,mei· power.-from-a,ll·committed sources, to meet the 
of the companies tradfng. in. power b ~ paying ihqrtages on IV: ·. 
~ .- • ., 4' ~ ~( • ~ • 

them costs higher than -the upper limit fixed l;iv, ',1 
1 

• ' • 

~hi Commission. We request .the. Hon'bl~ .',perj unit rates in the e·xchanges during peak hours 

'} f J ' •• 

.. I 

:j' j ,.I .. ... ! 
I 6 ,,: ,. , ; ' I , J 
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Commission to direct the Discoms 'to, seek - . r us·ually hig~el' than the ceiling-rates approved by 
additio.nal subsidy required for purchases o 'ble APERC. · If the procurement: rates. are 
made in rnarket far exceeding·the quant.um ·e_tricted to .the· ceiling rates during peak hours, 
permitted by the Comm is ion and f(om 

1
other '1 · €OMs wouJd. ·not get the required power, · 

sources from'GoAP, sine they did not: seek eaf·:!n,gto.loa~d-·s.~_edding. , ...... , 
prior approv~J of th, Commissior; for ... , 
purchasing additional quantum, procedqre to .·, 
be adopted ., for real and transparent 
competitive· bidding and cap on tariff! The 

I • 
powers-that-be,-· should b brought roui~d ·to 
scrupulously adhere to regu(atory 
requirements of the Commission 1 for 
purchasing power and additional power:· l 

12. Any additional supplies. made to LT agrfculture, 
with additional costs, the same shou!'.d be 
sought as additional subsidy by the Dis.corns 
from GoAP. · • ) 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to th·e 
tune of Rs.3i12 crore under true-up toir the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permi~sible. 
We request the Hon'ble Commission t~ feject 
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have 
to submit their true-up claims in time and the 
consumers sh0µld not be. penalised for dei!av 
caused by the Dfscoms in submitting t~e sam~. 

14. We request the Ho 'ble Commission :to 
provide us an_ ,opport nity to mak~ fUJrther 
submissions in perso during the puolic 
hearing after- receivin responses of the 
Discoms to our ·above- entioned su'b~is:si6ns 
and studying and analys ng the same. ! : [ 

• l I 
• I 

' ' 

h~ Hon'ble Commission has already passed order 
ide IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated 
7.10.2017 to provide add! subi5idy of Rs. 64.26 
rores to APEPDCL. 
or. the reasc_ms .beyond in the control of the 
!SCOMs, the True-Up claims hav~ been submitted 

_l'itn a deli;ly and carrying cost · also ha,s been 
·,aimed. The _H0-n'ble Commission: Js,r;equested to 

, ' 
·ondone the- delay and approve the True-Up claim 
1·1cluding carrying costs. 

ve11 if true-ups are filed in tirrle, "carrying costs are 
nevitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on 
orking capital availed towards a_dditional power 
roturement cost. 
ithin the purview of Hon'ble APERC 

Yours faithfull_y 

I ·• ~ 
: .___..... .. i ief General Managetc,[o lJ • 

' APEPDCL::VISAKH.APATNAM 

Copy submitted to 
The Secretary, ~,P.ERC, 4 TH lo l 

PPA,RA&QC · 

r 11-4-660
1 
Siog reni, l·'h~,,: n, Red .. Hills, Hyderabad-500004, . . I .. 
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.. 
: t ':: • ''( ~ '• ', ~ , •\ ; I ~, i ": 
' ,. i ,. .. , { • 

"\ ......... ~ ... ►- ~ • .. ., .. ,,... • fl 

EASTERN POWE'R DISTl:W:(t.fnol\ C0.\1PANY .. OFA.P. LIMl1"ED . ' ' .. 
CORPORATE' OF!f=ICE :: VISAKHAPAtNAM .. 

. . . f . : ' .. ·.. . • ·' 

To . · ··· .. 
i' 

' ' ' 

The Chief General Manage'r, 
PPA, RA & QC, ·· 
APEPDCL, Corpora.te Office, 
Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam -530013. 

;, ) t• . . ~ .. 
I "· 

. ~. ! ~ . 

i 

S~i. M . .V'7nugopala Ra9, 
. .. Senior:.Journalist & Co,nvener, , : 

Cent(e ·for Po,11\(.er Studies,' . . . 
H.No.7-1;408 tb 413, ~ 203!. · .. ' 

· ·· · ;, . Sri Sai .Darsan.'R~sidency, .. · · 
Balkarn°p''et :Ro-a,d, Ameerpet, , 

I. • 

• i 

" ' • ' • ' ~ tl • 1.}I 

. " Hyderabad·_ 500 016. · .. 
i . ; ,, , '\ .. ... 1 • 

· , Email :·_vrmumma·reddi@grnail.com 

Lr.No.CGM/PPA RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP /RJI.C/F:TrL e-U~/D.No. l-n 1 
, l ' I ~ 

. /19 dt.<0f. ~10-2019,: 

Sir, \ t I •, 1-i • ~ t"} • ' 
1 

~ 1 

Sub: APEPDCL - RAC - Replies to th~ dpjecti rns received on True-up petitioi;i, filed'py _ .. : 
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply ijlisiness for 2016-17 - Regarding. '_'. . · , 

• • • ~ l • -{, • t 

j 

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 1?~98-20}9 · , 
* ~** . 

LIS,. • 1' ~ ' ' 

We are in receipt of your suggestion/objectiot1s 0n True-up petition filed by APDISCOM.S 'on . . ~. 
Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and theisame is herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise 

~ • ,. I 

J .(~, ; .. : f 

replies of APEPDCL are as follows: •1 • 

Para f\lo /Brief Issue 
1 

• 1 • :: : , • EPD'cl Respm:se . 
1-------~---'---'-----~~"---"-~------------'-----'--"-------1 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, .. being indepe11dent . 
entities should have submitted their tr~e-up t is to inform that, in view of the uniform nature of 
applications separately. However, a common letail Supply Tariffs across the $t?te inqependent of 

• 1 

application is filed by both the Discerns fdr the he service area of the distribution licensees, the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming re,renue )ISCOMs are proposing to impose· t~e burden of per 
true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the year 2015-16, unit True-Up also on uniform bas!s across the State. 
a revenue true-up of Rs.53_52 crore for 2015-16 urther Power Purchase cost . which constitutes 
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs.2580 raund 80% of the entire e~penditure of 
crore for the year 2016-17; with a carryln& cost ~istribution business is being .. incurred centrally to 
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest· rate of; 12% opti~ize the procurement cost' 'a1,1"-d-" reduce the 
considering FY 2019-20 as the ·v,epr of 'ransaction costs. Even in the· True-Up exercise, 
approval. Whatever be the true-up armc;iunts l1ower purchase cost variatio11 is malor.elem~nt and 
that the Hon'ble Com.mission is going to , o the DISCO Ms have proposed fof uniform levy of 
permit, its impact onr·consumers shoultl. be 11er uhit True-up across the State. . , 
confined to the respective true-up amourits'"of '·, ::-
the Discom concernecl. It should nqt; b~ 'ah ' ; '· 

\ 

average for the entire StaJe. . 1 ' " ·' 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms ~lalms f evenue True-up to the extent ·of Rs 2817 Crs 
that their clalms for true-up pertain to th'e'year I I erti!iining t~ FY 2015-16 has been· claimed· as part 

I 
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I : • '· . ,Para No /Brief _Issue •· ',.. . : \: r} . , • EPDCL Response ~ ·~ .... 
Q.016-17, at page 19, the Disccims h9ve· laj.iiled ,of.Tru~~u·p pe't1tion for FY 2016-17. Rev·enue true-up 

''f~·e~Up/ for the year 2015~16 also! · ~~(h9.~) ·_lii:\§ not been c[al·~ed earlier for FY 2015-16. . ~" 

f
ivitig/- details. pertaining to the sam , . . •11;: J& ·;::·. l, . ; 

. trarige that th~ Hon'ble Commissi rn '·Was, ,'fl:le Honorable,EpmmJssion approves tariff and non-
• ~ \ l 1 t t~ • 11. 

"" sil~cl public notice, inviting objections .arid ,tariff income f6r'the' Retail Supply Business in its 
uggestions in• the subject· petition~ 1Vitho4-i:1 l ·Retail Supply Tariff Order for every financial year. 

'.1ir:e.et:ing · the . Discoms to file·• r~qufred' However, tariff and non:tariff income approved by 
Ipforrfrat(o~ relating to their true qp cl, ims f?r.; ·~t~e Honqur~ble Commission is differ~nt from the 

!
p1:!?·.,_f~;']'c;1rso and without incorpo'rat ng. ttj:e; 'actual revenue realiz,ed. If the actual revenue 

, ame~·fl\ the subject petition. We reqL est tl)'e.1. r~alized is· ld0er than· the approved revenue, the 
· ·o-o!:b[ii''~ommission -to. d,lrect the- Dis< 9m_s_ :tf /Petitioners i,hcur losses. Hence, the Petitioners 

.. t1~:~n~i{.t~~:-up_~etitio~_/~r th~ year_· ?15~fqi :~equest the i'.~onourap\e: •. Commission to coh~ider 
1 epc1rate\y•w1th all .the.required inf.or.r:nation. ~:t• , true-up/trueJdown for tn.e revenue also. '· 

~ .... • • .., "1, .. t• I' ,.-,.> , ... 

rage,2o;·the Discoms have dishon,estly -raim'EH}I Further, the';•iDIStOMs· UJ:iave written to a letter 
~ •\ :-::- · .. -.. " ,. · r ~ ~ .. ~ •~, i~ ~.~, .... 

,h~_Mhe: cla~med true-up amount'pf R5 .11,144; '(Lr.No.CGM/9pn/SPD~L/TPT /RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 
1 ► rore is.ror retail supply business_'for"be y~ar 116 dated' lStOl-2017) to the Hon'ble Commidsion 

• • l•.. l .. I 

).016-17. ;' v• seeking amer.idment to the Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
l ,. ·,. J.•;'.~1 ! · t!iis effect. f, 

3. ~hile::the .Hon'ble Commission. apprpved·/a 1 Whenever there is a short supply of power from the· 
.. J~t~l p~wer purchase of 56,805 rnu for.-,:th.k'!. pl~nts which ~re governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 

', yl:"i:1(::i2P~6-17, the actual purchase-s. claime;c,f6/ ·kv..ucture (Cap~dty Charge & Energy Charge), owing 
t~l;•~i~toms are 52,561 mu only, i.e., tt ere;ti•1~i t~ the issue7. o~ Plant availability (either due to 
l'.e?~:e.r purchase of power by 4244 mu. Desp;if~

1 
outage or d.4~:, to shortc!ge of supply) capacity 

hi:ltr.;against total power purchas,e cost .qf 1• ¢harges payab[e to -.such generators would be 
·ls .. "22.~&3,~ crore approved by the Com nissicin/. reduced proportionately as per the provisions of the 
Ii~ •Qiscmms incurred· an expendi1 ure . 6tl .P.PA. 

t .. 

'· ' 1 
! 
' I 

r ,, 

" 

j 

! 

• \ I ~ • 

~~;,4-55~$~, crore _for_ power pu~cha• e, ·i.i:i.1 ;:: , · 
')ighen'91/ Rs.2,917 crore. · They have sho'-9,~r, _:l;)lain reason, for deficiency in supply is less 
, _le~~~r 1P,a.vment of Rs.270 crore towar ls fix~q! . ~vailability d~'.slaration by the concerned Generator 

:bRriti:,higb,er payment ,of Rs.3086 crore owar~~l )owing to sh~i-tage of Coal and the paymept of 
}7rri~~!f.:?; ·cost and higher' ~aymen\ of Rs . .;t6!, :·_capacity charfies are m~.sJ~ accordingly. '\l 

Gf-9~~~towards other costs for thEl: yec r 201,¢~_!, , . -~ it,.··, . 
~?i.t,Jh(-Oi,scoms hav~ claimed t~~~ st pply(;ft Prevailing pr/1:e .in thr~ :~~,art-Term market a~~ the 
pqyv~r:.1·is: lesser vis a vis energy d~spat~h· time of surply's availabilitV with us is the criter,i;a for 
i:lPAr.oye'tl by the Commission Jp.r ti e y~ar, selling power Qutside. If the prevailing price is J.~sser 
20:J.6-f~ by 3032 mu by AP Genc~ithe: mal, •byl than the marginal variable cost of the gene·rating 
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu i rorn [i.P.i. ,station at tha'.t'instant, its not commercially prudent 

, • ~.Elt\~o hydel, by 262 mu, · from (;GSs, b/253' ··{i opt for sal~\)f power. 

WY;1fr?\11 NCE, by 10,124 mu from I >ps ~_r.1.~;. ·:,: , 1· • 

9.tl;).e.r~:~,nd by 28 mu from APGPCL.' Tl';; _sn?f4:: JJ\ere is no di<;h.0tomy between energy availability 
?.f'-PP,iy· includes 661 mu from KSK M, han~f~i,

1 
~ 'dispatch. Thei,~surplus is assessed based on the 

~~g?.~.mu from Hinduja,. 75 mu from herm~). potential pla'ryr, availability, subjected to the 
?;qw~r! Tech and 6566 r:nu from 6(00 rvi~: §Ondition of aCCt!SSibility of sufficient fuel. 
DBF.00:1'-Did the Discoms claim and colle~t· , 
li,iur~~-i~~ damages from .:the power statio~i:. ~lb.e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to sell 
9~QgY.p1et1, 'for lesser supply of powe, as p,~,r,· ·tf1e surplus power available at their disposal. 
thi1,t~rrp'.$ and conditions in their' re pectiii 1 ,,Availability of. surplus power on the basis of Time of 

J ,l t 1 , ... ,~ • \~ 

,t,;J: lt'1• }•ft:•:} 
;,. t:' .. l";] J-':~:· 

~-.,or:.:~. ~lt) .. } .. , 
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,-------P-a_r_a_N_o_/_B_r_ie_f_l_~s-u-e--ii--"'•!''-!~r, :·," : .. - EPOCL Response.• .:-

. 

PPAs, wherever applicable? The Disqorrrs 1h~ve .tne Day (Peak Load Hours, Da"y Time Power, Night 
not explained the reasons for shortfall in I ower etcj' 

1

is important to 'fetch reasonable 
generation and supply of power. Des pit~ the r "?Venue. ,'.' · ·" · " 
claimed shortfall in generation and sup~•ly of ' .. 
power, the Discoms have shown an Ut~sold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2'01f-17. 
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically 
energy availability an·d despatch, .. were 
proposed by the Discoms:and determine~ ana 
approved by the l:-lon'ble Co.mmission. -t • 

4. Despite haying 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 Dis¢otns 
have claimed that they have purchased 901 
mu additionally from ga·s-based IPPs ag~inst 
3054 mu approved by the Commission.l;The 
Discoms have claimed that they • !,ave 
purchased mu from the market at a total:cost 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional amount of 
Rs.645 crore paid for additional purchas,e of 
1413 mu. It needs to be clarified _by;· the 
Disco ms whether· additional purchases 011 puch 
a higher scale were made by them ·witpdllt 
seeking prior consent of the · ·· Plpm'ble 
Commission, both in terms of quantum, aha 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedute1to 
be adopted for such purchases to· ensure 
competitive tariffs. Since' the Discoms hacil not 
sought and got permiss!on of the Hon'ble 
Commission for purchasing additional power 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff ,and 
the procedure to be adopted for compethive 
bidding for such purchases, it r~flects 
,;executive arrogance" of: the powers-t~a:t-be 
who handled such purchases . trom 
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of '. the 

I 

directions given periodically by the Ho~'ble 
Commission on additional ·power purchases to 
be made by the Discoms and 'r~f~ects 
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they 
r.ieed not seek prior permission of : the 
Commission for such !'purchases arid their 

• I 

contempt for regulatory requirements 'and 
' questionable approach ·that the, Commis~ion 

would or should give its ~orisent to• ~uch 
purchases as and when they seek. 1 

'. 
I 

• I 

" . 

I iS to inform that unsold surplus of lP,384 MU as 
claimed by the objec.tor-is not the actual surplus 
€ eneration. It is only the potential to generate 
surplus subjected to the availability of required fuel. 
~~dst of the thern'lal generating stations were falling 
snort of expected generation due to shortage of 
coal. 

t fter considering the power availa.ble. from all the 
spurces, the DISCOMs fell· short. of . energy 
arvailability, and in order to ensure reliable & 
uninterrupted power supply, the DISCOMs have 
r 'sorted to market purchases and additional 
purchases. 
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: .... : . . , . Para No /Brief Issue · ·:~i --,EPDCL.Response a . .,,J 
5. file ,Di's~oms have maintaired that' they have ·;rhermal Gen'erating stations lo,!'.:ated in Telangana I 

jnc.urred. ,fixed cost of. Rs .... 8551 cro£e agains~ .Stcite are older units when compared to the station~ · 
~~:882J,crore approved by the c;omm,issio.nl located in Andhra Prade$h, This causes, per unit 
J:~js i;nai,nly du~ : to failures of I lh~ pow:j . fixed cost of generating stations in TS at lower side 
~t,;i~ions . :·concerned to . supply f a pprov~i when compa~~d to its counterparts in AP. This is the 
quan,tµm' of power. At •the sam~ ·time, 1:~fl reason behin,d payment of higher fixed costs by AP 
Di_sc9ms ·rave paid a.dditional varia~!e costs, qY,, '"DISCOMs w~en "Regulatit;m" of power came into 
Bs,?psp' rcrore, i.e., Rs.16074 crbre a'ga\~t force betwe~p AP & TS.,.., 
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the ~ommissibn1 • • .'·. 

· S,im_il~fl.y; ~he Disco ms also ha~e p~:~r ?<~d!tio}!~J During certain instancet in the grid operations, 
9\~er. fOSts by Rs:101 ·crore, 1.e., Rs.~ ~O croq~ Thermal Poi./t=r Stations are backed do~~ to 
agair)'st ... Rs.729 crore • approved ~y t~~ accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
Commission. The reasons for the ·sarne neeq ·have been cdnferred "Must Run" statu_s. During the 
tp ht; explained by· the _Discom? f? P_x~ry,Jh~ .·Reriod of backing down,- the thermal generating 
wbethe~ such higher payments are ju• tifie~J~f. s"tations have to be. compensated for fixed cost 
-~qt. .. -:[bat apart, fixed cost being 'ixecf.i~ payme~t, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
~~W,re, i~ cannot increase for purcha.se of. ~D~ p.rovisions of ,theJ>PAs. 
qua.ritum of power approved JY · \he 1 : • 

~.Qm~ission. Therefore, the moot poinf:}$ As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
t •"-•• _, - ~ i,...L ~ 

w~,e~h~r the Disco ms backed down c, pac;iti~~ . to older period, the same will be f1:1rnished shortly. 
of.. ~~e-Jtations of AP Genco -and pc id fjx~E) . • . ., . • . 
chprge~ therefor. If so, what were 'tb~ · 
' ~ ~ .~ •• • "I ,:. ~ ' 

q4rr:itun.i; of power backed down0• by }~~ 
P.i.sc.or,n~,.and fixed char.ges paid tbereior to~1~ • _ . 
Ge_R,<;l'.f c;ir.id other thermal stations, if ar y? :'.. j ; , .. 

6. Th~ JH~~qms have shown that they c Jul~ ~r9f 'Prevailing pri,ce in the Short-Term market ~J the 
sell a sur.pJus of 1765 mu, with a var ation· of :time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 
+ !' ,. 'I, ,, "1c ,, . 
f\~.4.46};. ·crpre. At th~ 'same time,/ t~ ey hi~~ selling power

1 
o~tside. ': !~e prevailing price is l,es~er 

.pµ,r~~a.~ed 1241 mu _more tha17 .w~at Vl/M· than the margrnal var,,aqle cost of the gene~~trng 
?Pp,rqv~d: by the Com~ission from:thE; _marl<e!r station at th~t'instant, its not commercially prudent 
vyi,·at are the reasons for the same? Did 'th'~ to opt for sal~•of power. •, 
l;)isc;oms. back down t~ermal power in orde{tp :., · 
p1,ir~hase ,high cost ·and must'.:rl n . DR,11·~ The DISCO Ms have taken every possible step to sell 
~·otjY,entional energy, . exceeding · \h.eJ,1-the sl!rplus , power , available at their disposal. 
qql_igatiqns under RPPO, .and pay flxJc ·chc!ri~$ · Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
tner~fqr? If so, what are the costs p_e r urii£~9f tbe Day (Peak Joad Hours, Day Time Power, Night 
N.CE, purchased and per u·nit cost· o poi/el' Power etc) is important to fetch· reasonable 

\-•,.. ...... ~ \ "~ ~ 1 • 
fr~m ., the thermal stations backe( do.w.~

1 
revenue. RE p~ower has been purchased in 

stcitior;i-wise and unit-wise? , - • l accordance wit'1_ the· proyisions ,of the approved 
. '; , . -~ ·;: . .. . . ,,,. , PPAs and regulations governing grid operations. 
:': .. , .. : ~/ . .' · / As the backing down details sought are pertaining 
.::/·.';: ;,~-·- ... . .£: to older period, the same will be furnished shortly. 

,.. , ~' ,· ~.. , :;: / " 
..... _,.,, ... , • : , '1 \ .. ~. 

7. the· .. Qi~coms have claill'}ed that follow ng fixed lt is to inform that short paym·ent of fixed cost 
- c9~ts.jl_e~t~rmined by the Comm,:; ion )tjl' :." would take place, if the generator didn't achiev.e the 

SDSTPS.:.s.tqge I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2C 19, -t~~r .target availaoiJity facto~ a,s spe~ified in the relevant 
have,,to P\W Rs.621.19 .. trore for 2011 -16 a,Acll PPA. , 1 ,,.. 

',' 

: , 
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Para No Brief Issue , · '. ,'. ·: 'r '! · • · · EPDCL Response · · 
i-------------------.l:---.-"'f-- - ♦ ------------=------------l 

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additiopal1{to J '• 

the project. When the Commission, fixe,1 an · Ile roatter of not.allowing the fixed cost payments 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with,<! ~ixed · u1. fetrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when : a'ctaal I u6Jiew of the Hon'ble APERC. •· ·· 

1 
• • · ' • 

f 

energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with·~ 'PLF 
of 41.96% only for the yea.r 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.824.2i 'tr.ore for 2016-17, the fixetj 
costs determined by the Commission for the 
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should ntjt, be 
applied with retrospective effect. The(efore, 
we request the Hon'ble Commission n¢t to 
approve payment of additional surrj of 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Discerns have claimed to 

i 
be paid to the said station under trµf-up. 
When fixed cost was approved by f the 

I 

Commission for threshold l~vel PLF and' When 
the station could achieved PLFs less than that, 
liquidated damages should be collected frdtn 
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of p?"wer 
below threshold level. : I· . · 

8. The Discoms have claimed that wnilei the 
Commission approved Rs:2.29 per unit a$ the 
average variable cost for the year 2016-17, 
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit ol(l . an 
average. The\r have not explained the rer.tsbns 
for paying- :higher variable costs.· ; lfhe 
justification or otherwise for paying higher 
variable costs need to be examined. \' 

' 

- ' t 
.. ... 

I ' • 

Ownership wise/ Source wise variation in respect of 
t1e per unit variable cost is given Tri Table ·12 of the 
~ etition. · • ' 

l he :increase in variable cost is"·aue 'to 'increase in 
E asic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment,{FCA} l_eyied by the 
Coal / Gas companies and increased freight charges 
I 'Veled by_ Railways and other transportation 
agencies. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other tosts C th~r 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 Commis~ion. i 1centives paid if any and actual payment of lncome 
They have not explained what those qther lax. These are the prudent expenditures rr:iade by 
costs are and why a s~an of Rs.101 crore'.was t1e DISCOMs and submitted for admission ir.i to the 

,_

--p-a-id-by-th_e_m_a_d_d-it-io_n_a_l!Y_·_T_h_e_j_u_st-if_ic_a-ti_o_,j_a_n_d_,__l ....... ru:l,e-U p : ·.· _, :_. permissibility for paying such a huge amount 
' for unexplained other costs need .. td · ·be 

examined. , ,. 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commissiqri to P. s per Clause· 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed ·to 
determine the amounts taken over or .to be t~ke, over 75% of working capital term loan of 

• i 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of; the F s.8461. 75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds· of Rs.2546.15 
Disco ms for the year 2016-17 under UDAY; and C rs. of the A~DISCOMs outstanding as on 30th 

deduct the same frpm tli~ir true-up claims. In September, 2015. Accordingly C5oAP issued 
the subject petition, the: Discerns have' ·1ot ( .p.~s.No.27, Energy lnf(astruct~re & Investment 
given the details of taking over of their tlebt by ( >ow!er-1) Department, dt.26--07-2016. 

-
' : 
I 
' 

! 
' I 
I 
' , 

' 
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. GoA°P'uoder. UDAY. 
~ '• . ~ 

. ' 

.. 
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'1 ' 
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~ "' ~ J') 

,~ , ?., I,; l I •.-~ 

',, ,, 

t •• : I '/ •• Outstanding loans ~s J 
• , •· ., • 

10 on 30-09-2015 · = • i . :,'j . c. 

; ,,.:· ~j. Capex Loans\ .• 3712.49 
! :> j '· Working capital Loans' 8461.76 
·, ·~~ '-:: FRP Bonds Liability · 2546.15 .,u"". ~ . < ;·~ ,·• ,: 'Total . . 14720.40 
' :!,:::J~·.Q'.ut of the totaJ outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 

:;_~:;:j i~rs. as on 30..:09~2015, GoAP has accorded approval 
1 r' .Jar takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 

• f,. ~ ? ;0,1 ~ ~ 

,:?°L J:rs.) and 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.) . 
. ,l > EPDCL SPDCL Total 

.',! .I Against 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
. ' ;• FRP Bonds ' 

:\ 
~ • ,r ~. 

• ;:, •:l 
.. , J 
~ f, 

" ... 'tit 

'_Against 75% 2094.'53 4251.79 
·'· . 

working ca~ital 
loan 

( . >' 

6346.32 

total , 3300:.48 5591.99 
' 

8892.47 
As on date .GoAP ha~ taken over loans as given 

below: i .. ;.~ ,, . 
EPDCL ' SPDCL Total:' 

, . •·, .. q · -~gainst 1~9% 904.46 1005.23 · 1909.69 
· j; >, ;; ~RP Bonds . , 

• ,: .. ,·;.; . ··Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 f':.t }-fl:':/. working capital 
,, ' I , .' ,:. •• 

1
,, . ,. oan , 

" I !'7•,•; !'~/--'•-.-,----------+------f-----j 
.. ~:+.,i. ·,Total 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. Jhe Piscoms have claimed that they 111.ere a:~l~ Per Unit Costiof power procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
, to prbcure power from short-term sour,ce~; approved by the Commission is t~e weighted 

fr.,om,th~ market at an average rate'o Rs.~.'6~ .. average cost- of procurement. Even though the 
per _1:mit against the cost of Rs.5.17 per unit :.actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
app(ov~d by the Commission. The cost per unit. to Rs 7.68/Unit,. the weighted average cost is 
approved by the Commission is up1 er lirt\!1 contained well below the price approved by the 
only,_ T~':. Discoms have purchased pm Ver frot;!l Hon'ble Commission, in .~he Retail Supply Tariff 
m.arket,at a cost per unit ranging f om :tb~. Order. , . . . 
low~st of Rs.0.24 to the highest of Rs.~ .68. Th~ . 

1 

Oi~co~s ~an not justify purchasing po\i ,er fro,m, It is to inforn;i that, while: procuring power on bay­
the ma.rket at costs higher than the upper limit ahead basis from the mar,ket, in certain instances 

. d~termi~ed by the Commission, ur (liqr • t.hJ the time blo~k wise disfovered price exceeds· the 
fa2ile, pretext that the average cost per \u'riit average pric~, approved by the Commission: To 
paid i; less than the upper limit fixed by )hi ensure relia~'1e 24X7 . power supply to' . the 
Commission. In other words, the Discoms hav~. Consumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power from 
passed on the benefit of c9sts paid bielow th~· ~hart term j'ources, after exhausting receivable 
upper ]imit fixed by the Commission "o S-9.'n;\~ i?ower from ·all committed sources, to meet the 
of fh~' companies trading in power, bV e~ilot : ~~,.ortages ~nly .... 

1: them costs higher than the upper limit fixe·p by, 1,. ., 
i . · t:6~. ,{;:'ommission. We request the Ho~~gi_~ . . ? i~: . 
' ' 
• 6 
; 

;t/~Jf\'"' ~ll ~ • J ). 
' .. . lo'" ,~ ' ~· • t"':• / .. j_f./; !' 

"' 
I 
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't 
~1 ~i l ,J,' , ,. . 

Para No /Brief Issue ' J:,~ ·ff~~·_ L'. . EPDCL Response,·, , . : · : . 

Commission to direct the Discoms t0 ~eek I P r unit rates- jn the exchanges1·during pE!al< hours 
additional subsidy required for p1,1rcHdses a e usually higher than the ceilintfr-ptes approved by 
made in market. far exceeding the l'.rtlarlturn on'ble APERC. If the procurement,• rates are· 

. ' ' 
permitted by the Corri mission and from ·oth1::r r stricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
sources from GoAP, sine~ they did not seek ISCOMs would ~ot_get the reg4if~9,HQWer, l!;!ading 
prior approval of . the Commissit:n , for t load shedding·. . · · .• ··~·.'. '' , 
purchasing additional quantum, proc;ecfur'.e to · · 1. • •• , • • : 

be adopted for real and transp~rent .... , · ' 
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. ;The 
powers-that-be should. be brought roun~ to 
scrupulously adher~·• to regulatoty 
requirements of the Commissfon fcir 
purchasing power and additional ·po~er. 

12. Any additional supplies made to L~T-a~g-ri_c_a_ltu-r.,..,.,e-, +-T+-·1-e_H_o_n_'-bl_e_c..,,o·-,m-, -m-is-s-io_n_h-as_a_lr-ea_d_y_p_as_s_e_d_o_r_d_e--1r 

with additional costs, the same shawl~ be v de IA No.20 of 2017 in OP No. l of 2016 dated 
sought as additional subsidy by the. Disc?ms CJ ?:.W,2017 to provide addl Sl!PSidy of Rs. 64.26 
from GoAP. C·ores to APEPDCL. .. , 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to 1 the F r the reasons beyond in the control of the 
I 

tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for' th~ j DISCOMs, the True-Up claims ~c!:Y~,been submitted 
years 2015-16 ano 2016-17 is not perm,:..:ilble. I ith a delay and carrying Gost also has been 
We request the··_Hon'ble Commission to'._rHjeft cl imed. The .,Hon'ble Comrnis~ign ~s r~quested to 
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms haye c ndone the delay and approv.e the True-Up claim 
to submit their true-up claims in time and' the i eluding carrying costs. 
consumers should not be penalised for: delay ' . · 
caused by the Discoms in submitting th.e same. E en if true~ups are filed in time, 

1
ca\'.rying costs are 

i evitable as APDISCOMs have to pay interest on 
orking capital availed towards additional power 

14. We request the Hon1ble 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 studying and analysing the same. 

it~ira the purview of Hon'ble APERC 

I 
i 
; 

, ·, 

Yours faithfully 

. fG (lfyJ 
1e enera anagcqm fG 

· PPA, RA & QC / 
I, 1•• APEPDCL::VISAKMAPATi\lAM 

' 'l I I ,, I 
Copy submitted to ! rl I j 

The Secretary, APERC, 4 TH Floor, 11-4-660} Sini!~reni Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004. 
I I;" I 

1 l 
I 

• I 
I 

I I 
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E~~TERN POWER DISTRIBU~ION ( ~MPAN!.: L A.P: LIMITE~ . . • ., "'I 

CORPORATE OFFICE:: V SAKHAPAliNJ:\M ,. 

From 

' ' I ,• '• ' I 

To 
' ' ' 

The Chief General Manager, ., ; Sri. A. P mnarao· · , 
PrA, RA & QC, . : . .' . D.Nu.5i2-1, 1st Lane, ,. 
APEPDCL, Corporate Office.~ '1. i Ashokh~gar, · · ·· 

Seethammadhara, ·· Vija~aw·I·'·.9_: a_-520 010 .· • : ._. _ 
Visakhapatnam -530013... ·~ . 

/ 

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/E~DCL/VSP[RAClF:True-)p/D.No. I 5'. · /19, dt. ¢t/ -10-20i,9 

Sir, Sub: APEPDCL-RAC- Replies to thi d_~)ectio, ; received or True-up petition fil~d-by 
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business for ?016-17 - '!Regarding. . ..•• .".,_ ,·. 

I . '. 
Ref: Your 9bjection letter dated.17-08L2019 

.. 1, l 

: , 
' 
I **' * I ,' 

:~, r ! . ., . 1 l ~ 
We are in receipt of your suggestiun/ q~jection· on True-up petition filed by ~PDISCOMS on 

Retails Supply Business for 2016-17 and .the':~cfrne is I erewith acknbwledged with thanks. ~ara wise 
I I 

replies of APEPDCL are as follows: 
I I. 

1. • I ! ., 

i 

1-----..,.... __ P_a_ra_Mo /Brief Issue : '1 l::PDCL Respo(1se · . , ' ~ 
1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being indepe_iiqent . 1

1 ·' · · . , 

entities should have submitted their 't~\.i~_.:up It is to inform }hat, in view of the L!fiiform nature of 
applications separately. However, a common 

I 
R::itail Supply 1iariffs across the state indepen1ent of 

application is filed by both the Discoms fo1ythe tie service area of the distribution licensee::, the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming revqnue D!S(;OMs are .1;lroposing to impose the burden of per 
true-up of R!>.2817 crore f,;ir the year 201:i-1.6, I u 1it true-Up ;:iJso on uniform bc:.sis across the State. 
a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 2Q15~16 F rrther Powe,1r Purc_hase cost which constitutes 
and 2016-17 and expense true up of Rs.2?80 a ound 80%1 of the entire expenditure of 
crore for the year 2016-17, with a carrving cost Distribution business is being incurre.d centrally to 
of Rs.3212 crore at an interest rate· of~?% optimize the 1\p1ocurement cost and. reduce the 
c;:onsidering F_Y 2019-20 as the yeBr 1 of t1 ~nsaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
approval. Whatever be ~b~ true-up amoµnts P:>wer purcha~e cost variatio,1 is majr,1 element and 
that the Hon'ble Commission is going to s ~ the DISCOi~s have proposed for uniform Jevy of 
permit, its impact on q:msumers shqulc\. be per unit True-Jp across the State.. : ... 
confined to the respective true-up amounts of ' 
the Discom concerned. It should not be an 

average for the entire State. ----+--+------+-; ----------~--
2. While the affidavit filed by the Discoms cl~ims R2venue True:-up to the exte)lt of ,,Rs· 2817 Crs 

that their claims for true-up pertain to ~he year p 21'taining to fiY 2015-16 has been claimed as part 
2016-17, at page 19, th,. Discoms have claimed o"True-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up 
true-up for the year 2015-16 also, witl~out h~s not been c)aimed earlier for FY 2015-16. '· I 

I 

i 

' ' '1 ., 
' 

I· 

' 

,. 

I 

I 
I 

I 



.. 
f;i~ :·£ ~. :,~:;:. - ·• ,, 

, ·~ ' ,'- . ,/:, ·:: Para·No /Brief ls.sue . \ : 
1
• ., EP~CL Response • " 

': ."•givi11g·;detailspertainingl·Jothesarie.lt;i~{1,;·· .· ¥• ~ .. ' · . 
;trange·' that the Hon'fule Commission .' ha:f the Honorable 'commission approves tariff and non-e 

f . ls~u~d pLl_:>lic notice, •infiting objecti )~;i a'r¥~, [i riff income[ for the Retail Supply Business in its 
···:"'tug(5e·~t)~n~ in the subject petitio~; withoqt ~: etail Supplyl:Tariff o~_der for eyery financial year. 

·; -directing·. the Discomsl1 ·to file equired; ', owever, tariff. and non-tariff Jncome approVJ;!d by 
, · , . i?fd::rrl~!! on relating.t? t~

1
eir true up~ c aims)gf. t, e H~noura~~e-CommJ~?.i9n is different fro 1: the 

.. .-. t,9}?;:,~:.'a!so an_d wlth~1~t incore?,ra"i~g t2f: act~al r~ven~;e realiz~~;,q·~ If the actual re~enue 
-~ ·. ·sam·e :11ftlie subJect ·pet1t1on. we· .. request thEf' realized 1s lo1wer than ,.t]'.re approved revenue~-the 

, ~ · · J;,i~~~\~;:to_mmission to direct th~roi~ co'ms'/9 · .P~!itio_ners ipcur losses. Hence, the Petitlr,ners 
:. , · .:_ fi}~:Jh_~i~ true-up petitionj!_fbr the y~ar ~015-f~: ~equest the 

1
_Honourabl_e .Commission to cohsider 

~•t . · •).e pa ra,t:~l~ with a II th~ r'e9 ti ired inf6rrn ~tiOl'h'f.#; ._}r.ue-u'p/true_-1~own fo: t~e revenue also. , : ·· 
\ · . J?a~~ 2p, the Discoms-hav~ dishone~tl~ 'i::la!~~~~ ;tu~ther, thef.DISCOMs .'have written to a letter 
1 ,_ ' •• t.h~U.be claimed true-upj,amount 0£ ~s.1111-t, ·;-p:.~.No:CGM/<p,pn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.No.12 

· :'cro.r.e;:1s for retail supply pusiness for he :V:1a ·-:/16 dated 1~--01-2017) to the Hon'ble Commission 
11 

' ::, 201~-Yi. , 
1 

• ':\? '~fiking ame1d~ent to. the Regulation 4 of 2005, to 
• • .. • 1 ~- ;- "l '. this effect. I .. 

~ I r--;~n{le the Hon'b!e corry:mission ap~ rovl;/d J· "Whenever there is a s!1ort supply of power from the 
· .' ·. t~taJ .. p9wer purchase or 56,805 m·u for' tli(j?. · plants which are governed by PPAs & Two part tariff 

:r: _ :'.., y.e,a;;. .!~-~~-17, the ·actual 
1
p urchases cl, imed. b~I.: }tr.ucture (Capacity Char·ge & Energy Charge), owing 

'•t.he:pJss~!llS are 52,561' ml u only, i.e.; therE:! i;;l· 't~:· the issues of Plant availability (e!ther due to 
. -l~.sserp1,1rchase of poweriby 4244 m~J-De~p_i\( ·outage or due to sh0rtage of supply) capacity 

, ., t]'.lc!J,>9gajnst total powrr purchas~ cost .;GiJt eharges pay9,ble to such generators would be 
\ · ·• · R~'.{?,;-5,3~ crore approve<ll ·by the dm missio~:...: reduced proportionately a.s. per the,proyisions of the 

. the', .. -Di,i<;:oms incurred l! an expend tµrE\ •ot. ,:PPA. ,, ' . ~. • • / • - ~-
Rs.2!?/1-~5 crore for p0wer purnh, se., i':$:l,V .•• ~., ·l~ . :£~·;;1 .. · f, 

. ..· , , .. •· Ji r.-" ,. ~ • • .. ·•, r 
/· . hig~e/"l?Y Rs.2,917 cror~. They :hav" shoyJh' Mai!1 reason~ for defiti~ncy in supply is:,~ less 
'·1 •• l~s~~r Aayment of Rs.219 crore towa ds fixi~ ·. availability d~1cla,ratior:i :by.jJhe concerned Gene~ator 
·t .. c9.s.t :Ngher payment of ~s.3086 cr~re towa·ras owing to ,sh6rtage of Gpal and the. payme'?,t of 

ia .. ~.i~~]e cost and highef paymerif o' Rs.1qf'- capacity charg~s are made accordingly. '-•1 

/ · · .~r.9q:,·,t-qyvards other cosis for the.year 2Q~,-6::;, r, . :~ •? 
•• ~ • 1 p .. ,:Tl\e· Discoms have cl'pimed that supply. ~9,.: Prevailing prjce in the Short-Term market at the 
·: _-pow_e,(is lesser vis a ./vis energy esp~Jsf ::ti'me of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 

~-_:ap_p,m~~d by the Com1ission for 1 he tfl~f:~:~elling power 6~t:ide.•1~ the prevailing price is les~er 
:/ '2.016<F by 3032 mu by tP Genco thermal, By :t_qan the marginal vanal:>le cost of the generating ... ~ ·:~2:~ r:,u from APPDCL, /PY ~049 mu from ,~r_-:, station at that instant, its not commercially prudent 

·,, , ·· ;G~r,ico-hydel, by 262 mu
1 

from CG~s, qy 2~$' . to opt for sale of power. 
·mu: fr9m NCE, by 10,1~4 mu from. PPs an9 .•; 
o~~er.s';~~d by 28 mu fro~ A~GPCL. 1 he slfor~.'; Jh~re is no dichotomy b1=tween energy availability 

' · ~4P,Rly-:;includes 661 mu \!from KSK MahanadC ·: & · dispatch. Thetsurplus is assessed based on the 
·2~2?;n,iu from Hindl,.lja, 175 mu from Therm~I: ;'potential plant, availability, subjected to the 

;, , . . ~~w.,er:: y~ch and 6566 ; ·mu from ( 00 ~-~- '. <;o'ndition of fl.Ccessibility of sufficient fuel. 
ii ,. DBF>OQ:·, Did the Discoms claim and coll'e~t '~ · * . .. . ·•, .... • . . II , i,. . . '. • 

·_lrqu(d_a.t~fd' damages frorv· the power statiqn~; ,.'The DISCO Ms, have tal<en every possible step to sell 
' . GOtic~rhed for lesser sumply of power as peF,;the· surplus. ~power available at their disposal. 

' · th~~:t~_r.fu~·and conditio~s in their n srYectjvf .Availability of.$1:1rplus p5w~r on the basis of Tirj1e of 
~.l · . 'Jf P,M/ ~herever applicab!r) The Qtsc~ ms haY,~ · the Day (Pea~\oad H6u·r;§i Day Time ~ower, ~ight 
: · -, not·: e?(p.lained the r.ea~ons for,\shc rtfall 1Jn Power etc) ,•!s importal)t to fetch reasouable 

I 

I 
I 

. 1· 
I 
I ' 
I 

I 
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generation and supply of power. Despi]telU~e n venu!=. · · 11 

claimed shortfall in generation and s1,.1P,plV'\t
1 
f 

power, the Discoms have showh arti);..n~q cl 
surplus of 10,384 rnu' for the year 

1

ft]',1iEt~~ :., 
This dichot_omy shows· how unr~a.l!, tica11Jry j I 

energy availability and · despatch •1 ·vyer,e 1 • 1 • 

proposed by the Disco ms and determin d la1d ' 

EPDCL Response,:• : 

approved by the Hon'ble Commission. 
1 

:; , • ·: • • 

4. Despite having an unsold'surplus of 10,'.3841mu, It Is to inform,\that unsold surplus of i0,384 MU as 
the Disco.ms have purchased 1707 mu -from the I .; aimed by tne objector is not the actual surplus 
market agaiQ.St, 294 mu\ permitted, by: the g ~ne~ation. ltl is only the potential. to generate 
Commission,' .At the samf' time, the Discoms s 1rplus subjected to the availability of required fuel. 
have claimed tnat they ave purchase,d ·901 I\ ost of the thkrrnal generating stations were falling 
mu additionally from ga -based IPPs against s 10rt of exp~bted generation due to shortage of 
3054 mu approved by tie Commission. 1The c )al. i , • 
Discoms have claimed that they 

1

• friave , , 
purchased mu from the arket at a t?tal ;cost 'Alter conside~\ing the power availal;>le from all the 
of Rs.797 crore, with additional arrrciun~ of . s lUr,ces, the DISCOMs fell short of energy 
Rs.645 crore paid for ad :litional pul"ch9s~ of a 1-ailability,. a'nd in order to ensur.e reliable & 
1413 mu. It · needs to be clarified .. by; the u A1interrupted

1 

power supply, the.· DJSCQMs have 
Discoms whether additionl31 purchases on p1.1,.ch r 'sorted • to t market purchases. and a_dditional 
a higher scale were rnai e by theni 'wifho:ut purchases. 1 

• 

. l 
I 

_j 
1 

, I I ., 
I 

seeking prior consent of the ., Hbn!ble 
Commission, both in ter tns of quantum i'artd 
cap for tariffs to 'J)e paid, md the proce~ute'to 
be adopted for such p~rchases to e.n:sure 
competitive ta!iffs. Since he Disco ms hacf not 
sought and got perm is~ (on of the Holh'_ble 
Commission for purchasi 1g additional power 
from the market, maxim Jm cap of tariff; and I . 
the procedure,. to be ado :>ted for cornpe(it\'{e 
bidding for ?uch pun::hases, it reflefts 
,;executive arrogance" o1 the powers-that~~e 
who handled such purchases from ' 
VidyuthSoudha. It is , negation of I t~e 
directions giv~n periodic ally by the Ho~'ble 
Commission or:i 'additiona power pu~chas¢s to 
be made by the Di• corns and ref:lects 

, . •. 'I 

recklessness of the pow1 rs-that-be. that 'they 
need not seek· prior. permission 'oft tbe 
Commission for such. ~ urchas~s . and1 ;th:e!r 
contempt for regulator , requirell'!eqt? . ~H'd 
questionable ~·pproach· <tnat the C~r.r1,mi$sl~n 
would or shquld give 1 ~5 consent 1tto sl'.li::.r 
purchases as and )Nhen tHey seek. i 'I:! ' ·f 

5. The Discoms h·aye maint~ined that ~~~y ha¼~ 
incurred fixed cost of Ri.8551 croh~!i·ag:ai~st 

,. ' ' 

· 7 he.n;nal Gen~rating stations located in Telangana 
~ tate·.are olde'.r units when compared to the stations 

I ,, 

3 
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t 

"•,. 'Rs:8821 cr~re approved l,by, the Com ni~sip/1.i · ilocated in A~tH r~ Pra_d;
1 
sh. This causes, per uriit~ 

This .mainly due to fai!µrcs o~·1the poweri fl~ed cost of !:fr erating tations in TS .at lower side 
. stations concerned tol supp )i • a )pr1::ni.e~ . when compa1djd :to its co ~nterparts in AP. This is the 

quantum of power. At fhe sa ·E! time4· ,~~ ·ne;3son behin: l~ayment )f higher fixed costs by ·AP 
Discb1y,1s have pai~ ad~itional var/able. ost\l5~ ·~ISCOMs whEh' "f{egul~ ion" of power came into 

• Rs.3086' crore, i.e., R~.16074 fr~re ag~if '?~ · fijcirce betwee 
1

1 /l!P & TS.. · ' 
Rs;:J:2,98~ crore approvg1 by the Com missif r.t} • · • 1 • • 

Similarly, the Discoms.also have paid·a< dJtio 33{ inuring certa 11
1
1

, instance) in the grid operations, 
· I , ·, T I · 

other costs by Rs.101 crore, i.e .. , Rs.8 )0 er, .r~ Jhermal Po1
1 
~r• Statiof s are backed down to 

against Rs.729 crore j
1 

a·pproved. : ~y t~~ ,.atcbmmodat · j R,enewa·b e Energy sources which 
Coin,rn~s~ion. The reasor..s for the ... ~ar~e ne.J~ '. )1aye been c5pterred "M 1st Run" status. Durin.g the 
.to be :e'xplained by the biscoms (o · ~xarriin~ ! period of b1ffiking down, the thermal _generating 

" wheth~r-such higher pay~ents anf i½s ified :9~ . ,stations hav~j
1 
to be compensated for fixed cost 

no~ That apart, fix~d :cost be!ng ix~d :ii~ pa~ment, if trney confi~m"Jhe availability, as per the 
nature,. it cannot increas for pur:has.= of ~i,·~ provisions of!~e PPAs: ' . 
quantum of power approve~ . )'I, th~ : · jj : ' . 
:commission. Therefore, the moot : )OJnt i~ ·'As the backi ~ down details sought are pertaining 

.~ p_f t\1~_,stations of AP G1?.nco an~ 'p2:if~, !i.~td :> •
1
. Jj · . · 

: · '~harges therefor. If lo, what .w ~r-~ · •.tfle ~: ),: t • • . . ), . ' ' ' . ' . . 
quantum of power backed down . by. tqfl ... , ~ 1 

1 
:Jtlr, ·•, .. 

D_is~O:r.ns and fixed charg!=:s paid theref :fr t°'.4\Pi .• ~) ' , j • • , 

!qencp and other thermal stations, if an 1? I! '., ', . . ' 1 . • "· : , 

6; The Piscoms have· show~ t~at they c1~µ!d r?Ji Prevailing pr ~e,..ir.i the Sh9rt-Te,rm market ·at the 
selJ :~ ~u~plus.of 1765 mu, with .a,var.1atiorj 9J · ·~ime qf s.urpl ~s availability with us is t~e criteria for 
Rs.4463: crore. At the, dme time,· 'they' have .. sefling power ,outside. If-the prevailing price is· lesser • • . I' . . I j . I' . 
pµr_Gh.i?s.e,d 1241 mu i._mp~e than w iat 1✓a~ tha171 the ma rinal· vari~ble cost of the generating 
a,pp_r.ave.d~by the Commiss,ion from the market1 .station at thct

1

instant, its not commercially prudent 
\/,yhclt\are_' the reasons fo1r the same? Did t6e . to opt for sal~Jof power. 

• h • ,_ • ,, I 
E!is~orr.is·9ack down therrrial power in qrder td : -~., .·. . • , 
purc~a~ei· • high cost. a1nd must-ru~ np.ri~. ;The DISCOM~~have taken ~very possible step t9 sell 
conyen~iqn?I energy, j exceeqin~ 'tl:l~ii, t~e surplus )'power av:ciilable at their disposal. 

· pb,ligatiqns under RPPO, 1nd pay fi~~d c,ha~g~s Availability of
1
j\~ urplus po~~r on the basis of Time of 

th€)re.for.? tf so, w1-tat ar.e the cos\s pe unit;of the Day (Peallt\ Load Ho~rs, Day Time Power, Night 
i>Jq. -purchased and perl ~mit cost b_ pow~r; Power etc) j:\s important to fetch reasqnable 
f,rgltJ •. :t.he thermal stations backep down; revenue. RE 'j power has been purchased, in 
statipo-.wise and unit-wisJ? .J \ , accordance '1fith the .provisions of the approved 

. I' - . •:, f PPAs and regulations governing grid operations. 
• .1:, ;. ~ : t' ~ ·. .,. '" .~·;_:.; ,:As the backing down details sought are pertaining 

• \. ,' •• :: ,, 1 , ,·. ,,; • to older pe'rio~,, tbe salJle will be furnished shortly._ 
t., • , . ., ,. '( " ,• "\;! ,l ,' . ,lj • ';_. • 

7 ... "[h~;oJsco~s have clain:ie~· that follO'fV ng_ fi~~~ i • \ •,. ~ 
·: c0~ts; - determined by.· t

1

he coi:nmi,~• i_on fq!~ ,tt ,is to info~ n .that short paym,ent of fixed cost 
~DS!P?:.~tage I (2x800 M)N}_ on 2,3.20~9, th~~ 1wopld take pl ce, it the generat9r didn't achieve the 
have to' p~Y Rs.621,19, cr;pre for ?OE-16 ang. -~~get availab lity factor as specified in the relevant 
Rs111~~ .. ~4 crore for_ 20f.6.,17 add_itic nally· ~d, PPA. - •· 
thi=}'project. When ·.the 11:ornmission· ixed ad 1 
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Pa.ra No /Bri~_f ls~ue .. , _ . . EPD<;:L Response . . 

inte:im tariff of Rs.3.,63 ~er. unit,. with~ <;1_ • ixed T!1 e matter ofi! not allowing the U,xe~. cost payments 
cost of Rs.1.02 per :,m1t, and when ta tual Gi.1 retrosp.e.difv,e basi5 to SDSTP'S' is within the 
energy availed frc;>m SQSTPS-1 was witp· c 'Pl.F ~ ur;;{iew of ·thi

1! Hon;ble APERC- : · .. · 

of 41.96% only.for the yea:· 2015-16 arict~ ith 'tl ', .. 

PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016~17;·a~rlh~-n •; t• , ◄ 
the Discoms paid, Rs.430.05 crore for ?O · 5-16 I .. 
and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-17,· tlie ixe'd, •. 
cost.s determi.~ed by the Cbmmissrori fo1i,!th~

1 

1 

· 

station on 2.3.i019 cannot, and shduld not,. be , .... 

appli~d with retrospecti~e effect. ThGr]lfore, I "\ 
v:,,e request t~e Hon'ble Commission n t to •, '·· 
approve payi:nent ·of ··additional su , , of I, 
Rs.1767.12 crpre the Dis'coms have claim d to ' 

. j 
be paid to the said station under tru~~u·p. 
When fixed ' cost was approved , by the · 
Commission for threshold level PLF and··when 
the station could achieved PLFs less than that, 
liquidated daryiages should be collected 'rom 
SDSTPS-1 for generation and supply of power · ·, • 
below threshold level. 

. '-f .. . t 

''. 
. ' ' . , 

',. 

8. The Discoms have claimed that while the ibwnership wise/ Source wise varfation-in respect of 
Commission approved'B,s.2.29 per unit .a~--tbe 1 he r,er unit Jariable 'cost-is ·given'·rn'Ta·ble 12 of the · 
average variable cost ,for the year1 _20,if6..tl,7, IDetition. • ' ' 
they have pa'id @ Rs,2.94 per unit on·• ah . · ·· · ' , •· 
average. They h~ve not explained the-r.e ~sons · he increase in variable cost is,•due to i'ticrease in 
for paying higher va1 iable costs.. The l 3a~ic price, r:~.~I Cost Adjustment·(FCA) ·1evied by the 
justification c;w. other'wise for paying J igher ,i:.,oal / Gas cdlmpanies and increased freight charges 
variable costs need to be examined. eveJed by Rql\ways and oth~r Jrqnsportation 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs . ' . 
paid by then;( \ncreased to Rs.830 c_rore from 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. 
They have not:explained wbat those .other. 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 cror,b was 
paid by them additionally. The justificati◊r and 
permissibility t~r. paying such a huge. 'arrount 
for unexplai~ed other costs need · tp· be 

ttgeQ~ies. • · · 
bth~:r Costsj include expenditures 'incurred on 
accqu,nt of 4tdditional Interest on pension bonds, 
nceritives pa•

1

id if any and actual payment. of Income 
-ax: 1These a I e tbe prudent ~xpenditures made by 
he,. DISCOMJ ar.~ submitted f9r admission in t.o the 
rrue-Up 

examined. · · · 1· , 

10. We request ,the Hon'bl~ Commissio[n to As per Claus:r 1.2(a) of the IVJ_e~, GoAP agreed to 
determine the amounts ta.ken over· orio be ~ake over 7

1
5% of working capital ·term loan of 

taken over by ·GoAP fro1:n the debts f th~ Rs,8461.75 Cl~s. and 100% FRP bonds of Rs.25.46.15 
Discerns for the year 2D-i6-17 under UDPY aod trs~ of the APDISCOMs outstanding' as on 30

th 

deduct the sanie from' their frue-up \:lair S; lh ~~ptember, 2015, Accordingly Go AP · issued 
the subject petition,: the Dis--:oms hav,e .-not G:o.l\~s.No.2;1'-Energy lnfrastructu(e & Investment 
given the detail~ of taking over of their cl1~bt by 1 (Power-I) De :•ailment, dt.26-07-2016. '•·: · 

GoAP under UD~)'. · .. ·· 1• ,. ~ ·., 
----➔!-. •, ·1: ,s 

·s 

' . 
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i 1-'_,,_. _: .. _. ,_,:_.,_,. _· .. _P_a_ra_N_o_/B_ri_,_~_f. ..... l~_su_e_~·i~· _' -"-,-1-- ,·, 1 ,;,, .JPDCI.. !lesponse ~ 
• : 1 ,• : • ;•:t; 1:t:. j •1 , . ,.. ·-".. ' Outstanding loans ;3s ,~ 

I 

,. (. ~· ~: 1 - , ·, ,?/ r.; ,' 1 •: • .on30-09-2015 · 
·:-.4; ·, • ' (;apex Loans,, . •3712.49 

' '. 

.. 1' •• ., , 
' 

. 
,, 

. 

.. 1,,,;_ /:-:•~: f,Workingcapital loans_: 8461.76 
•· ! ' : ~r,., .\fRP Bonds Liability , 2546.15 

·. ,-• ,).'.'<:••! total' · • .· 14720.40 . 

, ·: '' ,: . :,}.;}~: '~ut of th~ total; outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 
· ·, ·· . :t·.;:'.•i:j;: :Crs. as on 30-09!2015, GoAP has accqrded approval 

:, . i:: : '"f.or takeover of,':75% of working loaris (Rs.6346.32 
... ~: ~ J.'--\ 1ds.) ;md 100% of FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 

} I ,.; • ' ,.,...--,---!--''-------,------r'------,---'-----, 
1 ·t \'" '· EPDCL SPDCL Total 

111'(:l 

11 • .. ·•·· :~gainst 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 

I , . FRP Bonds 
I 

1 
'. 

-~~·,~ < Against 75% . 2094,53 4251.79 · 6346.32 . . 
• I 

" . 
·' .--: 
. 'J 
I' , . ·~ 

' 

. ' •• . . working capital ,. ' 
1·/' , loan 

1-'------'---i-----+-----1--------l 
·'\, · .. •· Total 

1 

J\:··: ·As on date GoAP has 'ta.ken bver loans as given 
;:·.~ b~low: \ ' ;;_ • , 

330Q.48 5591.99 8892.4;7 

: ,: l ~ EPDCL;, SPDCL Total 

~,, Against 1bo% 904.46 1b05.23 1909.69 
' :1 1. FRP Bonds , . 

• ; ,!: t· ;,, j· ~ Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
'II ' I • I £ 

.. , , tt c' ,1 ~. ,'•:!:,. :j >~drking capital 
• • • ... 

1 ·:.·!'.· ;l'-:'.:l_o_a_n_. ____ f-----+----+-----1 
• -,, ~ .. : . Tqtal '.:· 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

11. The Discoms have claimed I hat they we e a61e· l ~er-Unit Cost of'p_ower procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
to:)rocure power fror:n. who rt-term sources_ / ~pproved b\l '.·t~e Commission is the weighted 
:f_rom -~~~ market at an ave\ja_ge rate.of l~s.4.~6 I ,average co~t of pro·curement. Even· though the 

_ per.J.rn"it'against the cost dot Rs.5.17 pE_r .unit actual cost of procurement varies from Rs 0.24/Unit 
approve9 by the Commissi :n. The cost p~r unit \:'9 Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted average cost is 

. approv~d. by the Commiskion is UpP,e limit' ,containec;f well below· the price approved by the 
only. The Discoms ha~e puiifhased powe ·r from 'j Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail Supply Tariff 
market at a cost per unit! ranging from the Order. · . ' 
IO\ivfSt'of Rs.0.24 to.the hig

1
~est of Rs.7.E 8. Th"e ; . -

··: Discorhs. cannot justify purlhasing power frbn;i · it· is to inform that, whill.?. procuring power 011 Day­
,:'• t~e-marl<et.at costs higher ihan the 1!1pp1~r limit ahead basis from the ri-lqrket, in certain insta,_l':)ces 

determl.r:i~d by the Comri~ission, · under the the time blotk- wise discovered price exceeds the 
facile p{etext that the avJrage cost p1hr unit I average price approved' by the Commission,. To 

. _ .~a.id ls ·1ess than the LIP.Pei ,limit ·fixed by th~ ensure reliable · 24X7 po·wer supply. to • the 
Commission. In other wordt, the of.scorns have I Consumers, t:he D.ISCOMs are procuring powe·r from 
passed on the benefit of cJ~sts paid belitiw the l ?hoh term ·s~urces, .. ~fter exhausting rec~lvable 
upper ,limit fixed by the c~lmmission ,tc ·some J power from ··.a11 committed sources, to rrieet the 
of the. companies trading. ih power by ba'yfng. 1,$ho~tages.qnl'y: _ · 
~h~~ c~~ts hi~her_ than t~ej~pper linii~ fi~~~·-oy '(,(~ . . . ·· . . 
tb!:! Commission. We ·reduest the. 1-oh,.bl.e 'Per·unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 

t ',,:. ~,:' 

6 .. 
~· ... ,:.-.. ,;~ t ., . 

' ~ I 1 \ •~ ',,, •. 1:, .t •,. • 
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Para [!\Jo /Brief Issue ·· · I .. EPDCL Response, : , . ' 

corr:1~1ission to ~ dire~t- th_e Discorns 'i'o 'seek II c re usuall_Y. h!~~er'than the c~jlir:ig ratl:!s approved by 

add1t1o_nal subs1_dy requ1re~ . for pllll'cl as~_s ~ on
1
?le APE1r· If . ~he procl'.lr:~~t 'rates a~e 

made_ rn market far ex:~ed,_ng the. ~~wcyt~nt:!:~f[lCted to fhe celling rates during peak hours, 
permitted by the Comm1ss1on and frurn ( ther' C iSCOMs would not get the required power, 
sources from GoAP, since they did i:iot· seek j.badlng to loalshedding. ' ' . , .. 

prior approval of the Commission! •for ., ·· · · ; ; ' ' · 
purchasing additional quantum, procedu1 e to j .·,. ,,', ,., 
be _adopted ror real and transp· rent . · , . 
competitive bid.ding and cap on t?riff. The 
powers-that-be .should be brought -roun,d to · · 

' '/ 
scr(:fpulously · adhere to . regulatory 
requirements of the Commiss,On.. f,Jr ~ . ·~ 
purchasing power and additional power. , 

12. Any additional supplies made to LT agr.iculfture, . he Hon'ble rrommission has already passed order 
with additional costs, the same shoul, be , ide IA No.2~ of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated 
~ought as additional subsidy by the Dis oms .( 7.1.0.2017 .-tW provide addl su~,sidy of Rs. 64.26 
from GoAP. . t ,( rares to APE.PDCL. 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the I or the rea~ons beyond fn the control of the 
tune of Rs.3212 -crore under true-u~ fo~ t~e l~ISCO_Ms, thdl True-Up claims have been submitted 
years 2015-16 a'nd 2016-17 is not permisf:ible. · with a delai and carrying cost also has been 
We request the Hon'ble tommissi'on to I eject , lalmed. The I Ho·n'ble Comm.isslor, .is. r.~quested to 
the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have , oncfone the ~elay and approve the T~ue-Up claim 

to submit their true-up claims in time an cl the ihcluding earring costs. 
c;onsumers sho~ld not be penalised, for ~~lay .. ~ . II . . .• · ·• , . 

d b th D
• • b •tt· th ., ! \/,..n 1f true- ps are filed m t111ie, carrymg costs are 

cause y e 1scoms rn su m, rng . es ~me. [ 
• . ··, inev!t~ble as AP DISCO Ms have to pay interest on 

• , ·ivorking capital availed towards c;1dditional power 
)rocurementl!cost. · ---------------1 

14. We request the Hon'ble Commissi91 to 
provide us an opportunity to make fl rther 
submissions in person during the I ublic 
bearing after receiving responses of the 
Discoms to our above-mentioned submii sions 
and studying and analysing the same., 

'Nithih the pJlrview of Hon'ble APERC 

Yours faithfully 

',, ~l-e ·ief General Manager!;(;/, 

I[ PPA, RA &· QC ' 

' , ·I 
AtpE0 DCL::VISAKHAPATNAM 

t • 
I • I 

Copy submitted t~ I · 
The Secretary, APERC, 4TH Floor, 11-4-6p0, S ng;:ireni Bh van, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004. 
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SOUTHERN POWER DISTRll3UTI N COMP.ANY OF A.P. LIMITE D l II 

19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, ~rriniva apuram, l~irupati (www.apspdcl.in) -------------•i----+---~i-•- ..., 
From 
The Chief General Manager, 
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, 
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, 
Tirupati - 517501. 

To 
Sri M. Ven gopala Rao, 
Senior Jo~)rnalist and 
Convener\lot Centre for Power Studies, 
H.No.7-1-1~08 to 413, F 203, " 
Sri'Sai Darsan Residency, 

II 
BalkampHt Road, Ameerpet, 
Hyderab~~-16 

Lr No. CGMIRAC/SPDCLITPT/RACIF. True- . ID.No. 
1

l6o 119 dt. olf -10-2019 

Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT - RAC - RepliE s to th objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-
. 17 - Furnished - Regarding. 

Ref:- Parfy'~ Qbje9tion received dt.06-09-2 19 
•• , • ·,: ,._,, '-'.,..,,., 1 ;..,- : .:..·t,0/n, . I 

- '• . *** 
In response to the objection received vi~e refe ence cited the replies to the objections on 

True-u filin s for FY 2016-17 are as follows:! "' . II 
Para No /Brief Issue 

1. APSPDCL and l).PEPDCL, being independer t 
entities should have submitted their true-u~ 
applications separately. Howeve~, a commo~ 
application is filed by both the Discoms fojr 
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiminE 
revenue true-up of Rs.2~~ 7 crore for the yeaf 
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs'.5352 crorf 
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense tru~ 
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-1'{, 
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at ap 
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019·2p 
as the year of approval.-· Whatever be th~ 
true-up . amounts that the Hon'blP. 
Commission is going to permit, its impac!t 
on consumers should be confined to the 
respective true-up amounts of the Discor~ 
concerned. It should not be an average fo'.r, 
the entire State. l 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discom1s 
claims that their claims for true-up pertain t~ 
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discoms 
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16 
also, without giving details pertaining to thb 
same. It is strange that tlie Hon'blb 
Commission has issued public notice, invitink 
ob·ections and su estions in the sub·eclt 

II Response 

II 
It is to inform that, in view of the uniforn::1 nature 
of Retail Su~ply Tariffs across thE state 
ind pendent ofj~he service area of the distribution 
lice sees, the ur ISCOMs are proposing to impose 
the burden of 11>er unit True-Up also on -uniform 
bas s across thl1

! State. 

Fu er Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
aro nd 80% of the entire expenditure of 
Dis ribution buainess is being incurred cen.. trally to 
op "mize the ~rocurement cost and red_uce the 
tra saction c0Sf5-Even in the True-Up ~xercise, 
Po er purchasie cost variation is major Element 
and so the DisJ~oMs have· proposed for amiform 
le ofper unit il'rue-up across the State. 

Rev nue True-6.p to the extent of Rs 2B17 Crs 
II 

pe aining to FYj 2015-16 has been claimecI as part 
ofT e-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revena.Ie true­
up as not beed claimed earlier for FY 201 5-16. 

I 
The Honorable (jfommission approves tariff amd non-
tari income fol~ the Retail Supply Business in its 
Re il Supply T~ff Order for every financi.al year. 



., 

Para No /Brief Issul~ 
petition, without directing thilDiscoms to file 
required information relating Ito their tru up 
claims for 2015-16 also \ and with ut 
incorporating the same ini the sub ect 
petition. We request the Hon'~ile Commiss·on 
to direct the Discoms to mJ

1 

their true up 
petition for the year 2015-16 ~eparately ith 
all the required information. t t page 20, he 
Discoms have dishonestly cl~Limed that he 
claimed true-up amount ofRsJlt.1,144 cror is 
for retail supply business for tll

1

he year 20 6-

1~ I 
3 While the Hon'ble Commissi8n approve a • II 

total power purchase of 56,~ps mu for he 
year 2016-17, the actual ·purchases clai ed 
by the Discoms are 52,561 mujjonly, i.e., th re 
is a lesser purchase of power by 4244 u. 
Despite that, against total p~wer purch se 
cost of Rs.22,538 crore ap~lroved by e 
Commission, the Discoms I\ incurred an 
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for po er . u 
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2,9i17 crore. T ey 

II . 
have shown lesser payment 9r Rs.270 er re 
towards fixed cost, higher

1
[ paymeI?-t of 

Rs.3086 crore towards variable cost nd 
higher payment of Rs.101 ~rore towa ds 
other costs for the year /~016-17. he 
Disconis have claimed that su11ipiy of powe is 
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approved, .by 
the Commission for the ye~t- 2016-1,7. by 
3032 mu by AP Genco therma!I, by 2292 u 

11 . 

from APPDCL, by 1049 mu firom AP Ge co II . 
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, 1:J,;y 253 mu ft; m 
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs ~nd otht}r~i. q~ 
by 28 m~ from APGPCL. Thfr short Sll:P-: l.Y. 
includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadi, 2 28 

II 

mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from lihermal Po er 
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 Mr' DBFOO. id 
the Disco ms claim and. coll/ ect liquida ed 
damages from the power stati,~ns conce ed 
for lesser supply of power as liper the ter s 
and -conditions in their res,pective PP s, 
wherever applicable? The Dis(~oms have ot 
explained the reasons forJj shortfall in 
generation and supply of power. Despite e 
claimed _shortfall in generatio9i and suppl of 
power, the Discoms have sholrn an uns Id 
sur lus of 10,384 mu for the , ear 2016- 7. 

• 
Response 

Hbwever, tariff and non-tariff income approved by 
~6 Honourable Commission is different from the 
aotual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized 
isl lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners 
intbur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the 
H nourable Commission to consider true-up/true­
d wn for the revenue also. 

F er, the DISCOMs have written to a letter 
(Ur.No.CGMiOpn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N 
oi2/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble 
C mmission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4 
o 2005, to this effect. 
Whenever there is a short supply of power from 
t~e-plants which are governed by PP As & Two part 
t:rff structure· (Capacity Charge & Energy 
C~arge ), owing to the issues of Plant availab~lity 
( e tther due to outage or due to shortage of supply) 
ca afity charg~~ payable to such generators would 
b reduced proportionately as per the provisions 
o thePPA 

M in reason for deficiency in supply is less 
a ail~bilicy 4eclaraµon by the concerned 
GJnerator owing to -shortage of Coal and the 
pJyment of capacity charges are made 
ad,cordingly. 

Pje¥~iling .. .pr,j_ce1 in-the Short::-Term market at the 
~J~~i -~i~P.:~\l~{~l~~~ljt;y~~~~:·~}Ji~ .criteria 
fqbs~!l~%:,PP:W.tp:::c>n,t~W'=?•4 Jf, t;h,e p.r~.V~i!!rig price is 
•~~~err~~n 1- ~e-: :IP~li¢13~1J_ Y~iijl-P)~ !_co~t _of the 
~~~-~;~png station at that in~tant, its not 
commercially prudent to opt for sale of power. 

Jere is no dichotomy between energy availability 
·&-/dispatcn:·nHn;urplus··ts· ·assessed based on the 
. pdtential plant availability, subjected to the 
co dition of accessibility of sufficient fuel. 

T e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
se I the surplus power available at their disposal. 
A ailability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
ofjthe Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
Ni~ht Power etc) is important to-fetch reasona]?le 
re enue. 



11 
Para No /Brief Issue Response 

; This dichotomy shows how unreal_istical y 
energy availability and despatch we1

1
e 

proposed by the Discoms and determin1d 
and approved bv the Hon'ble Commission. t'' '• 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,38i4 It is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 ~~ claimed by th~! objector is not the actual surplus 
from t]:ie market against 294 mu permitted IJiY generation. It 1is only the potential to generate 
the Commission, At the same time, tiie sur Jlus subjec{ed to the availability of required 
Discoms have claimed that they ha~e fue . Most of th~ thermal generating stations were 
purchased 901 mu additionally from gar falling short :pf expected generation due to 
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the sho·tage of coal. 
Commissio~. The Discoms ~ave claimed th~t II 
~hey h~ve purchased mu from the market c t AftE r considerh1g the power available from all the 
a total cost of-Rs. 797 crore, with addition I sou ces, the !DISCO Ms fell short of energy 
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additional ava }ability at tfiat instance, and in order to ensure 
purchase of 1413 mu. It ~eeds to be clarlfiet~ reli 1ble & uti!interrupted power supply, the 
by the Discoms whether additional purchas s DIS ::OMs have !resorted to market purchases and 
on such a higher scale were- made by-the additional pure 1ases. 
without seeking prior consent of the Hon'b~e 
Commission, both in terms of quantum ana 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure ~o 
be adopted for such purchases to ensure 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had ngt 
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble 
Commission for purchasing additional pow+ 
from the_ ~arket, maximu_m cap of tariff antl 
the procedure to be adopted for competitivj~ 
bidding for such purchases, it reflect 

who handled such purchases from Vidyut 
Soudha. Itis 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 th;1

e 
powers-that-be that they need not seek pri r 
permission of the Commission for sue 
purchases and their contempt for regulatoo/ 
requirements and questionable approach 
that the Commiss~on would or should give i1f 
consent to such purchases as and when they 
seek I 

5. The Discoms have maintained that they hav;e 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore againrrt 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the CommissioS" 
This mainly due to failures of· the pow'f 
station~ concerned to supply approve~ 
quantum of power. At the same time~ the 
Discoms have naid additional variable costls 

Thermal Gener~ting stations located in Telangana 
State are oidJ'i- units when compared to the 
stations located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, 
per unit fixed Jbst of generating stations in TS at 
lower side whci1n compared to its counterparts in 
AP. This is the \reason behind payment of higher 



Para No /Brief lssul~ 
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.1607~ crore agai st 
Rs.12,989 crore approved by he 
Commission. Similarly, the Dis:boms also h ve 
paid additional other costs b)~ Rs.101 er re, 
i.e., Rs.830 crore against J Rs. 729 er re 
approved by the Commission The reas ns 
for the same need to be explained by he 
Discoms to examine whethet such hig er 
payments are justified or nJt. That ap rt, 
fixed cost being fixed in na~ure, it can ot 
increase for purchase of th1

1

,k quantum of 
power approved by the [ Commissi n. 
Therefore, the moot point is whether he 
Discoins backed down caplcities of e 

JI 

stations of AP Genco and paid fixed char es 
II therefor. If so, what were tfae quantum of 

power backed down by the Dis;boms and ed 
charges paid therefor to AP G '.nco and o 
thermal stations, if an ? [ · 

6. The Discoms have shown that fhey could 
sell a surplus of 17 65 mu, with a variatio of 

I[ 
Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they h ve 

I[ 
purchased 1241 mu more t,1an what as 
approved by the Commissibn from e 
market. What are the reasonsjJfor the sa e? 
Did the Discoms back down thermal powe in 
order to purchase high cost [[ and must- n 
non-conventional energy, exceeding th ir 
obligations under RPPO, ai~d pay ed 

II 
charges therefor? If so, what are the co ts 
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit c st 
of power from the thermal s~ations bac ed 

II 
down, station-wise and unit- 1se? 

7. The Discoms have claimed tlhat followi g 
fixed costs determined by the cj'bmmission or 
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on 12.3.2019, ey 
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore foir 2015-16 a d 
Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 i~dditionallyto 
the project. When the Commil~sion fixed n 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per unit, with a fix d 

11 

cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when ac al 
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 )~as with a P F 
of41.96%onl forthe ear20']5-16and th 

• 
Response 

.ed costs by AP DISCOMs when "Regulation" of 
p , wer came into force between AP & TS. 

Dtring certain instances in the grid operations, 
T?ermal Power Stations are backed down to 
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
h{ve been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
p1riod of backing down, the thermal generating 
stftions have to be compensated for fixed cost 
Pcj.~ent, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
pilovisions of the PP As. 

AJ the quantum of backing down & fixed charges 
p 1id to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to 
ol er years, the same will be submitted shortly. 

Pt't~evailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
ti 1e of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
fo · selling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
leJser than the marginal variable ·cost· of the 
g~f ~rating station at that instant, its not 
corumercially prudent to opt for sale of power. 

T~e DISCOMs hav_e taken every pos~~ble step to 
sell the surplus power available at their disposal. 
AJailability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
Ni ht Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
re enue. RE power has been purchased in 
ac ,ordance with the. provi~~on~ of t4e ,approved 
PR~s and regulations governing grid operations. 

As the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed 
do sought for pertain to older years, the same 
wiU be submitted shortl . 

l . 
It f·s to inform that short payment of fixed cost 
w9uld take place, if the generator didn't achieve 
the target availability factor as specified in the 
rel vant PP A. · 

Th matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments 
on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
pu view of the Hon'ble APERC. 



W Para No /Brief Issue 
a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17,. a~d 
when the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore fqr 
2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-~, 
the fixed costs determined by e 
Commission for the station on 2.3.20 9 
cannot, and should not, be applied witjh 
retrospective effect. Therefore, we reque~t 
the Hon'ble Commission not to approJe 
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.112 
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paidi

1
o 

the saicl station under true-up. When fix d 
cost was approved by the Commission fi r 
threshold level PLF and -When . the. statio, . 
couici'a'chieved PLFs le~ltha1H~:.{t, liquidateld 
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1 
for· generation and supply of power belo ,,.,, 
threshold level. 

8. The -Discoms have claimed that while tb1e 
Coriiriiissi~n appfoved· Rs.2.?9 per-uni~ astbf e 
average variable cost for the year 2016-1'~, 
they have paid @ Rs,2. 94 per unit on a:n 
average. They have not explained the reasor s 
for paying higher variable costs. Tb e 
justification or otherwise for ·paying highE r 
variable costs need to be examined. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costrs 
paid by them increased ~o Rs.830 crore fr01r 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commissiol(>.. 
They have not explained what those other 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore Wes 
paid by them additionally. The justification 
and permissibility for paying such a hui e 
amount for unexplained other costs need 1 o 
be examined. 

Response 

Ow 1ership wis~ / Source wise variation in respect 
oft 1e per unit t ariable cost is given in Table 12 of 

the oetition. JI 

The increase in. variable cost is due to increase in 
Bas=c price, Fu~l Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by 
the Coal / GaJ! companies and increased freight 
cha ges level~ d by Railways and other 
trai sportation !agencies. 
Other Costs ittclude expenditures incurred on 
acc1 mnt of Additional Interest on perision bonds, 
incuntives paid if any and actual payment of 
Ince ,me Tax. TFlese are the prudent expenditures 
ma, e by thJI DISCOMs and submitted for 
adn~ission in td the True-Up 

· 10. We request the Hon'ble Commission 1l0 As oer Clause 1· .2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to: 
determine the amounts taken over or to! tak( over 75o/«J of working capital term loan of 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of e . RsJM61.75 Crs.j and 100% FRP bond~ ofRs.2546.J 5 
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UD Crs of the AIJ!DISCOMs o~tstandmg as 01:1 30th 

and deduct the same from their true-uo Sep ember, 2q11s. Accordingly GoAP issued 
claims. In the subject petition, the Discorr. s G.o Ms.No.27, jpnergy Infrastructure & .Investment 
have not given the details of taking over of (Power-I) Depa11µnent, dt.26-07-2016. 
their debt by GoAP under UDAY. I (?utstanding loans as 

on 30-09-2015 
Ca Jex Loans I 3712.49 
Working capit~:1 Loans 8461.76 
fRD Bonds Lia~'.ility 2546.15 
To al II 14720.40 



Para No /Brief Issu# 

• 
Response 

J
t of the t6tal outstanding loans ofRs.14720.40 Crs. 

as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded approval for 
t .. eover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) 
an;d 100% ofFRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 

: EPDCL SPDCL Total 

4gainst , 100% 
RRP Bond~ 

1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 

/gainst ; 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
working 9apital 
lt>an 1 

T,otal ' 3300.48 5591.99 8892.47 
1s on date GoAP has taken over loans as given 

be.low: I 

4gainst ,100% 
PiRP Bonds 

~

J gainst · 75% 
orking 9apital 
an I 

EPDCL SPDCL Total 
904.46 1005.23 1909.69 

2094.!?3 4251. 79 6346.32 

2998.99 5257 .02 8256.01 

11. The Discerns have claimed that they were P~r Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 
II 11 able to procure power from short-te!rm 5.1:7 /Unit approved by the Commission is the 

sources from the market at an jkverage rat,i. of w Jghted: ave:rag~: cost :•~f pr~curement. • ~ven 
Rs.4.66 per unit against the 1~ost of Rs.5 17 3ough the actual cost of procurement varies from 
per unit ~pproved by the co!lnmission. The .0.24/Unit : to ... Rs .... 7.68/Unit, the weighted 
cost per unit approved by thelJcommis_sio:~ is 

1
erage cost is contained we~l below the price 

upper limit only. The Ii>iscoms have a:P.proved:b~the Ho~ble-CQmm~ssiQn,,in the Retail 
purchased power from markJ!t at a cost ber S~pp~y/.f~¥iffi~.li4~~h~;Y1 ·, • ,.-.: ;, .• ; '::,1, .··:·; · .. 
unitrangingfromthelowestdfRs.0.24to he T ,, ,. 1 •· ..... ,., •• , •• , 

highest of Rs. 7.68. The Disco~f cannot.jusj:ify i4~~~.~i~~~iY1~~~~;(W;~~i ~i~~~~·-~~;~r· ~m D~y-
purchasing power from the market at cc~~ a~.e~~ ~~si~;fr.oµi 1"11:e•-market'.,.in certain instances 
higher than the upper limit l~etermined by tIJ:~-ti~e.1blA~~ ~~-di$~overed price exceeds the 
the Commission, under the fadile pretext t tJ.at ajerage price approved by the Commission. To 
the average cost per unit paid J~s less th~n ~.~ e~1.sure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 
upper limit fixed by the Commission. In ot tier · c~· ·nstimers, · the DISCO Ms at'Er procuring power 
words, the Discerns have tlassed on the fr m short term sources, after exhausting 

II 
benefit of costs paid below the upper litnit receivable. power from all committed sources, to 
fixed by the Commission tdi some of the mtet the shortages only. 
companies trading in power ~!Y paying them 
costs higher than the upper liinit fixed by the P •r unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 
Commission. We request \j the Hon'ble al usually higher than the ceiling rates approved 
Commission to direct the Discerns to sieek by Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement rates are 
additional subsidy required Jjfor purchases r~stricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
made in market far exceeding the quan1Um D SCOMs would not get the required power, 
permitted by the Commission J~md from ot tJ.er leading to load shedding. 
sources from GoAP, since the\}, did not s,eek 
prior aooroval of the cdmmission for 



• Para No /Brief Issue 
purchasing additional quantum, procedure~o 
be adopted for real and transpare t 
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. T e 
powers-that-be should be brought roundt ' 
scrupulously adhere to regulato 
requirements of the Commission pr 
ourchasing power and additional power. I 

12. Any additional supplies made to !LT 
agriculture, with additional costs, the sat' e 
should be sought as additional subsidy by t. e 
Discoms from GoAP. 

13. Carrying cost claimed by. the Discoms to tpe 
t_une. of Jls;32-.12 cror~-under true-up for ~ee 
years . 2015-16 and 2016-17 is !t 
permissible. We request the Hon' le 
Commis~ion to reject the claim for· carryi g 
cost The Discoms have to submit their tr e­
':1:P cl.aim~ in tim~ and the <:~nsumers shotd 
not be penalised for delay caused by e 
Discoms in submittin!! the same. 

14. We_ r~quest the H~~'ble Commission ~o 
provide us an opportunity to make further 
submissions in person during the pubt· c 
hearing after receiving responses of t: e 
Discoms to our above-mention d 
submissions and studying and analysing the 
same. 

Response 

Th~ same is being done and for the FY 2016-17, the 
Co nmission hls already issued order. 

II 
Fo'" the reas;pns beyond the control of the 
D1$COMs, the True-Up claims have been submitted 
wi h a delay f jand carrying cost also has been 
cla med. The Hon'ble Commission is requested to 
c011done the d~lay and approve the True-Up claim 
. I d' II. me u mg carrymg costs. 

W thin the puhriew of Hon'ble APERC 

Yours faithfully, 

. i Q ~ 
Chief'. Gedera_l_Martager 

P?~SPDCL 

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 1 · -4-66( , 4th Floor, 8ingareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 



• 

\ 



SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTI N COMfitANY OF A.P. LIMITED 
19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Sriniv sapuram, ljl"irupati (www.apspdcl.in) 

From 
The Chief General Manager, 
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, 
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, 
Tirupati- 517501. 

To 1- --­
Sri P.Ma,lhu, 
State Seri!retary, H.No.27-28-12, CPI (M), 
State c9:mmittee office, 
Yamala~ari Street, 
Governorpet, Vijayawada-2 

Lr No. CGM/RACISPDCLITPTIRAC/Jr. True u ID.No. ii 3 /19 dt. -10-2019 

Sir, 
Sub:- APSPDCUTPT - RAC -· Replils to t e objections on True-up filings for FY 2016-

17 - Furnished - Regarding. 

Ref:- Party's Objection received dt.C 6-09-2 19 

*** 
In response to the objection received v1de rei rence cite , the replies ~o the objections on 

True-u filin s for FY 2016-17 are as follows r. II 

Para No /Brief Issue II Response 
1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independe1:it JI 

entities should have submitted their true- p It i to inform that, in view of the uniform nature 
applications separately. However, a common of Retail suj~ply Tariffs across the state 
application is filed by both the Discoms f< r ind pendent o*he service area of the distribution 
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claimir.g lice sees, the DISCOMs are proposing to impose 
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the ye, r · the burden of !~er unit True-Up also on uniform 
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 cr~me bass across th~ State. 
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense e j 

up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-1'•, Fu er Poweli[ Purchase cost which constitutes 
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at a, aro nd 80% of the entire expenditure of 
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019_.2p Dis "bution business is being incurred centrally to 
as the year of approval. Whatever be thf op mize the t~rocurement cost and reduce the 
true-up amounts that the Hon'bl~ tra saction cosrs, Even in the True-Up exercise, 
Commission is going to permit, its impa,[t Po er purchas:r cost variation is major element 
on consumers should be confined to the and so the DIS

1
~OMs have proposed for uniform 

r:espective true-up amounts of the Discor le of per unit rue-up across the State. 
c~ncerned. It should not be an average fo 
the entire State. 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discom s 
claims that th_eir claims for true-up pertain tb 
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discom1s 
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-1~ 
also, without giving details pertaining to thf 
same. It is strange that the Hon'ble 
Commission has issued public notice,_ invitink 
objections and suggestions in the subje~ 
petition, without directing the Disco ms to fil F 
re uired information relatin to their true u o 

Rev nue True-tlp to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs 
pe ainingto F112015-16 has been claimed as part 
ofT e-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true­
up as not heed claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 

. I 
The onorable <Tiommission approves tariff and non­
tarif income foi the Retail Supply Business in its 
Re ·1 Supply Tfuiff Order for every financial year. 
Ho ever, tariff 1bd non-tariff income approved by 
the onourable Jlcommission is different from the 



Para No /Brieflssu~[ 
claims for 2015-16 also /land with ut 
incorporating the same in I the subj ct 
petition. We request the Hon'ble Commissi n 
to direct the Disco ms to file /I thei~ true- p 
petition for the year 2015-16 srparatelyw th 
all the required information. A~ page 20, he 
Discoms have dishonestly claimed that he 

)I 

claimed true-upamountofRs.l1,144cror is 
for retail supply business for ~he year 20 6-

1~ I 
3. While the Hon'ble Commissitj!n approve a 

total power purchase of 56,8p5 mu for he 
year 2016-17,·the actual purahases clai ed 
by the Discoms are 52,561 mulpnly, i.e., th re 
is a lesser purchase of powe1i by 4244 u. 
Despite that, against total P~iwer purch se 
cost of Rs.22,538 crore apP,roved by e 
Commission, the Discoms // incurred an 
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crnre for po er 

JI 

purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2,9IL7 crore. T ey 
have shown lesser payment d1f Rs.270 er re 
towards fixed cost, highetif payment of 
Rs.3086 crore towards variable cost nd 

II • 
higher payment of Rs.101 ,

1

rrore towa ds 
other costs for the year eo16-17. he 
Disco ms have claimed that sup~ly of powe is 
lesser vis a vis energy despatJh approve by 
the Commission for the yeJr 2016-17 by 
3032 mu by AP Genco thermll, by 2292 u 

JI 

from APPDCL, by 1049 mu from AP Ge co 
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, t!y 253 mu m 
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs/knd others nd 
by 28 mu from APGPCL. Th;~ short su ply 
includes 661 mu from KSK M[ahanadi, 2 28 

JI • 

mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from 'fhermal Po er 
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO. id 

II 

the Discoms claim and colllect liquid ed 
JI 

damages from the power statitons concer ed 
for lesser supply of power aJ/ per the te s 
and conditions in their rekpective P As, 
wherever applicable? The mJ.1coms have ot 
explained the reasons foi[ shortfall in 
generation and supply of poJ(er. Despite the 
claimed shortfall in generatioh and suppl of 

~;;~~~ !t ~~;~~m~uh~:; t~~:t~o~~ ~1 
This dichotomy shows howj unrealistic lly 
ener availabili and des atch ere 

"-

• 
Response 

ac1ual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized 
is rower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners 
incur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the 
H9nourable Commission to consider true-up/tru.e­
dof for the revenue also. 

F1ber, the DISCOMs have written to a letter 
(L ·.No.CGM/Opn/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 
of/2005, to this effect. 

;

enever there is a short supply of power from 
plants which are governed by PP As & Two part 

t iff structur~ (Capacity Charge & Energy 
C~arge), owing to the issues of Plant availability 
( ef.ther due to outage or due to shortage of supply) 
c~lpacity charges payable to such generators would 
be reduced proportionately as per the provisions 

o±thePPA · 

M in reason for deficiency in supply is less 
a lilability declaration by the concerned 
Generator owing to shortage of Coal and the 
p yment of capacity charges are made 
a cordingly. 

P ,evailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
tif e of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
fo sell~ng,.power,outside.Jf the pr~vailing price is 
le ,ser than the marginal variable cost of the 
g nerating, station at that instant, . its not 
cd,nimercially prudent to opt for sale of power. 

rl.re is no dichotomy between energy availability 
&! dispatch. The surplus is assessed bas.ed on the 
P?tential plant availability, subjected to the 
clndition ·of-accessibility of sufficient·fuel. 

T 1e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
s 11 the surplus power available at their disposal. 
A~1ailability of surplus power on the basis of Tirne 
o · the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
N ght Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
r venue. 

' ~ , 



:.~-_,,, 
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proposed by the Discoms and determin~d 
and approved bv the Hon'ble Commission. I 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,3E 4 
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 mu 
from the market again.st 294 mu permitted l y 
the Commission, At the same time, tl e 
Discoms have claimed that they hm e 
purchased 901 mu additionally from gaf 
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by th:e 
Commission. The Discoms have claimed thJt 
they have purchased mu from the market ~t 
a total cost of Rs. 797 crore, with addition~} 
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additional 
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarifie~ 
by the Disco ms whether additional purchas6is 
on such a higher scale were made by them 
without seeking prior consent of the-Hon'blf 
Commission, both in terms of quantum an,tl 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedure t6 
be adopted for such purchases to ensur~ 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had no\t 
sought and got permission of the Hon'blr 
Commission for purchasing additional power. 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff anql 

, the procedure to be adopted for competitjve 
bidding for such purchases, it reflect~ 
"executive arrogance" of the powers-that-be 
who handled such purchases fro.m Vidyutlr 
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions giveif 
periodically by the Hon'ble Commission Oif 
additional power purchases to be made bz 
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of th~ 
powers-that-be that they need not seek prio1 
permission of the Commission for sud 
purchases and their contempt for regulatorJ 
requirements and questionable approad 
that the Commission would or should give it! 
consent to such purchases as and when theJ 
seek 

5. The Discoms have maintained that they hav~ 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore aga_insJ; 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission 
This mainly due to failures of the powe1 
stations concerned to supply approvec 
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 

Response 

It i~ to inform dbat unsold surplus of 10, 384 MU as 
claimed by thJ\ objector is not the actaal surplus 
generation. It Jis only the potential to generate 
surolus subjec1~ed to the availability o:f required 
fue . Most of th~ thermal generating stations were 
falling short :pf expected generation due to 
shortage of coal. 

AftE r considerillg the power available from all the 
sou .. ces, the jb1sCOMs fell short of energy 
ava !ability at tfiat instance, and in order to ensure 
reli.~ble & uri~nterrupted power su pply, the 
DIS1~OMs have ~esorted to market pure :bases and 

II 
add tional pure ,:1ases. 

Thermal Genera:ting stations located in relangana 
Statt are oldelii

1

,

1 

units when compared to the 
statiipns located in Andhra Pradesh. Thi s causes, 
per t nit fixed c9st of generating stations in TS at 
lowe .. side when! compared to its counterparts in 
AP. ~"his is the ti~ason behind payment <>f higher 
fixec costs by AlP DISCOMs when "Regulation" of 
powi r came intd1 force between AP & TS. 

I 



Para No /Brief Issu'b 
" 

Commission. Similarly, the Dis:coms also ve 
paid additional other costs bjy Rs.-101 er re, 
i.e., Rs.830 crore against 1r Rs.729 C ore 
approved by the Commission. The reas ns 
for the same need ·to be explained by the 
Discoms to examine whether such hi her 
payments are justified or n1

1

ht. That a art, 
fixed · cost being fixed in nature, it ca not 
increase for purchase of t~e quantu of 
power approved by· thej/ Commiss on. 
Therefore, the moot point is whether the 
Discoms backed down caP,:acities of the 
stations of AP Genco and paij~ fixed cha ges 
therefor. If so, what were the quantu of 
power backed down by the Di~ corns and ed 
charges paid therefor to AP a

1

1enco and o her 
thermal stations, if an ? I 

6. The Discoms have shown that: they could not 
sell a surplus of 17 65 mu, with a variatio of 
Rs.4463 crore. At the same time, they 

II 
purchased 1241 mu more than what as 
approved by the Commis~ion from the 
market. What are the reason!~ for the sa e? 
Did the Discoms back down illermal pow r in 
order to purchase high cos~ and must run 

. 1 11 d' . non-conventiona energy, excee mg eir 
obligations under RPPO, llnd pay ed 
charges therefor? If so, whit are the c sts 

II · • 
per unit of NCE purchased aiitd per unit ost 
of power from the thermal Jtations ba ked 
down, station-wise and unit-Mse? 

7. The Discoms have claimed jj that follo ·ng 
fixed costs determined by the JF ommissio for 
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) o;p. 2.3.2019, hey 
have to·pay Rs.621.19 crore ~pr 2015-'16 and 
Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-11[ additional to 
the project. When the Comn1ission fixe an 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per Jhit, with a xed 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, arild when a al 

• II • energy avalled from SDSTPS-1 was with a PLF 
II 

of41.96% only for the year 2@15-16and 'th 
a PLF of 78.99% for the yeJt 2016-17, and 
when the Discoms aid Rs.~B0.05 cror for 

'I"-

• 
Response 

Dl' ring certain instances in the grid operations, 
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to 
a~com~odate Renewable Energy sources which 
h ve been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
p riod of backing down, the thermal generating 
s ations have to be compensated for fixed cost 
p yment, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
p ·ovisions of the PP As. 

the quantum of backing down & fixed charges 
p id to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to 
o der years, the same will be submitted shortly. 

P/revailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
qme of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
for selling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
1Jsser than the marginal variable cost of the 
gf nerating station at that instant, its not 
Tmmercially prudent to o~t for sale of power. 

Tf.e DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
spn the surplus power available at their disposal. 
~vailability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 

~

ght Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
venue. RE power ·ha~ been , purcha~ed .in 
_cordance with the provisions of the approved 1P As and regulations governing grid oper:itions. 

~s the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed 
~own sought for pertain to older years, the same 
Vi1ill be submitted shortl . · 

1l is to inform that short payment of fixed co.st 
ould take place, if the generator didn't achieve 
1e target availability factor as specified in the 

r levantPPA 

he matter of not allowi'ng the fixed cost payments 
o retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
P,Urview of the Hon'ble APERC. 
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2015-16 and Rs.824.27 cro~e for 2016-\7, 
the fixed costs determmed by tl~e 
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019 
cannot, and should not, be applied wt~h ', 
retrospective effect. Therefore, we request 
the Hon'ble Commission not to apprm e 
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767. 2 
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid · o 
the said station under true-up. When fixE d 
cost was approved by the Commission t, r 
threshold level PLF and when the static n 
could achieved PLFs less than that, liquidatE d 
damages should be collected -from SDSTPS-1 
for generation and supply of power belo-:tv 

thresh.old ievet · . ' · 
8. The Discoms have claimed that while tl e 

Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as tl e 
average v:ariable cost f~r the year 2016-1' 7

, 

they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on an 
average. They have not explained the reasor s 
for paying higher variable costs. T.h e 
justification or otherwise for paying highe r 
variable costs need to be examined. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costiS 
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore from 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commissioy­
They have not explained what those oth~r 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore w:~s 
paid by them additionally. The justificati~r 
and permissibility for paying such a huge 
amount for unexplained other costs need tb 
be examined. ! 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commission tr 
determine the amounts taken over or to be 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of th:

1 

Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UDA' 
and deduct the same from their true-u 
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms 
have not given the details of taking over cf 
their debt by GoAP under UDAY. 

Ownership wis/e / Source wise variation in respect 
oft 1e per unit i:r1 

ariable cost is given in Table 12 of 
the petition. 

The increase in. variable cost is due to increase in 
Bas c price, FuJl Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by 
the Coal / Ga~ companies and increased freight 
cha '"ges level~d by Railways and other 
trar sportation ~gencies. . 
Other Costs i~tclude expenditures incur~ed on 
acccmnt of Additional Interest on pension bonds, 

II 
incentives paid if any and actual payment of 
Income Tax. T~1ese are the prudent expenditures 
mace by th~ DISCOMs and submitted for 
adn ission in to the True-Up 

As ,er Clause '.'.2(a) of the MoU~ GoAP agreed to 
take over 75% of working capital term loan of 
RsJ 461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds ofRs.2546.15 
Crs. of the AijDISCOMs outstanding as on 30th 

Sep1ember, 20
1
~5. Accordingly GoAP issued 

G.o. Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructwe & Investment 
{Pm~er-D Deparlinent, dt.26-07-2016. 

II 
Outstanding loans as 

on 30-09-2015 
Ca1 ex Loans II 3712.49 
Werking capita( Loans 8461. 75 

FRI Bonds LiabOity 2546.15 
Total II 14720.40 

Out >f the total 011tstanding loans of Rs.14720.40 Crs. 
11 

as o 1 30-09-201!S, GoAP has accorded approval for 



Para No /Brief Issu!~ 

' 
➔ 

' 

• 
Response 

ta:i<:eover of75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) 
rulid 100% ofFRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 

EPDCL SPDCL Total 
fgainst 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
l?RP Bonds 
t.\gainst 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
:I:orking capital 
1ban 
i"otal 3300.48 5591.99 8892.47 
4,s on date GoAP has taken over loans as given 
b~low: 

EPDCL SPDCL Total 
tgainst 100% 904.46 1005.23 1909.69 
=RP Bonds 

Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
{vorking capital 
(oan 
lotal 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

I 
11. The Discoms have claimed trhat they~ ere P~r Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 

able to procure power fr~m short-t 1i.rm 517 /Unit approved by the Commission is the 
sources from the market at ad[ average ra1 e of ~ ·eighted average cost of procurement Even 
Rs.4.'66 p~r unit against the Jfost of Rs.!tl 7 ~ough the actual cost of procurement varies from 
per unit approved by the Commission. fhe R!s 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted 
cost per unit approved by th~ Commission is aj1erage cost is contained well below the price 
upper limit only. The lDiscoms l ave a Jproved by the Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail 
purchased power from mark!bt at a cost per Stpply Tariff Order. 
unit ranging from the lowest i~f Rs.0.24 to the 
highest ofRs.7.68. The Disco~ls cannotjm tify I is to inform that, while procuring power on Day­
purchasing power from the ,'narket at cbsts ahead basis from the market, in certain instances 
higher than the upper limit \ldeterminec by tPre time block wise discovered price exceeds the 
the Commission, under the fa1~ile pretext :hat ayerage price approved by the Commission. To 
the average co~t per unit paid[ is less than the ehsure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 
upper limit fixed by the Comri1ission. In o her cbnsumers, the DISCO Ms are procuring power 
words, the Discoms have J~assed on the ~om short term sources, after exhausting 
benefit of costs paid below l:he upper I mit · ryceivable power froni all committed sources, to 
fixed by the Commission ti? some of the ~eet the shortages only. 
companies trading in power by paying t: ~em 
costs higher than the upper lFtnit fixed by the r unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 
Commission. We request JI the Ho11 'ble are usually higher than the ceiling ra~es approved 
Commission to direct the D~scoms to i eek by Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement rates are 
additional 1subsidy required!\ for purch,ases r~stricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
made in market far exceeding the quantum DISCOMs would not get the required power, 
permitted by the Commissiod[ and from o :her IE ading to load shedding. 
sources from GoAP, since thl~y did not ~ eek 
prior approval of the d~mmission for 
purchasing additional quantuh1, procedm e to 
be adopted for real atitl transoa "'ent 

. 
~ • 
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a Para No /Brief Issue I Response 
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. The 
powers-that-be should be brought round Ito 
scrupulously adhere to regulat'I:, 
requirements of the Commission for~ 
purchasinll oower and additional oower. I 

12. Any additional supplies· made to LT The same is being done and for the FY 2016-17, the 
agriculture, with additional costs, the sarhe Co nmission h~s already issued order. 
should be sought as additional subsidy by the II 
Discoms from GoAP. I 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the Fo ~ the rea~pns beyond the control of the 
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the DI$COMs, the 1'rue-Up claims have been submitted 
years· 2015-16 and 2016-17 is ~ot wi1h a delay J!and carrying cost also has been 
permissible. We request the Hon'~le cla med. The Hon'ble Commission is requested to 
Commission to reject the claim for carryi:pg co1 done the d~lay and approve the True-Up claim 
cost The Discoms have to submit their tr~e- inc uding car}1~ng costs. 
~;Il claims in ~ime and the consumers sho1d 
not ·be penalised for delay caused by e 
Discoms in submittinI! the same. ·. 

14. We r~quest the Ho~'ble Commission fo W thin the pu
1
~ew of Hon'ble APERC 

provide us an opportunity to make further 
submissions in person during the pubi· c 
hearing after receiving responses of e 
Discoms to our above-mention d 
submissions and studying and analysing ile 
same. 

Yours faithfully, 

Ch!.&!~e~~ 
~APSPDCL 

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660 4th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 
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~~" SOUTHERN POWER DISTR BUTI N COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED ~z.t,: 19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Sriniv sapuram,JjTirupati (www.apspdcl.in) 

-From To l-~= 
The Chief General Manager, Sri CH. ~~arasinga Rao, 
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, State Secretary Member, 
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, NPR Btt1avan, H.No.28-6-8,, 
Tirupati-517501. Yallam~~athota, Jagadamba Jn., 

Visakhapatnam-20 

Lr No. CGMIRACISPDCLffPTIRACJF. Tru -u ID.No. \I ',/,/;, 119 dt. o -10-2019 

Sir, 
Sub:-· APSPDCL/TPT - RAC - Rep ies tot e objectim1s on True-up filings for FY 2016-

17 - Furnished - Regarding. 

:e:~po::~~
8

t~::b::o:::::-r::: e::ce cirel , the replies to the objections on 
True-u filin s for FY 2016-17 are as follows!: I 

Para No /Brief Issue II Response 
1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independ nt i' 

entities should have submitted their true- p It s to inform that, in view of the uniform nature 
applications separately. However, a commbn of Retail S pply Tariffs across the state 
application is filed by both the Discoms jor in ependent df the service area of the distribution 
the years 2015-16 and 2016-17, claiming lie nsees, the JloISCOMs are proposing to impose 
revenue true-up of Rs.2817 crore for the ytr th burden o~J~er unit True-Up also on uniform 
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 er re ba is across tlfe State. 
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense tr e JI 
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-17, Fu her Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at pn ar und 80%JI of the entire expenditure of 
interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20 Di tribution business is being incurred centrally to 
as the year of approval. Whatever be t~e op imize the JJprocurement cost and reduce the 
true-up amounts that the Hon'tie tr nsaction costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
Commission is going to permit, its imp ct Po er purchci1e cost variation is major element 

]I 

on consumers should be confined to t e so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform 
respective true-up amounts of the Discom of per uni! True-up across the State. 
concerned. It should not be an average for II 
the entire State. f 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discols Re enue Trueltup to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs 
claims that their claims for true-up pertain o pe aining to fir 2015-16 has been claimed as part 
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Disco s of rue-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true­
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-16 up has not beeh claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 
also, without giving details pertaining to the lj 
same. It is strange that the Hon' le Th Honorable Jpommission approves tariff and non­
Commission has issued public notice, inviti g · income ~?r the Retail Supply Business in its 
objections and suggestions in the subj ct Re ail Supply l;'ariff Order for every financial year. 
petition, without directing the Discoms to le Ho ever, tariffj and non-tariff income approved by 
re uired information relatin to their true the Honourabl~ Commission is different from the 



Para No /Brief Iss9e 
claims for 2015-16 alsoj[ and wit 11out 
incorporating the same ~p the sultject 
petition. We requestthe Hon'Jble Commission 
to direct the Discoms to filb their true-up 
petition for the year 2015-16 separately with 
all the required information. At page 20 the 
Discoms have dishonestly claimed that the 
claimed true-up amount ofRtll,144 cro .. e is 
for retail supply business foliil

11 
the year 21)16-

17. 

3. While the Hon'ble Commiss~on approv1!d a 
total power purchase of 56,

1
805 mu for the 

year 2016-17, the actual puichases clai ned 
by the Discoms are 52,561 mt only, i.e., tllere 
is a lesser purchase of powtr by 4244 mu. 
Despite that, against total ~ower pure 11ase 
cost of Rs.22,538 crore aJj1proved by the 
Commission, the DiscomJ incurred an 
expenditure of Rs.25,455 ci"ore for power 

II 
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2,917 crore. • 'hey 
have shown lesser payment J:of Rs.270 c .. ore 
towards fixed cost, higher payment of 
Rs.3086 crore towards va1

11
iable cost and 

higher payment of Rs.101 crore towirds 
other costs for the year 2016-17. The 
Disco ms have claimed that supply of power is 
lesser vis a vis energy despa~ch approve l by 
the Commission for the yJ~r 2016-1: by_ II • • 
3032 mu by AP Genco thermal, by 2292 mu 
from APPDCL, by 1049 mu [from AP Genco 
hydel, by262 mu from CGSs, py253 muJrom 
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs and others and 

'I by 28 mu from APGPCL. TTo.e short su1Jply 
II • • • 

includes 661 mu from KSK Ml ahanadi, ~ 828 
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from!Thermal Porwer 
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 \')'1W DBFOO. Did 
the Discoms claim and collect liquid ited 

·11 

damages from the power stations concerned 
for lesser supply of power a~ per the terms 
and conditions in their r~spective PD As, 
wherever applicable? The Discoms have not 
explained the reasons f9t shortfall in 
generation and supply of poWer. Despite the 
claimed shortfall in generatid

1

1n and supp y of 
power, the Discoms have sHown an un mid 
·surplus of 10,384 mu for th& year 2016-17. 
This dichotomy shows ho~ unrealisti< ally 
enerev availability and despatch v ere 

• 
Response 

~ctual revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized 
i~ lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners 
il1cur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the 
Ftonourable Commission to consider true-up/true­
down for the revenue also. 

I . 1 ~urther, the DISCOMs have wntten to a etter 
(Lr.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N 
d.12/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble 
aommission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4 
tjf 2005, to this effect. 
Whenever there is a short supply of power from 
tl;e plants which are governed by PP As & Two part 
t~riff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy 
Gharge ), owing to the issues of Plant availability 
rbither due to outage or due to shortage of supply) 
9apacity charges payable to such generators would 
lie reduced proportionately as per the provisions 
dfthe PPA. 

*ain reason for d~ficiency in supply is less 
~vailability declaration by the concerned 
Generator owing to shortage of Coal and the 
Jayment of capacity charges are made 
,ccordingly. 

~revai!ing_ pr.ice, ip. the Short-T~rm market at the 

~

m~· of ·s_ur-plu~ .~v;:Jil?Qility. wjth 1~s. i~ the criteria 
r 0sellin~~p~~J.1",:oyt~i~e.~ ~f. the pi:eyaJli~g price is 

1 ss,~f rJ!JwPr ~~l i1Jl~J.W~al" ~~r.~abJ~ . FO.~t of the 
generat-ing station at that instant, its not 

l
dommercially 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 
lmditiofi of accessibility of sufficient fuel. 

1he DISCOMs have taken every possible step to ~rll the surplus power available at their disposal. 
Availability of-surplus power on the basis of Time 
df the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
~ ight Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
revenue. 

., 



.. 
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proposed by the Discoms and determirted 
and approved by the Hon'ble Commission.I 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 1~,js4 
mu, the Discoms have purchased 170'7 :tnu 
from the market against 294 mu permittedJby 
the Commission, At the same time, 'the 
Discoms have claimed that they have 
purchased 901 mu additionally from gks­
based IPPs against 3054 mu approved by the 
Commission. The Discoms have claimed t~at 
they have purchased mu from the marketj at 
a total cost of Rs. 797 crore, with additional 
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additiobal 
purchase of 1413 mu. It needs to be clarifled 
by the Discoms whether additional purchases 
on such a higher scale were made by thtm 
without seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble 
Commission, both in terms of quantum ind 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedur to 
be adopted for such purchases to ens re 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had 1~ot 
sought and got permission of the Hon'ble 
Commission for purchasing additional po1er 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff ~nd 
the procedure to be adopted for competitive 
bidding for such purchases, it reflebts 
"executive arrogance" of the powers-thadbe 
who handled such purchases from VidyJth 
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions giv.

1

1en 
periodically by the Hon'ble Commission on 
additional power purchases to be made by 
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of he 
powers-that-be that they need not seek prior 
permission of the Commission for su ch 
purchases and their contempt for regulate ry 
requirements and questionable apprm ch 
that the Commission would or should give its 
consent to such purchases as and when they 
seek. 

5. The Discoms have maintained that they h~ve 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore agai¾1st 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commissicbn. 
This mainly due to failures of the po~er 
stations concerned to supply appro1~d 
quantum of power. At the same time, ~~e 
Discoms have paid additional variable cofts 
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against 
Rs.12, 989 crore approved by tlhe 

Response 

It s to informjjthat unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
cl.1timed by tHr objector is not the actual surplus 
generation. lti is only the potential to generate 
surplus subje:bted to the availability of required 
fuel. Most of the thermal generating stations were 
fa ling short II of expected generation due to 
shortage of c9a1. 

Af er considJing the power available from all the 
sources, the ii DISCO Ms fell short of energy 
a~ ailability at~hat instance, and in order to ensure 
re iable & ~ninterrupted power supply, the 
DISCOMs hav~ resorted to market purchases and 

d.. l II h ac 1t1ona pu c ases. 

Tb ermal Gen~rating stations located in Telangana 
Ii 

SUte are older units when compared to the 
st, tions locat~d in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, 
per unit fixed 1:cost of generating stations in TS at 
lower side wlfen compared to its counterparts in 
AI . This is tht reason behind payment of higher 
fixed costs byj!AP DISCOMs when "Regulation" of 
power came into force between AP & TS. 

II 



Para No /Brief Iss~~ 
Commission. Similarly, the Di~coms also have 
paid additional other costs b~ Rs.101 cri1>re, 
i.e., Rs.830 crore against JI Rs.729 crore 
approved by the Commissioq.. The reasons 
for the same need to be ex~lained by the 
Discoms to examine wheth~r such hii ner 
payments are justified or n:bt. That apart, 
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it ca11 not 
increase for purchase of t~e quantum of 
power approved by thejj Commiss on. 
Therefore, the moot point is whether the 
Discoms backed down ca~1acities of the 
stations of AP Genco and pai~ fixed cha1 ges 
therefor. If so, what were the quantun of 
power backed down by the Di~coms and fixed 

I[ 
charges paid therefor to AP Genco and 01 her 
thermal stations, if any? J[ 

6. The Discoms have shown that they could not 
sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with a variation of 
Rs.4463 crore. At the same &me, they l ave 

jl 
purchased 1241 mu more than what was 
approved by the CommisJion from the 
market. What are the reason~ for the sa tne? 
Did the Discoms back down t~brmal powt r in 
order to purchase high cost[ and must-""un 
non-conventional energy, ekceeding ttieir 
obligations under RPPO, Jnd pay fiixed 

II charges therefor? If so, what are the costs 
per unit of NCE purchased arid per unit rost 
of power from the thermal Jbtions bac !<:ed 
d t . . d ·t II. 7 own, sta 10n-wise an um -wise. 

I 

7. The Discoms have claimed J[that follo\o\ ing 
fixed costs determined by the Commission for 

II SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, tt1ey 
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore f~r 2015-16 md 
Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17J[additionall," to 
the project. When the Commission fixec an 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per uftit, with a fi iced 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, aul~ when ac ual 
energy availed from SDSTPs-ll[was with a DLF 
of 41. 96% only for the year 20;~5-16 and v1,ith 
a PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, ,rmd 

I! 
when the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 

• 
Response 

Dluring certain instances in the grid operations, 
Thermal · Power Stations are backed down to 
abcommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
h~ve been conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
ppriod of backing down, the thermal generating 
s11ations have to be compensated for fixed cost 
p 1yment, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
p ·ovisions of the PP As. 

As the quantum of backing down & fixed charges 
p ilid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to 
o der years, the same will be submitted shortly. 

Pr
1
·evailing price in the Short-Term market at the 

ti, e of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
£ r selling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
1Jsser than the marginal variable cost of the 
gt.nerating station at that instant, its not 
c ~mmercially prudent to opt for sale of power. 

Tne DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
s1ell the surplus power available at their disposal. 
Alvailability 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 
ri ?venue. RE power has been purchased in 
a ,cordance with the provisions of the approved 
P ) As and regulations governing grid operations. 

As the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed 
d1Jwn sought for pertain to older years, the same 
Wiill be submitted shortly. 

I~ is to inform that short payment of fixed cost 
iould take place, if the generator didn't achieve 
t~e target availability factor as specified in the 
relevant PP A. 

rl,e matter ofnot allowing the fixed cost payments 
oh retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
p 11rview of the Hon'ble APERC. 



- Para No /Brief Issue 
2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-~7, 
the fixed costs determined by "the 
Commission for the station on 2.3.2919 
cannot, and should not, be applied iith 
retrospective effect. Therefore, we requFst 
the Hon'ble Commission not to approve 
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767j12 
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paicl to 
the said station under true-up. When fof.ed 
cost was approved by the Commission for 
threshold level PLF and when the statlon 
could achieved PLFs less than that, liquida~ed 
damages should be collected from SDSTPf-1 
for generation and supply of power below 
threshold level. I 

8. The Discoms have claimed that while ~he 
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as ~he 
average variable cost for the year 2016-17, 
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 per unit on Ian 
average. They have not explained the reastjns 
for paying higher variable costs. 1lhe 
justification or otherwise for paying hig] er 
variable costs need to be examined. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other cokts 
paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore fr9 m 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. 
They have not explained what those otlier 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore "'[as 
paid by them additionally. The justification 
and permissibility for paying such a huge 
amount for unexplained other costs need to 
be examined. 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commission to 
determine the amounts taken over or to lbe 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the 
Discoms for the year 2016-17 under UD~Y 
and deduct the same from their true-hp 
claims. In the subject petition, the Disc011ns 
have not given the details of taking over of 
their debt by GoAP under UDAY. 

Response 

I 

I 
I 

o, mership wi:ke / Source wise variation in respect 
of the per uni~ variable cost is given in Table 12 of 
th~ petition. l 
Tl e increase i variable cost is due to increase in 
Ba sic price, Fdel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by 
th ~ Coal / GJs companies and increased freight 
ch~rges lev~led by Railways and other 
t rt t

. II • re nspo a 10n agencies. 
Ot tier Costs include expenditures incurred on 
ac i-,ount of Acftlitional Interest on pension bonds, 

II 
inc'entives paid if any and actual payment of 

II 

Irni·ome Tax. ~hese are the prudent expenditures 
m,~de by the DISCOMs and submitted for 
d . . . 11 th T U a m1ss1on m t~ e rue- p 

As per Clausep.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to 
ta1 e over 75% of working capital term loan of 
Rs 8461.75 CrJI. and 100% FRP bonds ofRs.2546.15 
Cr;, of the APDISCOMs outstanding as on 30th 

Se Jtember, .2b1s. Accordingly GoAP issued 
G. ).Ms.No.27, J[ Energy Infrastructure & Investment 
(P< wer-I) Depa;rtment, dt.26-07-2016. 

II Outstanding loans as 
I on 30-09-2015 

C 1pex Loans II 3712.49 
VI orking capit~I Loans 8461. 76 
FHP Bonds Liability 2546.15 
Total II 14720.40 

Out of the total :putstanding loans of Rs.14 720 .40 Crs. 
as on 30-09-2Q~5, GoAP has accorded approval for 



Para No /Brieflss~e 

11. The Discoms have claimed }hat they V17ere 
able to procure power frpm short-term 
sources from the market at an average ra e of 
Rs.4.66 per unit against the If cost of Rs. ~.17 
per unit approved by the C0mmission. The 
cost per unit approved by th~ Commissic n is 
upper limit only. The piscoms l ave 
purchased power from mark¢t at a cost per 
unit ranging from the lowest 8f Rs.0.24 ta the 
highest of Rs. 7.68. The Discon!ls cannot jm tify 
purchasing power from the fuarket at c Jsts 
higher than the upper limit J\determinec by 
the Commission, under the fafile pretext hat 
the average cost per unit paid, is less than the 
upper limit fixed by the Com~ission. In o her 
words, the Discoms have ~assed on the 
benefit of costs paid below the upper I mit 
fixed by the Commission tt some of the 

II 

companies trading in power by paying tl em 
costs higher than the upper lihlit fixed by the 
Commission. We request JI the Hon~ble 
Commission to direct the Discoms to seek 
additional subsidy required][ for purch, ses 
made in market far exceeding the quan um 
permitted by the Commissionjf and from o1 her 
sources from GoAP, since they did not seek 
prior approval of the cJmmission for 
purchasing additional quantufu, procedure to 
be adopted for real anb transpa1 ent 

• 
Response 

tAf<:eover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) 
$.d 100% ofFRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). 
l EPDCL SPDCL Total 
11\gainst 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
fRP Bonds 

~

gainst 75% 2094.53 4251. 79 6346.32 
orking capital 
an 

!rotal 3300.48 5591.99 8892.47 
fs on date GoAP has taken over loans as given 

b)elow: 
I EPDCL SPDCL Total 
jl\gainst 100% 904.46 1005.23 1909.69 
~RP Bonds 

~gainst 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
Norking capital 
oan 
rotal 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

Rler Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 
5r17 /Unit approved by the Commission is the 
:'Jeighted average cost of procurement. Even 
~~ough the actual cost of procurement varies from 
Rs 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted 
a~erage cost is contained well below the price 
ar,proved by the Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail 
Srpply Tariff Order. 

l1t is to inform that, while procuring power on Day­
a~ead basis from the market, in certain instances 
t?e time block wise discovered price exceeds the 
arerage price approved by the Commission. To 
epsure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 
Cbnsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power 
~i~m short term sources, after exhausting 

r 1 ~=~~~~l::a:;::::y.all committed sources, to 

~r unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 
are usually higher than the ceiling rates approved 

l 
by Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement rates are 
restricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
DjISCOMs would not get the required power, 
IE ading to load shedding. 



•' Para No /Brief Issue 
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. IThe 
powers-that-be should be brought rountl to 
scrupulously adhere to regula· ory 
requirements of the Commission for 

1 purchasing power and additional power. I 

Response 

12.Any additional supplies made to LT 1hesameistj:eingdoneandfortheFY2016-17,the 
agriculture, with additional costs, the s,~me Commission has already issued order. 
should be sought as additional subsidy by the 1

1

1 

Discoms from GoAP. 
13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to the For the re~sons beyond the control of the 

tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for the I ISCOMs, th~True-Up claims have been submitted 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not "'ith a delaY, and carrying cost also has been 
permissible. We request the Hoi'ble c aimed. TheJIHon'ble Commission is requested to 
Commission to reject the claim for car ing condone the µelay and approve the True-Up claim 
cost. The Discoms have to submit their true- including cartl1 ying costs. 
up claims in time and the consumers she uld 
not be penalised for delay caused by the J 

Discoms in submittinCT the same. t-----------•.....__F, ______ -t--+-+-----;;-----------------j♦ 

14. We request the Hon'ble Commission to , Vithin the pµrview ofHon'ble APERC 
provide us an opportunity to make furt,ner I 

submissions in person during the putlic 
hearing after receiving responses of the 
Discoms to our above-mentio ed 
submissions and studying and analysing the 
same. 

i 
I 

Yours faithfully, 

, I~-----_.? 
Chief G~Manager 

.R.Ae:: APSPDCL 

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-66), 4th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 



i) 
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The Chief General Manager, Sri A.Punna Rao, 
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Lr No. CGMIRAC/SPDCLffPTIRAC/F.'. rue-u ID.No. t /19 dt. -10-2019 

Sir, 
Sub:- AP~PDQJ.J.f PT.,.. RAC :". Rep lie~ to the objections ~n True-up filings for FY 2016-

17 ~-.. Furoi,sh~d,::.:R~g~rdihg. . .. 
~ 1 1 • ~ • I 

Ref:- Party's Objection received dt.06· 09-20 9 

** 
In response to the·objection received vide refer nee cited, the replies to the objections on· 

True-u fiiin s for FY 2016•-17 are as follows: [ 
. , Para No /Brief Issue 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent 
entities should have submitted their true-up 
applications separately. However, a common 
application is file.d by both the Discoms for 
the years 2015-16 and 20i6-17, 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 1 

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. 

2. While the affidavit fjled by the Discomsl 
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 
~lso, 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 

I Response 

It is o inform thlt, in view of the uniform nature 
of etail Sup~ly Tariffs across the state 
inde endent of the service area of the distribution 

I 

licen ees, the DISCOMs are proposing to impose 
the urden of p~r unit True-Up also on unif9rm 
basis across the State. 

• 'I 

I 
Fu er Power Purchase cost which constitutes 
arou d 80% df the entire expenditure of 
Dis bution bus~hess is being incurred centrally to 
opti ize the p~ocurement cost and reduce the 
tran action costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
Pow r purchase 1[ cost variation is major element 
and o the DISC'oMs have proposed for uniform 

• I 
levy fperumtTrue-up across the State. 

'I 
Reve ue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs 
pert iningto FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part 
ofT e-up petitibn for FY 2016-17. Revenue true­
up h snot been tlaimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 

The onorable clmmission approves tariff and non­
tariff income for [the Retail Supply Business in its 
Retai Supply Tatiff Order for every fmancial year. 
How ver, tariff ap.d non-tariff income approved by 
the onourable Commission is different from th.e 

[ 

ac revenue realized. If the actual revenue realized 
{ 



.. 

'.l: 

• 
Para No /Brief lss~e Response 

incorporating the same ip the sul ject is lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners 
petition. We requestthe H~n'ble Commission 1cur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request ihe 
to direct the Discoms to ftl1~ their true-up 2,onourable Commission to consider true-up/true­
petition for the year 2015-16lseparatelywith down for the revenue also. 
all the required information. jAt page 20, the I 
Discoms have dishonestly claimed that the ~urther, the DISCOMs have written to a letter 
claimed true-up amount of RJ.11,144 cro ·e is (Lr.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N 
for retail supply business fol1

1 
the year 2( 16- ~.12/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble 

17. a
1
ommission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4 

o;f 2005, to this effect. 
3. While the Hon'ble Commission approvt:d a \ /henever there is a short supply of p0wer from 

J 
total power purchase of 56,805 mu for the t 1e plants which are governed by PP As & Two part 
year 2016-17, the actual putchases clai ned 1ftriff structure (Capacity Charge & Energy 
by the Discoms are 52,561 mh only, i.e., t 1ere Oharge), owing to the issues of Plant availability 
is a lesser purchase of pow~r by 4244 mu. (~ ither due to outage or due to shortage of supply) 
Despite that, against total power pure 1ase crpacity-charges payable to such generators would 
cost of Rs.22,538 crore a~proved by the ~e reduced proportionately as per the provisions 
Commission, the Discomsj1 incurred an df the PP .A: 
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crore for power -I 
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2, 917 crore. 1 hey N!fain reason for deficiency in supply is less 
have shown lesser payment :pf Rs.270 c ·ore avail~bility .,d.eqlwation · .by the concerned 
towards fixed cost, highe,r paymen1 of denerator owing to shortage of. Coal and the 
Rs.3086 crore towards va*able cost and ~ayment of capacity charges are made 
higher payment of Rs.101 l,crore tow,trds accordingly .. 
other costs for the year 2016-17. The I 
Disco ms have claimed that su, -ply of pow ~r is Pirevailing price: in the Short-Term market at the 
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approve1 l by !me of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
the Commission for the y~ar 2016-17 by r selling ppwer outside.· If the prevailing price is 
3032 mu by AP Genco the~al, by 229~ mu J ~~~rpth;mr-~ ~~ij~biVflP.Jll>J~:,f:!l?~· 9f the 
from APPDCL, by 1049 mu J:rrom AP G~ ~~~ ~~@.)i~~,ng station at that instant, its not 
hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, 

1
by 253 mu J '"O~ commercially prudent to opt for sale of power. 

NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPP~ and others anq ~ 
by 28 mu from APGPCL. T~e short su )P.~Y. here is no dichotomy between energy availability 
includes 661 mu from KSK ~ahanadi,:?~~~ dispatch. The s:urplus is assessed ba~ed on the 
mu from Hinduja, 75 mu fromjThermal POW,f~ Piotential plant availability, subjected to the 
Tech and 6566 mu from 600 ~W DBFOO. Diel' -tijilmditioirof accessi:btlityo'fsiifncient fuel. 
the Discoms claim and collect liquidated 

I 

damages from the power stations conce1 ned ~he DISCO Ms h_ave taken every possible step to 
for lesser supply of power a~ per the tE rms ~rll the surp~µ~ pow~:r avail~ble at their disposal. 
and conditions in their r~spective P > As, ~.vailability ~f s~_~lus power oil the basis of Time 
wherever applicable? The Di~coms have not of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
explained the reasons f9f shortfall in l 'ight.Power,_e,ts)J~:important tQ fetch reasonable 
generation and supply of poter. Despite the nvenue. 
claimed shortfall in generatidn and supp y of 

]I 
power, the Disco ms have s~o'Wl) an unsold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016-17. 
This dichotomy shows ho\"{ unrealistic ally 
enerw availability and despatch " 1ere 



.. Para No /Brief Issue 
proposed by the Discoms and determinec 
and approved by the Hon'ble Commission. 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 
mu, the Discoms have purchased 1707 mtf 
from the market against 294 mu permitted bJ 
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 tha1 
they have purchased mu from the market ati 
a total cost-of Rs. 797 crore, with additional 
amount of Rs.645 crore paid for additiona 
purchase o"t 1413 mu. It needs to be clarifieo 
by the Dis toms whether additional purchase~ 
on such a higher scale were made by them 
without seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble 
Commission, both in terms of quantum anc 
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, maxiµrnm cap of tariff ano 
the procedure to be adopted for competitive 
bidding for such purchases, it reflect5 
"executive c3:rrogance" of the powers-that-be 
who handled such purchases from Vidyuth 
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions· given 
periodically by the Hon'ble Commiss~~n on 
additional power purchases to be made by 
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of the 
powers-that-be that they need not seek prior 
pe~ission 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 

5. The Discoms have maintained that they have 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 cror~ 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, thel 
Discoms have paid additional variable costs 
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.1607 4 crore against! 
Rs.12,989 crore approved bv the! 

Response 

It is o inform th~t unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
clained by the objector is not the actual surplus 
gene ration. It i~ only the potential to generate 
surp us subjectJd to the availability of required 
fuel. Most of the

1
[thermal generating stations were 

fallir g short df expected generation due to 

shor age of coal.,i . 

Afte1 considering the power available from all the 
sour~es, the DISCOMs fell short of energy 
avail~bility at that instance, and in order to ensure 
relia ole & unihterrupted power supply, the 
DISC0Ms have rbsorted to market purchases and 
addi1 ional purch~ses. 

I 

I 

Ther nal Generating stations located in Telangana 
I 

State are older[ units when compared to the 
stati< ns located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, 
per unit fixed coh of generating stations in TS at 
lowe · side when 1 compared to its counterparts ill 
AP. 1 his is the r~ason behind payment of higher 
fixed costs by AP DISCOMs when "Regulation" of 
power came int:lforce between AP & TS. 



Para No /Brieflssµe 
Commission. Similarly, the Discoms also 1ave 

I 

paid additional other costs by Rs.101 c ore, 
i.e., Rs.830 crore agains~ Rs.729 crore 
approved by the Commissidn. The reasons 
for the same need to be ekplained bj the 
Discoms to examine whetlier such higher 

I 

payments are justified or not. That a oart, 
fixed cost being fixed in nbture, it cannot 

I 

increase for purchase of the quantum of 
power approved by th~ Commission. 
Therefore, the moot point I is whether the 
Discoms backed down capacities of the 
stations of AP Genco and p~id fixed chc rges 

I 
therefor. If so, what were 

1
the quantu n of 

power backed down by the Discoms and, ixed 
I 

charges paid therefor to AP ~enco and c ther 
thermal stations, if anv? I 

6. The Discoms have shown that they coulc not 
I 

sell a surplus of 1765 mu, with a variation of 
Rs.4463 crore. At the same 1time, they 11ave 
purchased 1241 mu more than what was 
approved by the Commission from the 
market. What are the ·reasoJs for the s, me? 

I 

Did the Discoms back down thermal power in 
order to purchase high cos:t and must run 
non-conventional energy, exceeding heir 
obligations under RPPO, :and pay ixed 
charges therefor? If so, w~at are the ~ osts 
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit cost 
of power from the thermal 1stations ba1~ked 
down, station-wise and unit--t.vise? 

I 

7. The Discoms have claimed that following 
I 

fixed costs determined by th~ Commissio 1 for 
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) qn 2.3.2019, hey 
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 and 

I 

Rs.1145.94 crore for 2016-17 additional yto 
the project. When the Comrilission fixe1I an 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per 4nit, with a f xed 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and when actual 

I 
energy availed from SDSTPS-} was with a PL~ 
of 41. 96% only for the year 2015-16 and Nith 

I a PLF of 78.99% for the ye~r 2016-17, and 
when the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 cron for 

• 
Response 

~uring certain instances in the grid operations, 
Thermal Power Stations are backed down to 
~ccommodate 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 PP As. 

, ~s the quantum of backing down & fixed charges 
J1Jaid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to 
1 >Ider years, the same will be submitted shortly. 

~'revailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
~ime of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
frf.r selling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
1 "Sser than the marginal variable cost of the 
enerating station at that instant, its not 

tommercially p~udent to opt for sale o.f power. 

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
Jen the surplus power available at their disposal. 
4vailability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power,· 

~

rllight Power etc) is important to fetch reasonable 
evenue. RE power has been purchased in 
ccordance wi~h the pro'(isions of the approved 

J 
P As ~nd regulations governi~g grid operations_. 

"rs the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed 
down sought for pertain to older years, the same 
.J,m be submitted shortlv. · 

I~ is to inform that short payment of fixed cost 
, rould take place, if the generator didn't achieve 
tile target availability factor as specified in the 
revant pp A. ' 

lhe matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments 
dn retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
1 urview of the Hon'ble APERC. 



W Para No /Brief Issue. 
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 
t])reshold level PLF and when the station 
could achieyed PLFs less than that, liquidated 
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1 
for. generation and supply· of power below 
threshold level. · 

8. The Disconis 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. 

9. The Discoms have claimed that other costs 
paid by thein increased to Rs.830 crore from 
Rs. 729 crore approved by the Commissi~n. 
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. 

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 ODAY 
and deduct ~he 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. 

Response 

Owm rship wise Y Source wise variation in respect 
of th1 per unit v~riable cost is given in Table 12 of 
the p 0 tition. . I . 
The i 11crease in \fariable cost is due to increase in 
Basic price, Fuel iCost Adjustment (FCA) levied by 
the Coal / Gas ~ompanies and increased freight 
char~ es leveled by Railways and other 
trans oortation aJencies. 
Othe1 Costs include expenditures incurred on 
accot nt of Additional Interest on pension bonds, 
incentives paid [if any and actual p~yµient of 
Inco111e Tax. These are the prudent expenditures 
made by the lDISCOMs and submitted for 
admi ~sion in to the True-Up 

As p~ r Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to 
take :)Ver 75% 6f working capital term loan of 

I Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds ofRs.2546.15 
Crs. pf the APQISCOMs outstanding as on 3ot11 
September, 201$. Accordingly GoAP issued 
G.o.1\ s.No.27, Ertergy Infrastructure & Investment 

'I ('Pow1 :r-n Department, dt.26-07-2016. 
Outstanding loans as 

on 30-09-2015 
CapE,x Loans 1I 3712.49 
Working capital Loans 8461.76 
FRP 3onds Liabili~y 2546.15 
Total [ 14720.40 

Out o i--the total outstanding loans ofRs.14720.40 Crs. 
as on 30-09-2015J GoAP has accorded approval f~r 



Para No /Brieflssµe 

11. The Discoms have claimed ]that they were 
able to procure power ~om · short-1 erm 
sources from the marketat.ari average ra e of 
Rs.4.66 per unit against the! cost of Rs.5.17 
per unit approved by the Commission. The 
cost per unit approved by th~ Commissii m is 
upper limit only. The iDiscoms 11ave 
purchased power from market at a cosl per 
unit ranging from the lowest bf Rs.0.24 to the 
highest of Rs.7.68. The Discoriis cannot ju~tify 
purchasing power from the 1market at costs 
higher than the upper limi~, determine, by 
the Commission, under the facile pretext that 

I 

the average cost per unit paid is less thar the 
I 

upper limit fixed by the Commission. In o .. her 
words, the Discoms have !passed on .the 
benefit of costs paid below 

1

the upper imit 
fixed by the Commission ~o some of the 
companies trading in power 

1
by paying t 11em 

costs higher than the upper limit fixed b) the 
Commission. We requestj the Hm~'ble 
Commission to direct the qiscoms to ,;eek 
additional subsidy required for purch ftses 
made in market far exceediAg the quan~m 
permitted by the Commissiori and from o~her 
sources from GoAP, since thky did not eek 
prior approval of the cbmmission for 
purchasing additional quantJm, procedu, e to 

I be adopted for real an'd transpa ent 

• 
Response 

takeover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) 
~ nd 100% ofFRP 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 
li\.s on date GoAP has taken over loans as given 

~elow: 
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 

~'er Unit Cost of power procur-ement of Rs 
S,.17 /Unit approved by the Commission is the 
~,eighted average cost of procurement Even 
~ough the actual cost of procurement varies from 
~.s 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted 

1verage cost is contained well below the price 
~pproved by the Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail 
lupply Tariff Order. 

it~ is to inform that, while procu~ing power on Day-

~

head basis from the market, in certain instances 
ne time block wise discovered price exceeds the 
verage price approved by the Commission. To 

1
nsure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 

aonsumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power 
fi:om short term sources, after exhausting 
tf ceivable power from all committed sources, to 
meet the shortages only. 
I -
~ er unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 
~re usually higher than the ceiling rates approved 
9y Hon'ble APERC. If the procurement rates are 
riestricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
I PISCO Ms would not get the required power, 
1 ~ading to load shedding'. 



1 t • Para No /Brief Issue 
competitive bidding and cap 011 tariff. T~e 
powers-that-be should be brought round tp 
scrupulously adhere to regulatocy 1 
requirements of the Commission fc r 
purchasing power and additional power. 

12. Any additional supplies made to L[ 
agriculture, with additional costs, the same 
should be sought as additional subsidy byth~I 
Discoms from GoAP. 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to th~ 
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for thk 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is n~~ 
permissible. We request the :»on'blr 
Commission to reject the claim for carrying 
c~st. 1:he J?jscoms have to submit their tru~­
up ·c~aims in time and the consumers shoulf 
not be penalised for delay caused by the f 
Discoms in submitting the same. 

14: We r~quest ~e Hon'ble Commission tel> 
provide us an opportm;1ity to make furthef 
submissions in person during the public 
hearing after receiving responses of thT 
Discoms to our above-mentioned 
submissions and studying and analysing th~ 
same. 

Response 

The same is bei:ilg done and for the FY 2016-17, the 
I 

Con~mission has already issued order. 

I 
For the reasdns beyond the control of the 
DIS :oMs, the Tfue-Up claims have been submitted 

I 

wit] a delay and carrying cost also has been 
claimed. The Hbn'ble Commission is requested to 

I 

com lone the delay and approve the True-Up claim 
incl111ding carryihg costs. 

! 

Witnin the pun}'iew of Hon'ble APERC 

Yours faithfully, 

Ch!e!~~~ 
_ftA&":: APSPDCL 

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, ,it~ Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 . I 
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From 
The Chief General Manager, 
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, 
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, 
Tirupati-517501. 

Tl 
I 

Sri B. Tulasidas, 
I 

S4- Devi Towers, 
I 

Sambamurty Road, 
I 

Vijayawada-03. 

Lr No. CGM/RACISPDCLITPTIRAC/Jr. True- ID.No.1>119 dt en -10-2019 

Sir, 
Sub:-

Ref:-

APSPDCL/TPT - RAC - Repli([s to th 
~7 - Furnished - Regarding. 

Party's Objection received dt.06-09-2 19 

I 
objections on True .. up filings for FY 2016-

1 

i 
In response to the objection received v de refi rence cited 1, the replies to the objections on 

True-u ·filin s for FY 2016-17 are as follows I 
Para No /Brief Issue 

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independe t 
entities should have submitted th~ir true-u 
applications separately. However, a commo 
application is filed by both the Discoms fi r 
the years ~015-16 and 2016-17, claiming 
revenue true-up ofRs.2817 crore for the ye3r 
2015-16, a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crort 
for 2015-16 and 2016-17 and expense tru~ 
up of Rs.2580 crore for the year 2016-ll 
with a carrying cost of Rs.3212 crore at ah 

I 
interest rate _of 12Wo considering FY 2019-zp 
as the year of approval. Whatever be thr 
true-up amounts that the Hon'ble 
Commission is going to permit, its impadt 
on consumers should be confined to th,6 

- ~_!~spective true-up amounts of the Discon~ 
concerned. It should not be an average fo 
the entire State. 

2. While the affidavit filed by the Discom 
claims that their claims for true-up pertain t6 
the year 2016-17, at page 19, the Discom~ 
have claimed true-up for the year 2015-1~ 
also, without giving details pertaining to th7 
same. It is strange that the Hon'blI 
Commission has issued public notice, invitin 
objections and suggestions in the subjec 
petition, without directing the Discoms to mJ 
required information relating to their true uJ 
claims for 2015-16 also and witho1a 

I Response 

I 
to inform.that, in view of the uniform nature 
Retail Supply Tariffs across the state 

ind pendent of
1
~he se~ce area of the distribution 

lice sees, the DISCOMs are proposing to impose 
the burden· of per unit True-Up also on uniform 
bas s across th~ State. 

Fu er Power
1

I Purchase cost which constitutes 
aro nd 80% I of the entire expenditure of 
Dis ibution business is being incurred centrally to 
opti ize the procurement cost and reduce the 
tra saction cos.ts. Even in the True-Up exercise, 
Po er purchasi cost variation is major element 
and so the DIS~OMs have proposed for uniform 
le __ of per unit True-up across the State. 

,I 
I 

Rev nue True-up to the extent of Rs 2817 Crs 
pe ining to FYi 2015-16 has been claimed as part 
ofT ue.-up petition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true­
up h snot beenjclaimed earlier for FY 2015-16. 

I 
onorable qommission approves tariff and non-
income for the Retail Supply Business in its 
Supply Tctriff Order for every financial year. 

ver, tariff imd non-tariff income approved by 
onourable ;commission is different from the 
revenue rei;).lized. If the actual revenue realized 



Para No /Brief Issu~ 
incorporating the same inj the subj ct 
petition. We request the Hon'ble Commiss on 
to direct the Discoms to filej their true up 
petition for the year 2015-16 s,eparately ··th 
all the required information. At page 20, he 
Discoms have dishonestly cIJimed that he 

I 

claimed true-up amount of Rs.11,144 cror is 
for retail supply business for the year 20 6-

1 

11. I 

3. While the Hon'ble Commissidn approve a 
I 

total power purchase of 56,8p5 mu for he 
year 2016-17, the actual purchases clai 
by the Discoms are 52,561 mu only, i.e., th re 

11 • 

is a lesser purchase of powere by 4244 u. 
Despite that, against total p9wer purch se 
cost of Rs.22,538 crore apPiroved by he 
Commission, the Discoms /: incurre~ an 
expenditure of Rs.25,455 crqre for po er 
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2, 917 crore. T ey 

I 
have shown lesser payment of Rs.270 er re 
towards fixed cost, higher\· payment of 
Rs.3086 crore towards vari*ble cost d 
higher payment of Rs.101 ~rore towa ds 
other costs for the year 2016-17. e 
Disco ms have claimed that supply of powe · is 
lesser vis a vis energy despatch approved y 
the Commission for the yeai" 2016-17 y 
3032 mu by AP Genco thermal, by 2292 u 

l 
from APPDCL, by 1049 mu from AP Ge co 

I 

hydel, by 262 mu from CGSs, by 253 mu fr m 
NCE, by 10,124 mu from IPPs ~n'd others a d 

I by 28 mu from APGPCL. The short sup ly 
includes 661 mu from KSK Mahanadi, 28 8 

I 

mu from Hinduja, 75 mu from Thermal Po er 
J 

Tech and 6566 mu from 600 MW DBFOO. id 
the Discoms claim and collkct liquida d 
damages from the power stati6ns concern d 

I for lesser supply of power as per the ter s 
and conditions in their respective PP s, 
wherever applicable? The Discoms have ot 
explained the reasons for j shortfall in 
generation and supply of power. Despite t e 
claimed shortfall in generation! and supply of 
· power, the Discoms have sho},vn an uns Id 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 2016- 7. 
This c;Iichotomy shows how µnrealistica ly 
ener availabili and des atch w re . 

Response 
is lower than the approved revenue, the Petitioners 
in, ur losses. Hence, the Petitioners request the 
H0nourable Commission to consider true-up/true-dor fur the revenue also. _ 

Further, the DISCOMs have written to a letter 
cd:.No.CGM/Opn/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Regn.4/D.N 
o.l~/16 dated 15-01-2017) to the Hon'ble 
C1mmission seeking amendment to the Regualtion 4 
of12005, to this effect. 

1enever there is a short supply of power from 
th~ plants which are governed by PP As & Two part 
tayiff structure (Capacity Chai·ge & E~ergy 
C~arge ), owing to the issues of Plant availability 
( e ther due to outage or due to shortage of supply) 
ca Jacity charges payable to such generators would 
be reduced proportionately as per the provisions 
of the PPA. 

Mc in reason for deficiency in supply is less 
aveilability declaration by the concerned 
G5nerator owing to shortage of Coal and the 
payment of capacity charges are made 
acf ordingly. . 

Pr~vailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
tij1e of surplus availability with us is the criteria 
fo selling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
le ser than the marginal variable cost of the 
ge}1erating station at that instant, · its not 
cormercially pi-udent to opt for _sale of power. 

T~~re is no dichotomy between energy availability 
&_eispatch. The surplus is assessed based on the 
po ·ential plant availability, subjected to the 
co 1dition of accessibility of sufficient fuel. 

Th DISCOMs have taken every possible step to 
se the surplus power available at their disposal. 
Av ilability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
of the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
Ni ht Power etc) is important to fetch reasonabie 
re enue. 

,,. 
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Para No /Brief Issue \ \ Response 
proposed by the Discoms and detenµined \ 
and approved by the Hon'ble Commissi~n. 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,384 It is to inforim that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
mu, the Discoms have purchased 170V, mu claimed by\the objector is not the actual surplus 
from the market against 294 mu permittkd by ~eneration. It is only the potential to generate 
the Commission, At the same timeJ the $urplus subjected to the availability of required 
Disco ms have claimed that they ,have uel. Most of the thermal generating stations were 
purchased 901 mu additionally from~gas- ailing sho~ of expected generation due to 
basedJPPs against 3054 mu approved b the 1 hortage of .~\oal. 
Commission. The Discoms have claimed that 
they have purchased mu from the market at J fter considering the power available from all the 
a total ·cost of Rs.797 crore, with additibnal sources, th~. DISCOMs fell short of energy 
amount .of Rs.645 crore paid for additi~rial a V'ailability at that instance, and in order to ensure 
purchase of-1413 mu. It needs to be clarined ri~liable & hninterrupted power supply, the 
by the Di~coms whether additional purch5ses D SCOMs ha~e resorted to market purchas~s and 
on such a higher scale were made by thle!!l_ ~a, ditional-purchases:- - ---

- --without seeking-prior-corisertfi>ftheHon~le 
Commission, both in terms of quantum c nd 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedur to 
be adopted for such purchases to ens]re 
competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had ot 
sought and got permission of the Hon' le 
Commission for purchasing additional po Fr 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff a1!d 
the proGedure to be adopted for competiti e 
bidding for such purchases, it reflec s 
"executive arrogance" of the powers-that-± 
who handled such purchases from Vidyu 
Soudha. It is a negation of the directions give 
periodically by the Hon'ble Commission oh 
additional power purchases to be made b:~ 
the Discoms and reflects recklessness of th~ 
powers-that-be that they need not seek priolf 
permission of the Commission for sucl:l 
purchases and their contempt for regulatory 
requirements and questionable approacll 
that .the Commission would or should give its 

11 

consent to such purchases as and when they I 
seek I 

5. The Discoms have maintained that they have \ Therr flal Generating stations located in Telangana 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore against State are older \ units when compared to the 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commission. statio ilS located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, 
This mainly due to failures of the power per m it fixed cost of generating stations in TS at 
stations concerned to supply approved lower side when tompared to its counterparts in 
quantum of power. At the same time, the AP. Tl is is the re1son behind payment of higher 
Discoms have paid additional variable costs fixed costs by AP DISCOMs when "Regulation" of 

I 
by Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.16074 crore against power came into force between AP & TS. 
Rs.12,989 crore approved by the \ 

I 
I 
l 
i 

'• ,. 
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Para No /Brief Issue / 

Commission. Similarly, the Discoms also have 
paid additional other costs by RJ.101 crore, 
i.e., Rs.830 crore against Rs/729 crore 
approved by the Commission. The reasons 

,l 
for the same need to be explamed by the 
Discoms to examine whether Juch higher 

I 

payments are justified or not. /;i'hat apart 
fixed cost being fixed in nature, it canno 
increase for purchase of the 9uantum o 
power approved by the Commission 
Therefore, the moot point is ~hether th1 ~ 
Discoms backed down capactties of the 
stations of AP Genco-and paid fixe<l "charge i 

I 
therefor. If so, what were the quantum cf 
power backed down by the Discdms and fixe i 
charges paid therefor to AP GeJco and othe .. 
thermal stations, if any? I 

6. The Discoms have shown that they could n< t 
sell a surplus of 17 65 mu, with k variation 1 ~f 
Rs.4463 crore. At the same tirile, they hm e 

I 
purchased 1241 mu more than what w: s 
approved by the Commissiqn . from ti e 
market. What are .the reasons for the sam~? 
Did the Discoms back down thetmal power n 
order to purchase high cost ~nd must-ri n 
non-conventional energy, exteeding tfo ir 
obligations under RPPO, a1,d pay fix~d 
charges therefor? If so, wha~ are the co1 _ts 
• per unit of NCE purchased and per unit c< st 
of power from the thermal s~ations bac.k ed 
down, station-wise and unit-wi'se? 

I 

r 
7. The Discoms have claimed /.that follow ng 

fixed costs determined by the Commission for 
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, ttiey 

I 
have to pay Rs.621.19 crore for 2015-16 and 
Rs.1145. 94 crore for 2016-17)i additionall., to 
the project. When the Commission fixec an 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 per ubit, with a f ~ed 
cost of Rs.1._02 per unit, a~d when actual 
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was with a 0LF 

1, 

of 41.96% only for the year 2015-16 and 11Vith 
/' a .PLF of 78.99% for the ye~r 2016-17, and 

when the Discoms oaid Rs.430.05 cron for 

Response 
Duri~g certain instances in the gri_d operations, 
Therfal Power Stations are backed down to 
accommodate Renewable Energy sources which 
have ~een conferred "Must Run" status. During the 
peri<J_d of backing down, the thermal generating 
stati1ns have to be compensated for fixed cost 
pa~ent, if they confirm the availability, as per the 
pr_orions of the pp As. . 

As tl ~e quantum of backing do~ & fixed charges 
paid to AP Genco stations sought for pertain to 
olde · years, the same will be submitted shortly. 

Pre railing price in the Short-Term market at the 
tim ~ of sµrplus availability with us is the criteria 
for pelling power outside. If the prevailing price is 
lesser than the marginal variable cost of the 
ger 1erating station at that instant, its not . 
cor ~mercially prudent to ~pt for sale of .power. 

Th~ DISCOMs ·have taken every possible step to 
sel the surplus power available at their disposal. 
Avfilability of surplus power on the basis of Time 
of fhe Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, 
Nitht Power etc) is important to _fetch reasonable 
re enue. RE power has been purchased in 
ac , ordance with the provisions of the approved 
PPr s and regulations governing grid operations. 

A~ the Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed 
d9wn sought for pertain to older years, the same 
will be submitted shortly. 

It/is to-inform that s4ort payment of fixed cost 
wpuld take place, if the generator didn't achieve 
tlie target availability factor as specified in the 
rJievant PPA. 

T~e matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments 
o 1 retrospective basis to SDSTPS is within the I rview of the Hon'ble APERC. 

• 



.. Para No /Brief Issue 
2015-16 and Rs.824.27 crore for 2016-117, 
the fixed costs determined by the 
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019 
cannot, and should not, be applied wi[h 
retrospective effect. Therefore, we requett 
the Hon'ble Commission not to appro e 
payment of additional sum of Rs.1767.1.2 
crpre the Discoms have claimed to be paid ·~o 
the said station under true-up. When fix1d 
cost was approved by the Commission for 
threshold level PLF and when the static n 
could aehieved PLFs less than that; liquidated 
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1 
for· generation and supply of power below 
threshold level. 

Response 

8. -The Discoms have claimed that -while tl e- -Ownership -wis'e-J-Source-wise variation in respect 
Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit as tl e oft Ile per unit ~ariable cost is given in Table· 12 of 
average variable cost for the year 2016-1 f, · the petition. ! 
they have paid @ Rs,2. 94 per unit on '4n I 

average. They have not explained the reasorls The increase id variable cost is due to increase in 
for paying higher variable costs. Tl:le Bask price, FuJl Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by 
justification or otherwise for paying highE r the Coal / GaJ companies and increased freight 
variable costs need to be examined. cha '"ges leve~~d by Railways and other 

transportation kgencies. 
9. The Discoms have claimed that other cos~s· 

paid by them increased to Rs.830 crore fr01p 
Rs.729 crore approved by the Commission. 
They have not explained what those other 
costs are and why a sum of Rs.101 crore Weis 
paid by them. additionally. The justification 
and permissibility for paying such a huge 
amount for unexplained other costs need tp 
be examined. f 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commission tp 
determine the amounts taken over or to ble 
taken over by GoAP from the debts of the 
Discoms for the year 2016-17' under UDAY 
and deduct the same from their true-ur 
claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms 
have not given the details of taking over cf 
their debt by GoAP under UDAY. 

Other Costs i~clude expenditures incurred on 
acc1 mnt of Additional Interest on pension bonds, 

I 

inc1 ntives paid if any and actual payment of 
Ince >me Tax. Tl:iese are the prudent expenditures 
mace by the 1 DISCOMs and. submitted for 
adn ission in to'. the True-Up 

As ,er Clause f.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to 
take over 75%! of working capital term loan of 
RsJ 461.75 Crs. !and 100% FRP bonds ofRs.2546.15 
Crs. of the APUISCOMs outstanding as on 30th 

I 

Sep ember, 20l5. Accordingly GoAP issued 
G.o. Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure & Investment 
(Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-2016. 

11 Outstanding loans as 
on 30-09-2015 

Ca1 ex Loans 'I 3712.49 
Werking capital Loans 8461.76 
FRI~ Bonds Liability 2546.15 
To1al I 14720.40 

Out t>fthetotal outstanding loans ofRs.14720.40 Crs. 
I 

as 011 30-09-201.5, GoAP has accorded approval for 



Para No /Brieflssu~ 

,I 

11. The Discoms have claimed that they wire 
able to procure power froin short-te ~m 
sources from the market at an ~verage rate of 
Rs.4.66 per unit against the dost of Rs.5.17 
per unit approved by the Coilimission. 1 ne 
cost per unit approved by the Commissior is 
upper limit only. The tj~scoms haive 
purchased power from marke~ at a cost 1 er 
unit ranging from the lowest of Rs.0.24 to t ne 
highest of Rs. 7.68. The DiscomJ1 cannot just fy 
purchasing power from the rrfarket at co. ts 
higher than the upper limit qetermined JY 
the Commission, under the facile pretext tl at 

I 

the average cost per unit paid is less than t ne 
upper limit fixed by the Commf~sion. In otl er 
words, the Discoms have pkssed on tile 
benefit of costs paid below the upper lir 1it 
fixed by the Commission to II some of t ne 
companies trading in power b~ paying them 
costs higher than the upper limit fixed by tne 
Commission. We request J

1the Hon'l le 
Commission to direct the Di~~oms to seek 
additional subsidy required for purchases 
made in market far exceeding the quantt m 
permitted by the Commission d~d from other 
sources from GoAP, since thef did not seek 
prior approval of the Corilmission J pr 
purchasing additional quantun{ procedure Ito 
be adopted for real andJI transpare[nt 

• 
Response 

t~eover of 75% of working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) 
anU .100% of FRP bonds ~.2546.15 Crs.). 

EPDCL SPDCL Total 
A,gainst 100% 1205.95 1340.20 2546.15 
F ~p Bonds 

Aifainst 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
~orking capital 
loan · 
T >tal 3300.48 5591.99, 8892.47 
At on date GoAP has taken over loans as given 

be.ow: . 
l EPDCL SPDCI. Total 

A :rainst 100% 904.46 1005.23 1909.69 
F{lP Bonds 
Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
,~rking capital 
lqan 
T >tal 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

Pe!r Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 
5. 7 /Unit approved by the· Commission is the 
we ighted. average cost of procurement Even 
tbtugh the actual cost of procurement varies from 
Rs 0.24/Unit to Rs 7.68/Unit, the weighted 
av rage cost is contained well below the price 
approved by the Hon'ble Commission, in the Retail 
Supply Tariff ~rder. 

It is to inform that, while procuring power on Day­
ah ?ad basis from the market, in certain insta.nces 
th1 time block wise discovered price exceeds the 
av,!>rage price approved by the Commission. To 
enf ure reliable 24X7 power supply to the 
Coesumers, the DISCOMs are procuring power 
from short term sources, after exhausting 

:~:t:.!1::,,:;;:;,"i:;1/1 committed sources, to 

Per unit rates in the exchanges during peak hours 
ard usually higher than the ceiling rates approved 
byjHon'ble APERC. If the procurement rates are 
re~tricted to the ceiling rates during peak hours, 
DI~•'COMs would not get the required power, 
leading to load shedding. 
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!I Para No /Brief Issue 

competitive bidding and cap on tariff. T e 
powers-that-be should be brought round E 
scrupulously adhere to regulatop 
requirements of the Commission for 

urchasin ower and additional ower. 
12. Any additional supplies made to ~T 

agriculture, with additional costs, the san, e 
should be sought as additional subsidy by ti e 
Disco ms from GoAP. 

13. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to tile 
tune of Rs.3212 crore under true-up for tile 
years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is nbt 

t 

permissible. We request the Hon'ble 
Commission to reject the claim for carryirlg 
cost. The Discoms have to submit their tru 1 

-

up claims in time and the consumers shou d 

Response 

same is beihg done and for the FY 2016-17, the 
mission h~s already issued order. 

Fo the reasons beyond the control of the 
DI CO Ms, the T~ue-Up claims have been submitted 
wit a delay knd carrying cost also has been 
cla · ed. The Hbn'ble Commission is requested to 

11 

co done the delay and approve the True-Up claim 
I 

inc uding carrying costs. 
I 

not be penalised for delay caused' by-t . e- - -- -
Discoms in submittin the same. 

14. We request the Hon'ble Commission 1o Wi hin the pu~ewofHon'bleAPERC 
provide us an opportunity to make furth~r 
sq.bmissions in person during the publf 
heari:r:ig after receiving responses of thf 
Discoms to our above-mentionecl 
submissions and studying and analysing th1e 
same. 

Yours faithfully, 

~ submitted to the Secretary, APERC, 11- -660, 4th Floor, Smgareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04 i 

I 
I 
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EASTERN POWER_ DISTRI UTIO COM_ .PAN 
1

1
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OF A . . ~ff. .. ED Secrc!::uy f ~ 
~-h\hS 

CORPORATE Ol'FICE :: VISAKHAP] TNAl\11t--L-aw-~ Member/ PRM ~ 

From 

The Chief General Manager, 
PPA, RA & QC, 
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, 

Seethammadhara, 
Visakhapatnam -5~0013. 

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, R~&QC/EPDCL VSP RAC F:Tr 

Sir, 

To J Member I PR . 

I Tariff -i 
Sri. B.ifulasi o ... .__ __ --'-_C_ha_i_rm....;.;a.;,.;n ___ ~ 

II 
S4 - 0evi Towers, 
SamH~murty Road, 
VijayJwada - 520 003. 

I 
I 

I 
D.No.J 2../ 0 19 dt.l 2--10-2019 

Sub: APEPDCL- RAC - Replies to th Object ans received! on True-up petition filed by 
AP~IS<;OMS on Retails Supply Busines for 2016-171

1- Regarding. 

--c---- Ref: Your ~bw,uon~etteriiatecl:T6108=Wi --:-__ JL1 •---;-;--- -- -· 

. *** . 
,. •.'. I 

We are in receipt of v.our suggestion objecti ns on Tn.ie-u1 petition filed by APDISCOMS on 
. , . . I . 

RetaHs Supply Business for 2016-17 and th same i lierewith acl n9wl~dg~d with th~nks. Para wise 

replies of 
0

APEPDCL are ai foilows:. . I 

. Para·No /Brief ·Issue 
. • • I 

, 1. APSPDCL · and· APEPDCL, . being independent 
entities should have· submitted their tE

1 
ue-up 

· applications-·separate·ly. However, a co man 
application is filed b_y both the Discoms~or the 
years 2015-16 and 2016-1'7, claiming r venue 
true-up of Rs:2817 crore forthe year 2 

1
15-16, 

··a revenue true-up of Rs.5352 crore for 21D15-16 
and 2016-17 and exp~nse true up of R~.2580 

trore for the year 2016-17, with a carryi~Jg cost 
of Rs.3212 crore. at an interest rate f 12% 
considering FY 2019-20 as the y ar of 
approval. Whatever be· the true-up .a~1ounts 
that the· Hon'ble Commission is gorg to 

- permit, its-impact on constimers- sholl.ild-be 
confined-to the respective true-up amo t nts of 

. the Discom concerned. It should not be an 
average for the entire State. 

!I EPDCL Response 

It is. to infori that, in view of the uniform nature of 
Retail Suppl~ Tariffs across the state independent of 
the service :~rea of the distribution licensees, the 
DISCOMs ar~ proposing to impose the burden of per 
unit True-uJ: also on uniform basis across the State. 
Further Poier Purchase cost which constitutes 

II 
around 80% of the entire expenditure of 
Distribution ][business is being incurred ·centrally to 
optimize th'e procurement cost and reduce the 
transaction i!costs. Even . in the True-Up exercise, 
Power purcllase cost variation is major element and 

If 
so the DISCCDMs have proposed for uniform levy of 
per-unlt-if-n.:J-up-aeross:-the State.-

' 

g f Revenue Tr,ue-up to the extent o Rs 2817 Crs 
pertaining t~ FY 2015-16 has been claimed as part 
of True-up p;etition for FY 2016-17. Revenue true-up 
has not beeh claimed earlier for FY 2015-16. . 

The HonorJle Commission approves tariff and non-

, .. .,.,.,.,. "-. 4 • 'l•r-..,..,_ • .,,,.,. °'f 



Para No /Brief !ssue EPDCL Response 
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 

issued public no.tice, inviting objections and 
suggestions in the subje&t petition, without 
directing the Discoms JI to file ri>quired 
information relating to th~lr true up claims for 
2015-16 also and withou't incorporating the actual revenue realized. If the actual revenue 
same in the subject petitipn, We request the 
Hon'ble Commission to di~ect the Discoms to 

I[ 
file their true-up petition ~pr the year :; 015-16 
separately with all the required informa ion. At 
page ·20, the Discoms havejldishonestly i laimed 
that the claimed true-up amount of Rs 11,144 
crore is .for retail s1:.1pply bl1µsiness for t 1e ye·ar 
2016-17. I 

. I 
J 

3. While the Hon'ble Commission approved a 
--total--power-p1::rchase·,of 1

1

~6$05,r.nu-· -or the 
I . 

year 2016-17, the actual purchases claimed by 
the Discoms are 52,561 m~ only, i.e., th~re is a 
lesser purchase of power by 4244 mu: Despite 
that, against total powe~ purchase ost of 
Rs.22,538 crore approved j,bY the Comrhission, 
the Discoms incurred an expenditure of 
Rs.25,455 crare for poi

1
,
1 
er purchase, i.e., 

• higher by Rs.2,917" crore.1 They have shown 
lesser payment of Rs.270 ;crore towarc s fixed 
cost, higher-payment of Rs!.3086 crore towards 
variable cost and higher J1payment. of Rs.101 
crore towards other cost~, for the yea 2016-
17.· The Discoms have cla

1
jmed that SL pply of 

power is lesser vis a vis energy d 3 Spatch 
approved by the Commj,ssion for He year 
2016-17 by 3032 mu by-AP. Genco thermal, by 

II ' 
2292 mu from APPDCL, by 1049 mu f om AP 
Genco hydel, by 262 mu Jlfrom CGSs, by 253 
mu from NCE, by 10,124 mu from II Ps and 

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. 
Fu.rther, the DISCOMs have written to a letter 
( Lr.No.CG M/Opn/SP DCL/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. 
Whenever there is a short supply of power from the 

PLa_nts whicQ are gover~d_by__PPA~ ~ l~~yy~if!.. 
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 
availability declaration by the concerned Generator 
.owing to shortage of Coal and the payment of 
capacity charges are m~de 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. 

I . 
others and by 28 mu from: APGPCL. n e short There is no dichotomy between energy availability 

I 
supply includes 661 mu ~rom KSK Mahanadi, & dispatch. The surplus is assessed b~sed on the 

___ 2_?_?8 m_~ f[g_'"!!___Hin_duja.L~?-1!1~ fr<?m_: hermaJ __ pote-Q!ial _plant ayaiJability,~ subjected to_ tb_e. 
Power Tech and 6566 mu from 6( O MW condition of accessibility of sufficient fuel. 
DBFOO. Did the Discom§ claim and collect 
liquidated damages -from J,the power tations The DISCO Ms ryave tak(i!n every possible step to sell 
concerned for lesser supply of power as per the surplus power available at their disposal. 
the terms and conditionJ! in their re• pective Availability of surplus power on the basis of Time of 
PPAs, wherever applicab1J:? The Discons have the Day (Peak Load Hours, Day Time Power, Night 
not explained the reasd:ns for shortfall in Power etc) is _important to fetch reasonable 
generation and supply ofl[ power. Desi ite the revenue. 
claimed shortfall in generiation and SL pply of 

I 
........ , .. -..j_,.~•),,:,r,.-_ .. ~ .. t...: J' , • : , .. ·:- • ; .... ~ .... ., ,, ,.~-1 ..... 1H•,.r .. ~~-+"~ .r l ·:. •,. ., . ..,,.. ,~ ,.;\~~.},v,i ~>¼"!'."'" • ~ 
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power; the Discoms have shown an Ulpsold 
surplus of 10,384 mu for the year 201f-17. 
This dichotomy shows how unrealistically . 
energy availability and despatch · lvere 
proposed by the Discoms and determined and 
approved by the Hon'ble com'mission. I 

4. Despite having an unsold surplus of 10,381 mu, 
the Discerns have purchased 1707 mu fro,T the 
market against 294 mu permitted ·b!f the 
Commission, At the same time, the Discoms 
have claimed that they have purchasec 901 
mu additionally from gas-based IPPs a€ a inst 
3054 mu approved by.the Commission The 

I 
I 

I 

'1 

EPDCL Response 

I ,. 

]Jv 

I" is to inform that unsold surplus of 10,384 MU as 
1 laimed by t~e objei;:tor is not the actual surplus 
i eneration. 1'.t is only the potential to generate 
• urplus subjedted to the availability o( required fuel. 

If 
1./lost of the t?er~al generating stations were falling 
• hort of expected generation due to shortage of 

11 

. Discoms have claimed that they have 
purchased mu from the market at a tota cost 

. __ of Rs. 79-7 c;ror,§,_ witb_ad.d.ltio.a.a_L.aroou 1t of 
Rs.645. crore paid for·-additional purchase of 
1413· mu. It needs to be clarified b~I the 
Discerns whether additional purchases o such 

I ~al. ':1 
,i\fter conside,ring the power available from all the 
_ o.urces,-tbeL -.D!SGOMs---fell-·short of energy-
1vailabflity, Jnd in: order to· ensure reliable & 

a higher scale were made by them wi hout 
seeking prior consent of the Hdn'ble 
Commissfon, both in terms of quanturrl and 
cap for tariffs to be paid, and the procedf re to 

. be adop'ted for such purchases to ecsure 
competitive tariffs. Sine~ the Discoms haJtl not 
s·ought and got permission of the H, n'ble 
Commission for purch·asing additional ower 
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and 
the procedure to be adopted for compJtitive 
bidding for such purchases, it rJflects 
"executive arrogance" of the powers-tKat-be 
who handled such purchases I from 
VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation o1 the 
directions given periodically by the Hon'ble 
Commission on additional power purchakes to 
be made by the Discerns and rJflects 
recklessness of the powers-that-be tha- they 

__ ne.ed n0t seek_prio(. _pe(missio.o_ 9 tbe _ 
Commission for such purchases and their 
contempt for regulatory requirement and 
questionable approach that the Comrr ission 
would or should give its consent to such 
purchases as and when they seek. 

5. The Discoms have maintained that the, have 
incurred fixed cost of Rs.8551 crore cgainst 
Rs.8821 crore approved by the Commlssion. 
This mainly due to failures of the power 

i 
minterrupte~ power supply, the DISCOMs have 
esorted to I market purchases and additional 
)Urchases .. 1 

-- - --

I 

! 
I 

I 
.1 

' 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

! 

I 
/---- -- - - -

Thermal Ge~erating stations located in Telangana 
State are ol~

1
er units when compared to the stations 

located in Andhra Pradesh. This causes, per unit 
fixed cost ofilgenerating stations in TS at lower side 

i .-
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stations concerned to Ii supply a~ proved 
quantum of power. At the same tin1e, the 
Discoms have paid additio~al variable costs by 
Rs.3086 crore, i.e., Rs.1~074 crore against 

I 

Rs.12,989· crore approved 
1
by the Comr,ission. 

Similarly, the Disco ms also j,ave paid ad ::litional 
other costs by Rs.101 crorie, i.e., Rs.83 J crore 
against Rs.729 crore ;approved ty the 
Commission. The reasons1 for the same need 

. Ji. 
to be explained by the ~iscoms to e~amine 
whether such higher pay~ents are jus1 ified or 
not. That apart, fixed dbst being f xed in 
nature, it cannot increaseJjfor purchasE of the 
. quantum of power approved ty the 
Commission. Therefore, Jthe moot ~ oint is 

-- whether-the-Dlscoms .backed do\llJn ca.~acities 
of the stations of AP GJ

1

nco and paid fi~ed 
charges therefor. If sb, what we re the 

I' 
quantum ·of power bac~ed down oy the 
Discoms and fixed chargeJ: paid therefc r to AP 
Genco and other thermal ~~ations, if an,? · 

6. The Disco ms have shown !lthat they could not 
sell a surpl_us of 176~ muJ with a vari.ition of 
Rs.4463 crore. At"the same time, th1 y nave 

J, 
purchased 1241 mu mo're than w~ at was 

ii• 
approved by the Commissi.on from the market. • p . 
What are the reasons for the same? Did the 
Discoms back down therrrlal power in Prder to 
purchase high cost a~d must-ru1 non-
conventional energy, j1 exceeding their 
obligations urider RPPO, ard pay fixed charges 
therefor? If so, what are jthe costs pe1 unit of 
NCE purchased and per 1unit cost of power 
from the thermal statibns backed down, 

. 11 
station-wise and unit-wise? 

I 

,._ 

EPDCL Response 

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 
·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. 

- - - ----~----~-~---- .............. -- -

Pre'vailing price in the Short-Term market at the 
time of surplus availability with us is the criteria for 
sellir:ig power outside. If the prevailing price is lesser 
than the marginal variable cost of the generating 
station at that instant, its not commercially prud~nt 
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 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 

_ _ to older period, the s_ame wi!I he furl')ish_ed_ shortly. __ 
7. The Discoms have claimeil that followi 1g fixed It is to inform that short payment of fixed cost 

---·-

I, 
costs determ_ined by t_pe Com miss on for would take place, if the generator didn't achieve the 
SDSTPS stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.20 9, they target availability factor as specified in the relevant 
have to pay Rs.621.19 crbre for 2015 16 and PPA. 
Rs.1145.94 crore for 2ot:6-17 additio ,ally to 

I 
the project. When the G:,ommission fixed an 
interim tariff of Rs.3.63 J~r unit, with a fixed 
cost of Rs.1.02 per unii, and wher actual 

ll 
energy availed from SDSljPS-1 was with a PLF 

I 
' i 

... - • ._,,,.,; ,• ;'>"•),""l,,,..}H•.l',.~-~rt,t.. J' l - ., .,.~,,. .. ,, -.,(1: .. ,--)'n,,t '-1-...::,"'.,:1;; • ► 
I 

I 

I! 

.. ,. ___ ....... --r-- ---.. ~ 

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost payments 
on retro_spective basis to SDSTPS is within the 
purview of the Hon'ble APERC. 
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of 41.96% only for the yea·r 2015-16 and wlith a 
PLF of 78.99% for the year 2016-17, and when 
the Discoms paid Rs.430.05 crore for 20~5-16 
and Rs.824.2.7 crore for 2016-17, the fixed 
costs determined by the Commission fo1j the 
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should n~t, be 
applied with ret~ospective effect. Therefore, 
we request the Hon'bl~ Commission n~t to 
approve payment of additional sur11 of 
Rs.1767.12 er pre the Discoms have claimed to 
be paid to the ·said station under trutup. 
When fixed- cost was· approved by I the 
Commission for threshold -level PLF and ihen 

. _the sta~io~ could achieved. PLFs less than that, 
liquidated damages should be collected ram 
SDSTPS-1 for g~~eration and _supply of plower· _ _

0
_ 

below thresbold Jeve.l.. . 
8. The Discoms have claimed that whil~ the ~wnership wise/ Source wise variation in respect of 

Commission approved Rs.2.29 per unit ak the he per unit Jariable cost is given in Table 12 of the 
average. variable cost, -for the year 20~6-17, >etition. I· 
they have paid @ Rs,2.94 ·per unit otn an he ·increase in variable cost is due to increase in 
average. They have not explained the re 3sons ~asic price, Fbel Cost Adjustment (FCA) levied by the 
.for paying higher variable costs. The :oal / Gas cdhlpanies and increased freight charges 
justiffcatiqn or otherwise for paying ~ igher eveled bv. :1Railways and other transportat1on 

·· vari.able costs ne~d to be examined. 3gencies. I 
· 9. The _Dis~oms have claim~d that other costs bther Costs;! include expenditures incurred on 

paid by·them increased to Rs.830 crore from account of Additional Interest on. pension bonds, 
Rs.729 crore approv~d _.by the Commi>sion. ncentives pa

1

fd if any and actual payment of Income 
Th~y ha~e not ··explained what those lother fax. These J~e .the prudent expenditures made by 
costs. are and wh¥ a sum of Rs.101 crore '(lfas he DISCOMJ and submitted for admission in to the 

· paid by t~em additional,ly. The justificaticln and rrrue-Up i 
·permissibility-for- paying such a huge arhount i 
for unexplail")ed. other costs need 1o be I , 
examined. 

10. We request the Hon'ble Commissi n to 
. determine the amounts taken over or to be 
taken over by GoAP from the debts f the 

deduct the same from their true-up clai s. In 
the subject petition, the Discoms ha e not 
given the details of taking over of their d~bt by 
GoAP under UDAY. 

As per Clauste 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed to 
11 

take over 7,6% of working capital term loan of 
11 . 

Rs.8461.75 ~l•rs. and ~00% FRP bonds of Rs.2546.15 
Crs. of t~eJ APDISCOM~ outstanding as on 30th 

September, I 2015. Accordingly GoAP issued 
G.o.Ms.No.2:,, Energy Infrastructure & Investment 

'I (Power-I) D~partment, dt.26-07-2016. · 

ii 
Capex Loan'.s 
Working dpital Loans 
FRP Bonds :liability 
Total ii 

I . 
I 

Outstanding loans as 
on 30-09-2015 

3712.49 
8461.76 
2546.15 
14720.40 

I , • • • .,, "•1 ' ~\,,I- /""'•'?J ..-i-~tll•,I,..,..~ .. }r:,,.,,'• ., ,. 

I 

. ' I 
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' 
I• 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

' I 

-- - - I I 

j 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

11. The Distoms have clain ed:· that they w11>re able 

to procure power frlm J! short-term sources 
· from the market c,!t an verage rate of R?.4,66 

per unit agai~st the c, s~/ of Rs:5.17 >er unit 
l l1 

approved by the Commission. The cost per unit 
approved by the Co~mlksion is upper limit 
only. The Discoms· have pJrchased po"' er from 
market at a cost per url:it ranging fr om the 
lowest of Rs.0.24 to th~ highest of Rs.7 68. The 
Disco ms cannot justify 1pu

1
~chasing po"' er from 

the market at costs hig~e'[I than the upJ >er-limit 
determined by the Co~mission, un for the 
facile pretext that the a◊erage cost 1oer unit 
paid is less than the upp~kr limit fixec . by the 
Commission. In othe·r wor~s, the Disco ns have 
passed on the benefit of fOsts paid be low the 
upper limit fixed by the Cl:ommission 1 o some 

f h · d' I. b . _ o. t e companies trn mg;, in power • paymg 
them costs higher than th¢ upper limit ~ixed by 
the Commission. We r~quest the Hon'ble 

1, 

Commission to direct t~e Discoms o ·seek 
additional subsidy requjred · for p1 rchases 
made in market far excJeding the c uantum 
permitted by the CommiJ~sion and fro 11 other 
sources from GoAP, sine~ they did rat see~ 
prior approval of the Commission for 
purchasing additional qu~ntum, procedure to 

. I 
-L -
11 

• -
EPDCL Response l-; 

Out of the t'otal 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 
working 
loan 
Total 

75% 2094.53 4251.79 
capital 

3300.48 5591.99 

6346.32 

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 . -~ - ----- ~·-~ -·"C.-

Against 75% 2094.53 4251.79 6346.32 
working capital 
loan 
Total 2998.99 5257.02 8256.01 

Per Unit Cost of power procurement of Rs 5.17 /Unit 
approved by. the Commission is the weighted 
average cost pf procurement. Evert though the 
actual cost of procure~ent 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 peak hours 
are l!sually 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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·be adopted for real and transp~ren't 
competitive bidding and cap on tariff. I The 
powers-that-be should be brought ro,UJ1~ to 
scrupulously adhere to regul, tory 
requirements of the Commission for 
purchasing power and additional power. 

12. Any additional supplies made to LT agriculfure, 
• with additional costs, the same should be 

sought as additional subsidy by the Distloms 
from GoAP. · · I 

, 13. Carrying cost claimed by·the Discoms t9 the 
,, tune of Rs.3212 crore unaer true-up fo1j the 

years 2015-16 and 2016-17 is not permissible. 
. We request the Hon'ble Commission to r~ject 

.-· the claim for carrying cost. The Discoms have 
;..to submit their tr:u~up elaims-in time-am the 
·· consumers should not be penalised for c elay 

caused by the Discoms in submitting the-s, me. 

EPDCL Response 

The Hon'ble @ommission has already passed order 
\i1de IA No.2dl of 2017 in OP No. 1 of 2016 dated 
C 7.10;2017 t6 provide add I· subsidy of Rs. 64.26· 

• 11 • 

C rores to APE(?DCL. 
For the reas1bns beyond in the control of the 
[ ISCOMs, thei!True-Up claims have been submitted 
\J ·ith a delaYil and carrying cost also has been 
claimed. The] Hon'ble Commission is requested to 
condone the delay and approve the True-Up claim 
• ,. I d. JI. t --1 ,c,u mg-carrymg·cos s. - · 

Even if true-u 1~s are filed in time, ·carrying ·costs are 
i 1evitable as !IAPDISCOMs have ~o pay interest on 
\ orking capifia1 availed towards addition~! powe~ 

, 1 rocurement ~ost. 

1-fi-. We · request the_'· t10.!·(b1~· Commis~io~· to Within the pu;
1
view of Hon'ble APE~C 

provide us. an -opportunity to make fu ther. · 
submissions. in .. person: during the . ublic - • , 
hearil')g after_ rec~ivir:ig . .responses of th~ , 
oisc_(!mS to .. o_~~ .~bove~me'n.tibned· submissi9ns 

. and studying and analysing the same. 

Yours faithfully 

u~IIMJ 
. . I[ . PPA, RA & QC }/\,(/1/ 

1
, P~PDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM 

Copy subn;iitted to 
The Secretar~

1 
APERC, 4TH Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004 .. 
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