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Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RARQC/EPDCL/VSP/ RA("/F True-Ug/D.No.

To

" Sri. Penumalli Madhu,

State Secretary, )
H.N0.27-28-12, CP{(M), . ..
State Committee Office,

Yamalavari Street, Governorpet, ‘
Vijayawada—500002 . . ]
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Sir, Y

190 /19, dt.0Y"-10-2019

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the (?bjectio hs received on True-up petition filed by -
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Btfsiness for 2017-18 - Regarding.

Ref: Your Objectioh letter dated. 18:DF-2019

AR

AR T T

L

We are in receipt of your suggestion/. ObjectIOIu on True-up petition filed by APDISCOMS on

Retails Supply Business for 2017 18 and the same is
replles of APEPDCL are as follows: D
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EPDCL Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independeht ‘entitles
should have submitted their true-up’ abpllcatlons
separately. However, a common apphcatlon is filed
by both the Discoms for the year 201.7-18, claiming
revenue true-up of Rs.20 crore and expense true-lip
of Rs. 2576 crore, with a carrying cost of Rs.660 crdre
at an interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20
the year of approval. Vhile the revenue' true-up
Rs.596 crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its total
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 6rore,°ir‘1cluding 2
carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereds, S{PDCL ha§
shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 croge,
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore. ;Whate\ er
be the true-up amounts that the. Hon’tjle
Commission is going to permit, its irf\pact
consumers should be confined to the respective true-
up amounts of the Discom concerned. It should npt
be an average for the entire State. The benefit
true down for EPDCL should accrue to its consumers
and the same should not'be adjusted for ﬁrue up
SPDCL.

it is to inform that, in view of the uniform
nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
independent of the service area of the
distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
proposing to impose the burden of per unit
True-Up also on uniform' basis across the
State.

Further Power Purchase cost which
constitutes around 80% .of the entire
expenditure of Distribution business is heing
incurred  centrally  to' optimize the
procurement cost and reduce.the transaction

 costs. Even in the True-Up.exercise,” Power

purchase cost variation is major element and

"so the DISCOMs have propesed for uniform

levy of per unit True-up across the State.
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EPDCL Response ®
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. ,Whl[e the Hon'ble Comm|ssron .app
power purchase of 56,584 mu for, the
the -actlial, purchases claimed by "the
55,761 mu only, i.e., there is a Iesse
powen by 822 mu. Despite that, agam
purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore ap

roved 8 total
year 2017~18

Discoms are
r purchase of
st tot’al power
roved . by -the

Cammission, the Discoms incurred an, xpendrture of
Rs 25,806 crore for power purchdse, l.e., hlgher by

Rs.2,576 crore. They have shown addi
of Rs.1,928 crore towards fixed cost an
towards variable cost. The Discoms
that supply of power is lesser ws
despatch approved by the Commrssno
2017—18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by
TS Genco by 499 mu from AP Genco

lonalrpayment
d Rs.553 crore
have claimed
a vis. ’phergy
h for the, year
5475 mixfrom
hydel, by 528

mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from IPPs and athers.

Did the Discoms claim and collg
damages from the power stations
~lesser .supply of power as per th
cohdxtlons in their respective PP
‘app]lcable’? While there is lesser supp
the tune of 712 mu from KSK Mahan;
MW DBFOO, there is no supply at all ag
approved by the Commission. The. DIS

‘‘‘‘‘

supply, \of power,

ct liquidated
oncerned for
e terms and
As, wherever
y of power to
adi, under 600
ainst 1090 mu
oms, haVe not
eneratlon and

x\ T
f2ae a4 3

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

Mam reason for deficiency in supply is less
gvallabrh,’cy,_ declaration by the concerned
Generator owing to shortage of Coal and the
payment of capacity charges are made
accordingly. »

. While supply of power, from TS Gend
5475 nu, additional purchase from AP
mu. only Obviously, it is much lesser
Genco should have supplled to TS
earller occasions, the- Discoms clain
were purchasmg power- additionally fn
i e the share of TS Discoms in the_po
AP Genco Even while claiming th
purchased 3040 mu from the market 3
permltted by the Commission, the
failed f,o explain as to why they could
the share of TS Disgoms from the 3
Genco foljowmg ‘regulation of power f
stattons to AP Discoms' from .11t
onwards," Following ~ that regulatlo
powera from stations of AP Gen
”regula);ed” to TS Discoms, and, as st
pojwer; to the extent it.was regulated, n]
avallable from AP Gencd to be pur
Dlseoms At the same time, the,

0 is lesser by
Geneo 15,3410
than, what AP
Discoms, » On
ed tha they
om AP- Genco
ver statfons' of
gt they have
gamstrl% mu
Discoms. have
not purchase
gtations, of ,AP
rom TSGENCO
h June 2017
h,” supply of
co alsp. was
ich, addmonal
ust have been
,hased by AP
)lscoms have
d 1889 .fu

FoIIowiné the mutual regulation.of purchase/
supply of pewer between the entities of AP &
TS from llth June-2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuripg entire generation of
APGENCO plants.-Since percentage share of
TS in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from AP Genco
Stations.did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell

-short of-the required energy availability, and

in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market pyrchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581

Ialmed that they have purchase

, hg,,ﬂ!‘
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EPDCL Response

additionally from gas-based IPPs agaifigt 346 mu
(from Reliance) approved by the Commlssnon While
Reliance failed to supply the approved q‘uantum of
power, the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu fr:S_m
GVK, 560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu ffom Lanlo,
without any approval of the Commiﬁsion. The
Discoms have claimed that they havé"purchased
2820 mu from the market at a total c'd'sj of Rs.742
crore. However, the Discoms have fail

details pertaining to the kind of procedure they
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from the mai ket,
from which projects, per-unit cost and'qéxan'tum of
powerfrom different sources, It needs to he clarified
by the Discoms whether additional p‘urchases oy

such a higher scale were made by them withdut’

seeking prior consent of the Hon’ble Commissign,
both in terms of quantum and cap for tarlffs to pe
paid, and thé proceduré to be adopted for sufch
purchases td ensure competitive tarlflfs Smce the
Discoms had not sought and got permlsswn of the
Hon’ble Commission for purchasing addmopal powger
from the market, maximum cap of tanﬂ’ and the
procedure to be adopted for competitive’ blddmg fpr
such purchases, it reflects “executive’ arrogance” pf

the powers-that-be who handled such purchas 2s |
from VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of the. dlrectlo 1S |

given periodically by the Hon’ble Comrhission dn
additional power purchases to be m‘ade by the

Discoms and reflects recklessness of ther powerp-.

that-be that they need not seek prior- permlsswn of
the Commission for such purchases and they
contempt for regulatory requiremerjts  an

r
d
questionable approach that the Commissiz‘n would .
o

or should give its consent to such purchas
when they seek. |

S as an

d'to gjve

MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates
competitive bidding platform.

Another 1200 MU of ehergy has been
procured ' through barking mechanism
(SWAP) with power utilities of other states on

returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement of

power from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

on a transparent process of

- The Discoms have maintained that they hav

incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore againg
Rs.4026 crre approved by-the Commission. Whlle th
fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Ge%nco wa
lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crore gpprove
by the Commission, the additional fixed cost paid t
thermal stations of AP Genco was higher by Rs.82]
crore against Rs.965 crore apprcved iby  thg
Commission. In other words, for not purchasmg 547%
mu from TS Genco, the Discoms have not paid Rs.668
crore towards fixed cost, whereas for purchasing

D avvx—t..u)(D’r!‘(D

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

certain instances in the grid
Thermal Power Stations are

During
operations,

3410 mu add:tionally from AP Genco (mcludmg

v
4

r
[
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EPDéL Response ‘

'APPDCL) the Discoms have paijd.
It confirms that cgmpare

and paid fixed charges therefor. Ifjs

additiopally.

"Rs.1786 crore
tg ‘the

quantum.of power not purchased frmm TS G hco'and

the quantum of power purchased

ddltlonally fram

AP Genco, on an average the Dlscoms h@ve paid

highér fl}(ed charges per unit tof

\P Gento. The

reasons'for the same need to be,explained by the

Discoms to examine whether sudh
are’justified or not. That apart, flxec
in* nature, it cannot increase for

Therefore, fche maot point is wheg
backed‘down capacities of the stat

guantum of power backed down by
fixed charges paid therefor to AP*
thermal stations, if any? - ;

higher payments
cost being fixed
‘burchasg ‘of the

' quantum of power approved by’ the Comiiission,

her the' Disgoms

ipns of AP Genco

b, what'weré the
the Disg&o'ms and
benco and ‘other

l ¥ ~
.o
1

backed- down to accommodate Renewable
Energy, sources, which have been conferred
“Must sRun” 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 provisiops of the PPAs.

The quantum of- backing down & fixed
charges paid to AP_ Genco stations for the
above period is as: furnished in the enclosed
Statement.

. The Discoms have shown that they]
. surpjus of 1540 mu. At-the samé
- 'purchasgpl 2625 mu more than wh

" statjoh-wise and unit-wjse?

by: ’the=CommISS|on from the marks
reasops-for the same? Did. the Dis
thermal power in order to-purchas
must-rup non-canventional energy
9788 -mu against 10316- mu ay
Co}nm,i_ss(ipn, exceeding-their obligat
and-pay fixed charges therefor? If
costs:per; unit of NCE purchased and'
power.:from the thermal stationg
(?:‘k.‘{:; "‘ . ‘

. : ~‘/f‘ P
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could not sell a
time, they have
ht was approved
et. What are the
roms backidown
e high?cosjc‘and
to the tune ~of
proved| by the
ons undgr RPPO,
so what .are the
per unm epst of

backed ,down

<l MHHA‘,uhl)lx’
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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 commercually prudent to opt
for sale'of power, '

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step
to sell ithe surplus, power available at.their
dlsposal .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
regulatiéns governing grid operations. The:-
details of Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power
Backed down is furnished in the above
mentioned enclosed Statement.

. ‘The Dtscoms have claimed that follg

determmed by the Commission fof
(2x800 I\/IW) on 2.3.2019, they have
crore | addltlonally to the projs
Comm;ssmn fixed an interim tariff of
with.a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per uni,
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 wa
56:72%: only, and when the Discon
crore @ Rs.1.02 per unit for the 1y

DWing ﬂk@d L COSTS

SDSTPS:stage |
to pay ﬁs.,946.66
ct, Wpen the
Rs.3. 63 per. unit,
and when actual
s with b PLF of
s paid Rs.457.26
ear 201L/' 18, the

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

The matter of hot, allowing the fixed cost
payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is

within the purview of the Hon’ble APERC.
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fixed costs determined by the Commisgion for|the |
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should not| be |

applied with retrospective. Therefore, we reqpest

the Hon’ble Commlsswn not to approve paymert of

additional sum of Rs.946.66 -the DISFOI’T)S fhave
claimed to have paid to the said station under tfue-
up. When - fixed cost was approved by |[the
Commission for availability at 80% PLF and when|the
station could achieve 56.72% PLF only| liquidgted
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1|for

generation and.supply of power below thrr.shold \

level. g

+ - LIURN A

. The Discoms "have claimed that while |[the

Commission approved Rs.3.01 per Uit ‘:as [the
average variable cost for the year 2017~18 they have
paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not e plamed the
reasons for paymg higher variable Ccosts. [The
justification or otherwise for paying Lngher varigble

costs needs to he examined.
{

Ownership wise / Source' wise -variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost IS given in
Table 15 of the petition. . "~ .

The increase in variabie cost is-due to increase
in Basic price, Fuel Costs Adjustment (FCA)
levied by the Coal / Gas _cbimpanies and
increased freight charges: IeVeled by Railways
and other transportationh agéncies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs paid by

them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rls 408 crore
approved by the Commission. They. have |not
explained what those other costs are andiwhy a gunt
of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The justlﬁca1 ion
and permissibility for paying such a huge amount|for
unexplained other costs need to be examined. .

Other Costs include expenditurés incurred on
account of Additional Intere’st'on pension
bonds, incentives paid .if any, and actual
payment of Income Tax b These are the
pruderst -expenditures madé by* fhe ‘DISCOMs
and submitted for admission in'to the True-
Up Tt :

. We request the Hon’ble Commission to;deterrdine’

the amounts taken over or to be taken over by GQAP'
from the debts of the Discoms for the year 201718

under UDAY and deduct the same from their truefup:

claims. In the subject petition, the Discorri? have hot
given the details of taking over of their debt by GgAP
under UDAY.

3
|
{
L
'

Ve

Capex Loans 13712.49 "
Working capital | 8461.76 -
Loans § N
FRP Bonds Liability | 254615
Total ¢ 14720.40. .

As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
to take over 75% of working capital term loan
+of Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of

'Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs

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

| Qutstanding loans

‘[ as on'30- 09 2015

¥

Out of the total outstanding loans of
Rs.14720.40 Crs.'as on 30-0912015, GOAP has

1 accorded approval for takeover of 75% of

!
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i
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working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of
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EPDCL Response

;“

3
%
s

Ny
PRt

-

FRP bonds {Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

::‘.

e EPDCL

SPDCL Total
Against 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
100% FRP
Bonds
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working ’
capital loan
Total | 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As on‘date GoAP has taken over loans as
given below: e

EPDCL
904.46

Total
1909.69

SPDCL
1005.23

Against
100% FRP
Bonds
Against
75%
working
capital ~
loan ¢’ .
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
The Hon’ble Commission is requested to treat
such amounts /loans pertaining to PP cost as
covered in the UDAY scheme, as per the
prevailing regulations.

2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32

.1 10.

W

- purchases made
) quantum permitted by the Comriss

We request the Hon’ble Commission
Drscorns to seek additional subsidy
in market far. e

other sources from GoAP, since they
prior approval of the Commission f
addit'i'o.nal quantum, procedure to bg
real and transparent competitive hiddi
tariff. The powers-that-be should be &
to scrupulously adhere to regulatory rg
the Commission for purchasing power
power.

to direct the
required” for
xceeding the
on and from
did nof seek
Dr purc«hasmg
adoptied for
ng and *ap on
>rought round
qulrements of
hnd addﬁtlonal

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard.[‘l\/larket procurement has been carried
out through * éxchange or swapping
arrange‘rnent or QEEP E bidding portal.

5,
3
3

11,
Rs 660 crore under true- -up is not pe

'be. penalised for delay ‘caused by th

Carrymg cost claimed by the Dlscoms
request the Hon’ble Commission to re
for carrylng cost. The Discoms have t

true- -up, claims in time and the consum

submlttmg the same,

o the tJne'of
rmISSIbI‘. We
ect the claim
b submij their
ors shodld not
e Dlscoms in

Y -
% I

"‘DISCOMs,” the True-Up claims have been

For the 'r"e‘asons beyond in the control of the

submitted with a delay and carrying cost also
has been claimed. The Hon’ble Commission-is
requested to condone the delay and approve
the True-Up claim including carrying costs.
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1" . .  EPDCLResponse

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission-to provide u
opportunity to make further- submissions in pe
during the public hearing after receiving response
the Discoms to our above-mentioned $ubmiss
and studying and analysing the same.

5 an | Within the purview of Hon'ble APERC.
son '
sof |
ons,

Copy submitted to

The Secretary, APERC, 4TH Floor 11-4-660, Singareni
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Yours faifhfully

. hief General Managgg%\]

PPA,RA & QC (
APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

Bhavan, Red-Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
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¥ AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018
L .
Year Source Plant Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased Total FC (Rs Cr) MMnﬂmh_M“ﬂmﬁnxom vmwwxﬂwmﬁmwﬂw
: . {Mw) energy (MU) | - energy (MU) (Mu)- . ) per unit
.
(2) ) (b) (c} (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (i) = ()y/(A*10 | -
AP GENCO -Thermal
Dr.NTTPS Stage-l . ) i .
Dr.NTTPS Stage-ll . ¢ . 1 126000 6605.91 | 447.04 6158.87 55862 | 37.80- . 0.85 ,
Dr.NTTPS Stage-iil
Dr.NTTPS Stage -1V 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 387.17 27.32 1.46 .
- soi7.1s  |KIPP Stage- . - 420.00 2590.91 447.59 214331 242.98 4197 | 094 .
RTPP Stage-ll o Thermal 420.00 © 2755384 466.70 | 2239.14 370.93 62.82 1.35
RTPP Stage-lll ] 210.00 1102.38 170.96 931.42 | ] 22722 35.24 T 2.06 )
RTPP Stage-1V 600.00 0.00 0.00 000 ' 0.0 0.00 . .
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 "1z 0.00, [ .
FCA for 201617 © 1 - . 000 0.0 0.00 000 - | { 0.00 oo | T s
" Iotal AP GENCO -Thermz! N 341000 - 15714.76 1220.01 1390475 | 178810 20545 ii9— 1..13
~|rotal TSGENCO -Thermal - [Thermal| 228250 | 149289 0.00 - 149289 .| | 190963 040 - e
APPDCL {Krishnapatnam) -Thermal .. ) { ’ ) -
w.rmu.uuw: SDSTPS =~ e e el | | e e e T = e e
- 26371 - - 16Q0.00 5906.49 . 1423.54 . 448295, . 1403.90 .. 33836, - - oo
SDSTRS-I _ : U ) B R
Total APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1000.00 5906.49 1423.54 4482.95 * | 1403.90 338.36 © 238
CGS - Tnermal
Naww-pm NTPC {SR) Ramagundam St.I&l e | zan 2109.43 ¢ 35411 . 175532 7411 ) 2083 oS- |
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 1 Therma 46110 ° 218058 | 49569 | - 2684.89 | 442,97 69.04 | . 139 :
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 2 T 188.64 " T1435.91 421.26' 101466 - | ; 203.06 59.57 - VI '
NTPC (SR) Talcheru St.II 175.32 1300.11 104.90 1195.21 , 8128 6.56 0.63
NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.{ Thermal 68.92 558.13 84.15 473.97 | 3143 4.74 0.56
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 . 48028 | | 111.04 1717 |, 195 N
| NLC-Stage-1 . . : . Lignite 47.60 . .| 32604 - ,112.98" 21306 21.18 738, |. o085° | .
e NLC-Stage- 0l + <" .o .. .. .. o...| . 8687 |- 639.84 - 216.83 . . 42301. _ | ) 3503 ¢ 1247 0.56 e
. NPC.(MAPS) . L o b 1839k |- 10496 -, 0.00 . 104.96 Con o000 . -
2017-18 |NPC (Kaiga Unit-LIl & 1) Atomic | ~  116.22- r. 915.84 0.00 915.84-© ,m_wm_wsﬁ.@w . 000 ) s
NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) . : I E : T T T T om0 : I
) NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd Stage.1 R 12315 . 833.50 230.01 . 603.48 [ 14380 | 3968 R
NTPC Kudgi Stage-l (New Thermal Station) ‘ 143.04 654.66 380.30 274.36 { 7130 41.42 1.09 -
Aravali Power Company Limited (IGSTPS) {Arrear Bill)| Thermal _ﬂ 50.16 0.00.
!

\
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. . ¢ % FC paid due to |-Per Unit Costiof . ..
"o - talled i Avai B Ené d - :
r. Source Plant Installed Capacity <m.=_m_o_m ackdown am..m«ﬂu:.ﬁ:ﬁm Total FC (Rs Cr) |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
(Mw) energy (MU) energy (MU) {Mmu})

- Cr) per unit

=)

(a) (b) {c) (d) (e) ({f) (&) (h) (i) {i) = (i)/(f)*10

Godavari Gas Power Plant .
216.00 1057.69 26.57 1030.25 21.23 0.53 - 0.20
{Now Own Source previously GVK-I) 6 \

Spectrum Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 560.40 5.00 0.01 0.15
2017-18 1} ANCO Kondapall 2l Gas 361.92 645.08 004 * -|. 64505 V6430 0.004- 100 |
SRIVATHSA POWER : 17.20 53.44 0.00 53.44 317 0.00
APGPCL -Stage-| . 933 | 3369 0.00 33.69 4.11 0.00

APGPCL -Stage i 24.9617% {7 11332 0.00 11332 cli73s L 0.00_ ‘<

- P n o e Do b i et IS

=

— = — I e = 7

Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 834.41 2464.27 27.26 2436.14 1105.19 0.55 . 0.20

NRE - Solar Solar 4555.00 0.00 , 0.00 0.00
NRE - Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 ﬂ 0.00 0.00 . )
-INRE - Others . . bio-mass,| - * - mwmh&,zﬁ“ NN . G.00, - . {3000 - - C0ng .

- - N -

2017-18 |
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.~ - "lTotal Others (Including Svapping) £ - 90651 ¥ 0.00 " 0.00 © 7 000 ¢ mmubmw * 0.00 L - .
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From

The Chief General Manager,
PPA, RA & QC,

APEPDCL, Corporate Office,
Seethammadhara,
Visakhapatnam ~530013.

EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION
COXPORATE QEI%!CE a2\

.

oy

COMPANY QF A.P. LIMITED
[iISAKHAPATNAM

To

Sri. M. Verwugopala Rao,
Senior Journalist & Convener,
Centre for Power Studies,
H.No.7-1-408 to 413, F 203,
Sri Sai Darsan Residency,

Retails Supply Business for 2017-18 and the
replies of APEPDCL are as follows:

BRI
A

t
T

Lr.No.CGM/PPA. RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F: True-u;s 'D.No. 141

Balkampet Road, Amrerpet, -
Hydershad — 500 016. '
Email ;' vrinummareddi@gmail.com’ |

< 1
Sir, L
Sub: APEPDCL — RAT — Replies to the Objectig
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply | %JSINESS

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. .16-({&2019

§
el s
e

We are In receipt of your suggest;on/ E#bjECtIO”

e sameis

/19, di &4 -10-2019

ns received on True-up petiticn filéd by
for 2017-18 - Regarding. s

E

ESEEN

5 &1 True-up petition filed By APDISCOMS on
herewith ackinowledged with tpanks. Para wise

y .

" Para No /Brief Issue

EPDCL Fesponse

. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, heing independent entities

should have submitted their true-up appiicatic
separately. However, a common applicatjon is fi
by both the Discoms for the year 2017-18, claim
revenue true-up of Rs.20 crore and exnense truef
of Rs. 2576 crore, with a carrying cost of Rs.660 cr
at an interest ) ate of 12% considering FY 2019-20
the year of approval while the revenue ‘tt ue-up
Rs.596 crore fnr EPDCL. is shown as surplqs its tg
true-up claint is shown as Rs.434 crore, including

carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCi. has

shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823: crg
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore. | Wha'e
be the true-up amounts that thg Hon®
Commission is going to permit, its impact
consumers should be confined to the re';pelctlve t

up amounts of the Discom concerned It should ot

be an average for the entire State. The /benefit

It is to wform that, in view of the uniform
nature of Reatail Supply Tariffs across the state
independent of the service area of the
up | distribution iicensees, the DISCOMs are
bre | proposing to impose the burden of per unit
s | True-Up, also on uniform basis. across the
of.| State. '

tal | Further .Power Purchase cost . which
7 a | constitutes around 80% . of the entire
expenditure of Distribution busihess is veing
re, +incurred 'centrally to . optimizé  the
er | procuresnent cost and reduce the transaction
yle | costs. Lven in the True- dp exercise, Power
on | purchase cost variation is major element and
e- | so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
levy of per unit True-up pcross the State.

ons
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. EPDCL Response ‘

frue down for EPDCL shollld accrue to
and ‘the same should not be adjusted
SPDCL. ‘ .

its consumeis
for true up of

.
5

. While the Hon'ble Commnss&on app

" conditions

power:purchase of 56,584 mu for the

roved q total
year 2017-18,

the actual purchases claimed by 'thg Dlscor%s are

power by 822 mu. Despite that,,again
purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore aﬁ;
Commission, the Discoms incurred an!
Rs. 25,806 crore for power purchase,

of Rs.1,928 crore towards fixed cost an
towards .variable cost. The Discoms
that supply of power is lesser vis
despatch approved by the Commissio
2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by
TS Gerico, by 499 mu from AP Genco
mu from NCE, and by 1230 mu from IR
Dld the Discoms claim and collg
damages from the power stations
lesser.’ supply of power as per th
in their respective PP
applicable? While there’is lesser supp
the tune of 712 mu from KSK Mahan
MW DBFQO, there is no supply at all ag
a,pp‘r,oye‘cl by the Commission. The Dis
explained the reasons for shortfall in g
supply of power.

.55 761 mu only, i.e., there is a lesselr purcHasc. of

st totalpower
yroved: by’ the
=xpendi_}ﬂre of
e, hi’gbe’r by

" Rs. 2;526 crore. They have shown addlmonal payment

d Rs. 553 crore
have ‘c)almed
a vis ',Fne'rgy
n for the. year
5475 mb}j from
hydel, by 528
Ps ana others.
rct. 1l idated
,oncern d for
e terms .and
As, wherever
y of po\/ver to
adi, undter 600
fainst 1090 mu
coms haye not
eneratipn and

b

0 .',

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

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

.

T

;  While:supply of power from TS Gen
'5475'mu; additional purchase from AP

“Genco following * regulafion of povyer

mu.only. Obviously, it is much lesser|
Gengosshould have supplied to TS

earlier occasions, the Discoms claimped thé& they-

were purchasing power additionally f
i»e:, the share of TS Discoms in the poj
AP . Genco. Even while claimings th
purchased 3040 mu from the market 3
permn;ged by the Commission, the
failed.to explain as to why they coutilg

o is.lésser by
Genco 15 3410
than what AP
Discoms. On

om AP Genco,
wer stations of
at they -have
gamst 96 mu
D;scom have
not‘ purchase

the ,sha,re» of TS Drscoms from the ,tatlonsg of ‘AP

stations. to AP Discoms from . 111

from TSGENCO
h June.:2017

onwards ”. Following that “regulati

n” supply’ of

power . from stations of AP Genco al§b',,was
"regulated” to TS Discoms, and, as _suich, aqdltlonal

ust ha\}fe been

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from 11™ June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of
TS in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
guantum of thermal-power from AP Genco
plants was.more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market

power toithe extent it was regulated

. m.\‘ "h ;J:'

2
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««Para No /Brief Issue f

*."*" EPDCL Response

available from AP Genco to be purchaséed by A

Discoms. At 'tHe same time, the Disédr'ns haj
claimed that they have purchased’ 1889
additionally from gas-based IPPs aga"ins‘t{ 346
(from Reliance) approved by the Commissibn Wh
Reliance failed to supply the approved qdantum

power, the Discoms have purchased 1030[mu fro

* GVK, 560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu from Lanc

m
o,

without any approval of the Commlsilon The

Discoms have claimed ‘that they have

urchased

2820 mu from the ma[Lket at a total cost ‘01’ Rs. 742,

crore. However, the

iscoms have failédl to give

details pertaining to he kind of procedure they

from which projects, per unit cost and quahtum

followed for purchasing 2820 mu frony ta{
powerfrom different sturCes. It needs|to b} clarifi

by the Discoms whe;c\iwer additional ;pufqhases ar

such a higher scale were made by !then? witho
seeking prior.consent |of the Hon’ble Coinmissio
both in terms of quaniui{n and cap for ial}‘iffs to |

purchases to ensure gompetitive tarfff5> Since th
Discoms had not sought and got pelj. ISSIOI"I of th
Hon’ble Commission for purchasing ad monal pow
from the market, ma>§'imum cap of ‘ar'iﬂ'} and tH
procedure to bé adopted for competitjve biddingf
such purchases, it reflécts “executive arrogance"

the powers-that-be who handled such* purchasz
from VidyuthSoudha. It)is a negation o(i)the directioy
given periodically by }he Hon’ble Commission ¢
additional power purchases to be ‘madé by tt
Discoms and reflects }ecklessaess of th power
that-be that they need!not seek prior perrhrssron

the Commission for jsuch purchasgs
contempt for regu'latory requr{rements an
questionable approach that the Cor mssrpn wou
or should give its consent to such pq c}1ases as ar
when they seek. K : |

nd thei

rmarket,
L

g
e
n

Uit
n

E ¢ s

=D

h=d
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T, 3 —" |

—

e |
paid, and the. proced{re to be ado tedffor sug
\

{D.

 Another 1200 MU of energy has been

purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from'" Power Exchahge (IEX), which
operates” on a transparent .process of
competitive bidding platform.

procured through "bahking  mechanism
(SWAP} with power utilities of-other states on
returnabie basis.

The weighted averagerate of procurement of
power ﬂom the exchange is lesser than the
approved per umt rate’by the Hon’ble APERC.

* »
* .

. The Discoms® have

haintained thct tHey ha\
incurred fixed cost mare by Rs. 1786] crore again
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commlslsmn While’ ;th
fixed cost paid to therr{raf stations 014 S Genco

lesser by Rs.668 crore agalnst Rs.845 clrore approye j
by the Commission, tha additional flxed cost pald[ 1

thermal stations of AP |Genco was hi zher Yy Rs.82
crore against Rs.965] crore apprQVed by th

e~ 7 & My =l

= (Ty=—(") ==

S=(D=*=}

“Thermal

i

.‘Generafing stations located in
Telangan”a State are older’ units when
compared to the stations located in Andhra
‘Pradesh. This causes, per unit ﬂxed cost of
generating ‘stations in'TS at lower side when
compaied to its counterparts in"AP. This is the
reason behind paymerit of higher fixed costs
by AP. DISCOMs when. “Regulation” of power
came into force between AP & TS.

Commission. In other words, for not p rchasmg 54;
7
¥
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|
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APPDCL);
additianally.

the Discoms have paldr

the quahtum of power purchasedﬁac
AP Genco, on an average the Dijs
hlgher fixed charges per .unit toA
reasops for the same need to be| ex
Discoms to examine whether sucH h
arejust|f|ed or not. That apart, flxed
in ‘nature, it cannot increase for
guantym, of power approved by th
Therefore, the moot point is wheth
backed down.capacities of, the statio
and.paid fixed charges therefor. If so
quanturm-of power backed down by t
fixed chatges paid therefor to AP|Gq

i

thermalstations, if any?* |

o -

Rs.1786 cr re

!
It confirms that Lompared 'to the
. quantum of power not purchased | f’om TS Gerco and.

dltrona vy fr?m
1ms haVe p%nd
3 Gencc TBhe
plamedr by, the
gher payments
tost bemg‘*ﬁx:ed
lrchagg) of the
e Comrmssr n.
or the DrSCOms
hs of AP. Généco
what were fte
he Discdms ahd
PNCO an{j other
b

. ,;_ Para No /Brlef lssue{ ».~ EPDCL Response .

" mu from TS Genco, the Discoms have [not palcjv Rs. 668 o )
. crore towards fixed cost, whereas {for purchaStgng During : certain-s mstances in the grid
3410..mu, addmonally from AP |Génco (mcludmg operations, Thermal Power Stations are

backed:down to accommodate Renewable
Energy‘sources which have been conferred
“Must “‘Run” status,, During the period of
backingr‘ down, «the thermal generating
stations. have to be compensated for fixed
cost pavment, if they confirm the availability,
as per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum of backing down & fixed
charges +paid to AP Genco stations for the
above period is as furnished -in the enclosed
Statement.

i

L4
he 3
~
¢ 3

;t'i“

. The-Discoms have shown that they {

surrplus;a'tpf 1540 ‘mu. At the same t
purchased 2625 mu more than what
by-the Commission fram the market
r,easons for the same? D|d the Discq
thermagl: power in order to purchase
must-Fun- non-conventional energy’
9788 . mu against 1103:! 6 mu app
Commlssmn exceeding their obligatio
and: pay. fixed charges therefor? ifs
gosts per unit of NCE purchased and
power from the thermal stations
station-wise and unit-wijse?.
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ould-n'd't;sell a
me, thve}ay' have
was aéproved
What fare the
ms back down
high cost and
.tune of
roved- py "the
ns under(RPPO
D, what are the
ber um'o cost of
backed down,

i

.
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criteria:-for, sellinggpower outside.

Prevailing ‘price in the Short—Term market at
the time of surplus availability with us is the
If the
prevailing price ig.lesser than the marginal
variablé* cost of the generating station at that
instant; its not commercially prudent to opt
for salegof power.

The DISCOMs have taken every possrble step
to sell ‘the surpllis 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. The
details of Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power
Backed: down is furnished in the above
mentioned enclosed Statement.

. 'The Dlscoms have claimed that folloy

determined by the Comm:ssron for
{2x800,MW) on 2. 3. 2019 they have By
crore . gdditionally to- -the projec
Commrssron fixed an interim tariff of
with a fixed cost of Rs.1:02 per unit, a

ving ﬂxed costs
SDSTPS. | stager

D pay Rs 946, ?6
t. When the
5:3.63 per un'ft,
rid whep actual

t
Itis to mform that short payment of fixed cost
would ‘take place,,,lf the generator didn't
ach|eve., the target availability factor as
specified in the relevant PPA.

energy .availed from. SDSTPS -1 was |with aa' PLF c})f "The matter of not allowing the fixed cost
56472% only, and when the Discoms palpl Rs. 4571 216 paymerits on retrospective.basis to SDSTPS is
. b T 4

4,,, f*ﬁ 2
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Para No /Brief Issue Il ' EPDCL Response~r

crore @ Rs.1.0Z per unit for the year 2017-18 the | within the purview of the How'ble APERC.
fixed costs determined by the Commiséion forlthe | - ' T S
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and ShOl;Ild hot!| be ' ) . a

applied with retrospective. Thereforz, we req)ies: : Sieos

the Hon’ble Commission nat to approve Epayr’nert of e : TS
additional sum of Rs.946.66 the Discofns Hav' '
claimed to have paid to the said statioh under tfie-
up. When fixed cost was appfpvéd" by |zhe
Commission for availability at 80% PLF and when|tte : ) ‘ .
station could' achieve 56.72% PLF only] liquids ted| -0 - . Pt
damages should be .tollected from €;sTPS-z|{for| - ‘ Ceme
generation and:supply of power beiovw;f”thresfold- ' E

level. . )

»

. The Discoms have claimed that ‘while khe Ownership wise / Sourcé’-Wise variation in
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per u:ﬁit as [the | respect of the per unit variable cost'is given in
average variable cost for the year 2017- 18, they have ! Table 15 of the petition. '~ .«

paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not explained the | The increase in variable cost is due to increase
reasons for paying higher variable €osis. The 1 in Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
justification or otherwise for paying higher variasi= | levied by the Coal /” Gag tormpanies and

costs needs to be examired. x‘ increased freight charges levéled by Railways
. [ . and other transportation agericies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs paid by | Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rsi408 crore | account of Additional Iﬁte’rqst on_ pension
approved by the Commission. They ‘have not | bonds, incentives paid ifvany and actual
explained what those other costs are and why a sim | payment of Income Tax; These are the
of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The lustificatipn | prudent expenditures made by the .DISCOMs
and permissibility for paying such a huge amount for | and supmitted for admission.in to the True-
unexplained other costs néed to be examined. . Up '

We request the Hon’ble Commission to }(de'termhe -As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
the amounts taken over or to be taken over by GoAP | to take over 75% of working capital term loan
from the debts of the Discoms for the yedr 2017-18 | of Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
under UDAY and deduct the same from th ir true-yip | Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMSs
claims. In the subject petition, the Discomjk have npt | outstanding as on 30t ‘September, 2015,
given the details of taking over of their deh ky GoAP | Accordingly GoAP  issued G.0.Ms.No.27,
under UDAY. Energy Infrastructure & Investment (P.ower-l)

Department, dt.26-07-2016. °

t
{
y
} _ Outstanding loans
< g "as on 30-09-2015
v ' { CapeX Loans " | 3712.49
o Working capital | 8461.76°
< [A:_." ' {lloans . . . e :
FRP Bonds Liability | 2546.15° ¢
Total - 14720.40

P |Out of the total outstanding loans of
| "| Rs.14720.40 Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has
-, accorded approval for takeover of 75% of

.. s




_power.

real and transparent competitive blddmg and cap-on

tariff. The powers-that-be should be
to scrupulously adhere to regulatory
the Commission for purchasing powe

equire

brougtj: round

ents of

and'h dltlona|

e
R
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° i Para-No /Brief Issue ’ o h EPDCL Response @
Ny . w . | working lpans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of
o » FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
W . : Eie
; g ) EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
S 7 || Against 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
S T 100%  FRP
Y P NS Bonds
kb Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
* . def < working L '
) ady ™ | capital loan | v -~
: Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
. " As on ‘date GoAP"has taken over loaris as
’ 4. given bélow:
. : EPDCL, | SPDCL | Total
e Againit 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
i 100% FRP
' ‘ . Liras Bonds "
o U Against | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
oL 75%
f Py working”
o capital
T 1 loan
e N Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01
. . '( ‘ The Hon’ble Commission is requested to treat
v ) q such amounts /loans pertaining to PP cost as
'jt"i“' covered in the UDAY scheme, as per the
X . o prevailing regulations.
10 We request the Hon’hle Commissioh to dirett the | The DISCOMSs are complying with the
, Dlscoms to seek additional subsidy requi "ed for dlrectlons of the*Hon’ble Commission in this
purchases made - in market far exceeding the regard. ‘Market produrement has been carried
B quantim permitted by the Comm1<snon arid from | out through - ékchange or swapping
other sources from. GoAP, since they did npt seek | arrangément or DEEP E bidding portal.
prior @pproval -of the Commission [for purchasmg '
additional quantum, procedure to be adopted for !

11.

Carrying cost claimed by the Discom:
Rs.660 'crore under true-up is not germissi
request,’ the Hon’ble Commission to feject
for. carrymg cost. The Discoms have
true-up claims in time and the consumers shc
be penallsed for delay caused by the Disg

to theEcune of

le. "We

tie claim
to submit tnelr

suld not
orhs in

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

.

#

submlttlng the same.
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" Para No /Brief Issue’

- EPDCL Response

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission to provide us
opportunity to make further submissions|in perg
during the public hearing after receiving responses
the Discoms.to our above-mentioned submissig
and studying and analysing the same.

an | Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC. "
on T

of
ns:

Copy submitted to
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni B

Yours faithfully

(1hn/

hief General Manageg {0
PPA, RA & QC 7
APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

N

havan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
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AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018 ',}
@
Year Source Plant Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased Total FC (Rs Cr) ggcia:iijvie(:: P:szk‘::;\f:;: f
. . . (MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) - {(MU) by cr) pér unit
(a) (b} {c) (d) {e) (f) (g) {h) {i) (i) = t)/{H*10
AP GENCO -Thermal
Dr.NTTPS Stage-| o 14 ]
Dr.NTTPS Stage-Il. 1260.00 6605.91 447.04 6158.87 558,62 3780 0.85
Dr.NTTPS Stage-lll }
Dr.NTTPS Stage -IV 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 387.17 2732 1.46
201705 |RIPP Stage- = 420.00 2590.91 447,59 " 9143.31 142,98 41.97 0.84 . o
RTPP Stage-Il ~ - .| Thérmal 420.00 " 2755.84 7 |7 466.70 2289.14 370.93 62.82 1.35
RTPP Stage-Iil 210.00 1102.38 izo96 | = 93142 12722 3524 | 2.06
RTPP Stage-1V 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 _
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 "z 0.00 N
_ FCA for-2016-17 N ‘ 0.00 0.00 0.00 ., 000 000 - 0.00 T R
| """ " total AP GENCO Thermal . N R 3410.00— | —15714.76 1720.01 13994.75 1788.10 20515 149 e
Total TSGENCO -Thermal  * " . “Thermal 2282.50 1492.89 0.00 < 1492.89 .199.63 0.00 ! ’ ”;:h: T
APPDCL {Krishnapatnam) -Thermal v ‘ oL . .
201748 pooIo> d : | e 1600.00 " 5006.49 " 1423.54 o 4;3; 95 ~ 15{03-99 338.36 : — s
SDSTPS-II - " . o . " ] 4 L,
Total APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1600.00 5906.49 i 1423.50 4482.95 140390 33836 2.38
CGS - Thermal . '
s017.18 |NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.1&i! . 27423 . 2109.43 , 3540, 175532 TR 2083  |-i 0587 . S
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 1 Thermal 461.10 3180.58 " 495.69 2684.89 442.97 59.04 Cosg .l .o
NTPC {SR) Simadri Stage 2 188.64 1435.91 #2156 T 101466 | - 203.06 ' 5957 1.41 .
NTPC (SR) Talcheru St.ll 175.32 1300.11 104.90 119521 41.28 . 6.56 . 0.63
NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.IIl " | Thermal 68.92 558.13 84.15 473.97 '31.43 474 0.56
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 . 87.83 480.28 1104 - 17.17 1.95 .
_NLC-Stage -l -.. L Lignite b 47.60 326.04 112.98 : 213.06 12118, - 7.38 - 0685 .
NLC-Stage-ll oo o’ e .. . ;i 86.87 . 639.84. | *..21683 - J[. 42301 g5.93 | .aza7.. |10 eset L | R
: NPC (MAPS) o e e s o i .a839-0, [ . 10496. | ..000, .. dpges . | LT . | oon |, .0 L e
2017-18 |NPC (Kaiga Unit-,il & ll) “Atomic |- - 11632 . 91584 0.00 915.84 - | Single art Tariff | 0.00 . . o ,,r
NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) ! . . o - . 0.00 : e .
NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd Stage.1 12315 . | 83350 230.01 + 603.48 143.80 . 39.68 173 L
NTPC Kudgi Stage-I (New Thermal Station) 143.04 654.66 38030 274.36 71.30 41.42 1.09
Aravali Power Company Limited (IGSTPS) (Arreat Bill)| Thermal 5:?.16 0.00 _ :

- - b

f
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EaY

v mx -y | FCpaid dueto| Per Unit Cost of ‘ "
Total FC (Rs Cr) |Back down {Rs| Backdown Rs
Cr) per unit

S sk AR ael + s ngtalled Capadcity Available + Backdown - Energy Purchased °
Year Source ! Plant
) (Mw) energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU)

(a) {b) {c) {d) (e) {f) (g} {h) (@) (i) = (H/(f)*10°
Bundled Power under JNNSM Ph- | & Ph-l} | 539.18 2632.42 0.03 2632.39 Single Part Tariff 0.00 0.00

Total CGS - Thermal ‘ 2330.59 15259.53 2488.10 12771.43 1316.26 278.56 1.12
IPP - Thermal )
{Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) ~ . +

Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd(HNPCL) | 1040.00 4182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
i
17-1 ,
201718 thermal Pawertech Carporation India i Thermal 230.55 1876.47 . 12602 1750.45 309.84 +20.81 165
+ .| mare o |KSK Mahanadi Powef Co.Ltd., -~ . <. ac00d.. . ] 210858 |. .228.43 1880.14 .| . 26099 .-.|-..2827 - | ' 124 L et

Total IPPF - Thermal

{Hinduja, SEIL & KSK)
GENCO-Hydel |
Srisailam -RBPH Hydel 770.00 _ 558.92 0.00 558.92 168.89 0.00 3
NSRCPH - - I 90.00 . 56.54 0.00 56.54 1774 000 | ., -

A s A —w -
- ~ 1. - - - - N - % S = = = - o T S

1670.55 8167.29 1253.43 6914.38 570.83 49.08 0.39

: S 3 : . e . P, . - ; el
N D UppersSifero—~ ¢ SR " o F 000 T[T A7LET 00— S X S LR 5584w jr——8:00 = e
e ~ - v win % o e R = - T o < - = = . T
. ; LowerSileru-» .™* ", 7 L ¢ ¢ | 7 460.00° -+ 4+ :°1087.39. 0.00 108739 . ¢ 107.03 "7 000" . -
- ; : . 5 N W A ‘.-

Donkarayi . 25.00 118.17 0.00 118.17 5.82 ’ 0.00

Pznnaahobilarn . NN 20.00. 368 000 3.68 "10.44 0.00

- |Mini Hyde! (Chettipeta) = . 7| el 1.00 - T o225 000 2.25 . bz 0.00 _
Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.00 0.00 ‘
201718 NSTPDC PH ‘ 50.00 30,07 0.00 30.07 22.11 0.00
Machkund 84.00 233.83 . 000 233.83 2535 . 0.00
T8Dam 57.60 70.84 © 000 - 70.84 17.38.° --|° 0100
" INSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 21.64 0.00 21.64 29.96 0.00
B Interest on Pension Bonds 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 684.11 . 0.00

Income Tax for FY 16-17 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00

RV MR

. . Suppl Calims for IPB 2014-15,2015—16,2016-3“' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.59 - 0.00 - i "

. . - s 2 - O I L b e T L P
v . : e - [ T < X PN . T oered] % . o . . .~ | W e oy ar
;7 't |Total GENCO-Hydel” v i e It 179760777 | (265501 0.00 *"°™ 265501 ™[ - T196.09 7| . -000%.". X S
= o s - = - N A 2 L N R i
= ~~-lIPP. GAS (GGPP;GAS IPPS"&CAPGPCL) *= [~ |° = oo v merm|eeromrg pen [y e e o qee sy e e s e, et e
’ 1 M L) 2 N it -
- R ) S = - P w DU SRR ) - 2 s = et e e -
- R T Y ~oe B e b L . - R s ~ . v o e e mat g ) aHwe e - - s = . - ad R L = v -
o . . . . - -
% . . “ c . -
FORE B S SN R RIS ST DI S . - - . PO ke s wa e B et era - as v - - B R . R L +
. .
P S O R B - v . e e e anes maw oz P AN - .- R PR - - e e oam . we > ” e -
. Y . . . - -
prn g - R omyernmy - :v»..« T A o P T Ky e o wri Ahw s sy M as 4 e oz v e £ W . P 2 "o e T wmmm TarTy kA & waeow = - - r - -
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U} },
o - ¢
\ . )
X - oy et s . . .d..7 i _|ECpaid:due to| Per Unit Cost of )
\‘ =" * o Installed Capacity | ™~ Available Backdown Energy Purchased FC.paid:due to erimttostotl..
- Source Plant (MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU) Totali FC{Rs Cr) |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
BY &Y Cr) per unit
(a) {b) (c) {d) {e) {f) (g) .(h) {i) {i) = {i)/(F)*10
God i P
odavari Gas Power Plant 216.00 1057.69 26.57 1030.25 b1.23 0.53 0.20
(Now Own Source previously GVK-1)
Spectrum Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 560.40 45.00 0.01 0.15
2017-38 1| ANCO Kondapall Gas 361.92: » lex] - 645.08 0.04 645.05 54,30 1 0.004- 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 53.44 0.00 53.44 3.17 0.00
APGPCL -Stage-| 9.33 33.69 0.00 33.69 4.11 0.00 N Y
APGPCL -Stage -Il o . 24.96 113.32 0.00 113.32 7.38 0.00 ° TR
- 2 - - = S = R s O S S - g
Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 834.41 2464.27 27.26 © 2436.14 1P5.19 0.55 0.20
NRE - Solar Solar 4555.00 0.00 .00 0.00 ’
NRE - Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 D.00 - 0.00 —
2017-18 - — — — — -
- NRE - Others oLt ~ . |bio-mass,| . . 579.10 - — ] = 0,005 — FEeT T .00 L T PR T T T TR
~—lOthers {imctuding Swappmg) - L , T - i«u- TR e 0.00 T o d ~0.00 - 20300 T T L ;_";. 4_ ;: w:“,
- [Total Others {Including Swapping), 9065.16" T 0.00 i g| 000 - 0.00 e 007 0:00 ¢ | Tyt '
Grand Total 22990.75 51660.23 691234 | 4474755 . 658000 | 87270 -| 126 | . -
. wt - - 33 - » « - —4\ . ,-J:k N P
I
v u = L ¥ B . . . t
i HIEF GENERAL
{ PPA, RA & QC
APEP.D.C.LTD,
. . VISAKHAPATHAM-13
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EASTERN POWER DISTRIQUTION
CORPORATE :Fi

From

The Chief General Manager,
PPA, RA & QC,

APEPDCL, Corporate Office,
Seethammadhara,
Visakhapatnam — 530013.

¢
'

SRt

COMPANY GE A.P. LIMITED
ICE :: VISAKHAPATNAM fee.

To

. Sri. Ch.Narasingaro, i
State Segretariat Member, )
Communist Party of IndiA (Marxist),
N.P.R Bhawan, H.No. 2§-6-8,
Yallammathota, Jagadamba In,,
Email: chnrao33@gmail.com —

¥

Lr-No.CGM/FPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:Trus-Un/D.No. | T2— /19, dt. =4-10-201%

Sir, [
Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the bjectioiis
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business fpr

, v
.t ‘ sk ok o ok

Ref: Your Objection létter dated. 17-02%12019
H
|
!

We are in receipt of your suggestion/ ot?jections

o Triie-up petition filed by APDISCOMS'on

received an T;ue-up petition filed by
2017-18 - Pegarding. '

+

.
<

Retails Supply Business for 2017-18 anag i:he:séme is herewith acknowledged with thanl‘<§?:P:,ar_a_w§se

replies of APEPDCL are as follows: ’[

o Yo,

#*ara No /Brief Issue

v

EPDCL Respohse

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independenlt entities ' :
s It is to inform that, in view of the uniform
separately. However, a common application is filed
by boik the iscoms for the year 2017-18, claimirg

should have submitted their true-up app_licatiou

revenue true-up of Rs.2( crore and expens]é true-us
of Rs. 2576 crore, with a carrying cost of Rs.:660 cror]
at an interest rate of 12% considering FY 2019-20 3

Rs.596 crore for EPDCL is'shown as surplusf its tord
true-up claim-is shown as Rs.434 crore, inciuding
carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPf[DCL ha
shown a total” true-up claim of Rs2823 crord,

2]
e
s
the year of approval. While the revenue t ue-up af
I
3
5

including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore, Whateve}

be the true-up amounts that .the. Hon’blg
Commission is going to permit, its impact of
consumers should be confined to the respective true
up amounts of the Discom concerned. It should 'not

be an average for the entire State. The benefit of

true down for EPDCL should accrue to its coi‘:sumers

SPDCL.

up of |

nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
independent of the service area of the
distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
proposing io impose the burden of per unit
]True~Up also on uniform basis across the
State. I

Further fower Purchase cost which
constitutez around £0% of the entire
expenditure of Distribution business is being
incurred  centrally  to. ‘optimize  the
pracurement cost and reduce the transaction
costs. Even in the True-Up exércise, Power
purchase cost variation is major element and
-50 the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
levy of per unit True-up across the State.

and the same should nst be adjusted for trITe
}'

<




-

K
«F

1
i'

| .

? M

ll ;j
f

o

L FR J"i.{v"'v

El

Para No /Briéf Issue |

ar|
il

I”{

. EPDéL Response ‘ .

- tow4rds variable cost, The Discoi

~despatch approved by the Commisd

‘ a'pproved by the Commission. The Qi

. While Xthe Hon’ble Commission ay provedL total
power-purchase of 56,584 mu for the year

the actual purchases claimed by t

18,
he DISC ms are

55,761 mu only, ie., there is a lesser pur hasé of

power‘by 822 mu. Despite that, agqinst totgl polwer
'purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore gpprove
Comimission, the Discoms njncurred an expenhlt re of

Rs.25,806 crore for power purchasg,
Rs.2,576 crore. They have shown ad
of Rs.1,928 crore towards fixed cost

that. supply of power is lesser v

2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL,.k
TS Genco, by 499 mu from AP Gent
mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from
Did the Discoms claim and cg
damages.. from the power stations
lessern,'supply of power *as per
conditions in their respective ]
applicable? While there is lesser suj
the tune.of 712 mu frem. KSK Maha
MW DBFROO, there is no supply at all

the

fe., Hi gher by
ditional payment
hiid Rs.553-gFore
s havehclai
s a vis energy
ion for ithe year
y 5475 mu from
‘o hydel, by' 528
{PPs anfl others.
llect liguidated
concefned_for
the tefms-and
PPAS, \{vherever
)Hly of power to
nadi, upder 600
against; 1090 mu

iIscoms 3have I’lOtv

explaingd the reasons for shortfall in genere tion and

supply of power. ) i

B

Whenever: there«is a short supply of power
from the plants which are governed by PPAs:
& Two part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &
Eﬁergy 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
Genera"'cor owing to shortage of Coal and the
payment of capacity charges are made
accordingly.

P o >

1y r

. While,supply of power from TS Ge

- were, purchasing power additionall

neo is lesser by

5475 mu, additional purchase from AP Gencp:is 3410
mu- only Obviously, it isl much lesser than{what AP

ea;her occasions, the, Discoms cl3

ie; Mthe share of TS Discoms in the {
AP ~Genco. Even while claiming

limed . that they
from .AR; Genco,
ower'.stiati,ons:of
that they. have

© .@Gence_ should have supplied to 75 D!SCOFS 240N

purchased 3040 mu from the markett against, 196 mu
permitted by the Commission, the Discoms have
failed to explain as to why;they co ald not ﬁpurchase
the share of TS Discgms from the statiops of AP
Gengg;following “regulation of power from TSGENEQ

Stationgs.to AP Discoms, from 1

onwards.” Following that ~“regulation,”

1th Juhe.2017
sltlpply ‘of

power: (from stations . of AP Genco .ajls,e‘:!was

«regulated” to TS Discoms, and as
powersto the extent it was regulatec
availaple from AP Genco to be-p

such, aid‘,ditional
must have been
urch’asq_tli:lﬁ' by AP

”Dtspoms At the same time, the »Discogfs‘ have

1889 mu

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from,ellth June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCQ plants. Since percentage share of
TS in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more. than that of the quantum
available iy pre-regulation period.

As the,expected availability from AP Genco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order.to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the: DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market

claimed. that they have purchased

.t
-
’} o T
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purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
A %)
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EPDCL Responise

additionally from gas-based IPPs agai"ns*t 346 mu
(from Reliance) approved by the Commission. While
Reliance failed to supply the approved quantum| of
power, the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu from
GVK, 560 mu from Spectrum and 645 niU;f#or‘n lan{o,
without any -approval of the Commissioh. The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchased
2820 mu from the market. at a total cost;of R.c,'.7’412"~
crore. However, the Discoms have failed to give
details “pertaining to the kind - of procegiure they
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from hé market,
from which ‘projects, pet unit cost and quantum of
powerfrom different sources. It needs to-be clarified
by the Discoms whether additional purchases gn

such a higher scale were made by them witholit |

seeking prior consent of the Hon'ble Commissio
both in terms of quantum and cap for tariffs to b
paid, and the procedure to be adopted |for suc
purchases to ensure competitive tariffs. Since th
Discoms had not sougit and got permissidn of th
Hon’ble Commission for-purchasing additio 13l powe
from the market, maximum cap of tariff 'and th
procedure to be adopted for competitive bidding fo
such purchases, it reflects “executive raffogahce” ¢
the powers-that-be who handled sutH pErchases
from VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of the direction
given periodically by the Hon'ble Comniigsion or

W =" ©® .5 D o

=3

additional power purchases to be made'| by the

Discoms and wreflects recklessness of the powers]
that-be that they need not seek prior permission of
the Commission for such purchase§ and thein
contempt for regulatory  requirements and
questionable approach that the Com jﬁé‘siqn would
or should give its consent to such purc}hé’se as and

MU from Power Exchange - (IEX), which
Operates on a transparerit process of
competitive bidding platform.,

| Another 1200 MU of energy has been

procured  through banking  mechanism
(SWAP) with power utilities of other states on
returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement of
power from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

M -

when they seek.

N ]
{

. The Discoms have maintained thé’c} j:he} havé
Gf

incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 (crore jagainst)j

Thermal Generating stations located in
Telangana  State Gare “older’ units when

Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commissi ‘n.’ While the
fixed cost paid to therifal stations of TS’ Genco was
lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crafe approved
by the Commission, the ‘additional fixed|cost: baid to
thermal stations of AP Genco was high
crore against Rs.965 crore approved b&' the
Commission. In other words, for not puy chasing 5475
mu from TS Genco, the Discoms have not|gaid Rs.668.
Crore towards fixed cost, whereas f,oh purchasing -
!

compared to the stations lol;ét%ed in*Andhra
Pradesh. This causes; per uhit fixed 'cost of
generating stations in TS at lower side when
compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the

r by 'Rs.822, Creasdn behind payment of higher fixed costs

by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power
came-into force between AP & TS,

iDuring certain instances in the
operations,

grid
Thermal Power Stations are

3410 mu_additionally from AP Genub (including

3




F

Ny

e

. ParaNo /Brief Issue_

Y

HSNEER
. . Fj
"
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_ APPDCL),

addmonally.

the Discoms have pald
lt confirms that'co npared I to

i the

quantum of power not purchased frdm TS GenCc fand

AP Genco on an average the Di

“theé ‘dluantum of power purchased bodltronally from
.% 0ms have
hlgher fixed charges . per -unit ta AP Genco.'

paid
The

reasons for the same need to be c—:xplaineI ’fby the

D|s<Eoms to examine whether such'
are Justn‘“ efl
i nature it cannot increase forf

or not. That apart, flxed

Imgher piayments
cost being n‘rxed
Jurchase of the

quantum .of power approved by, lthe Corr}ml sion.

Therefore the moot point is whet
backed down capacities of .the sta
and paid fixed charges therefor. If 5
quantum of power backed down b\g
fixed charges paid therefor to AP:
thermal stations, if any?

her the Drscoms

ions of /L/ 3enco
b, what the

the Dlscom and
benco a)wd {)ther

>

Rs.1786 crore |

backed down to-accommodate Renewable
Energy’ $ources swhich have been conferred
“Must .Run” status, During the period of
backing down, ithe thermal generating
stations have to be compensated for fixed
cost payment, if they confirm the availability,
as per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum .of backing down & fixed
charges paid to AP Genco stations for the
above perlod is as furnlshed in the enclosed
Statement

>. -The Discoms have shown that theb
.surplus of 1540 mu. At the same

purchased 2625 mu more than wh
by the Commission from the marks
reasons for the. same? Did the Dis
thérmal power in order to purcha
must—run non-conventional energy

could nog sell a
time, they have
Rt was'; ppr.oved
L. Whai ‘are the
foms back down
Ee high Icost and
to; the tune of

9788 » - - against 10316 mu amproved\ by the

Commlssron exceeding their obligat]
ang- pay fixed charges.therefor? If

ons under RPPO
50, whatiare the

costs per unit of NCE purchased angd per unlt ost of
power from the thermal stationk backed down

stationzwise and unit-wise? /
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Prevailing.«:bricle in the Short-Term market at
the tifme 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.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step
to sell the surplus-power available at their
disposa]. Availability .of surplus power on the
basis of Time of, the Day (Peak Load Hours,
Day Trme Power, Night Power eftc) Iis
lmportant to fetch reasonable revenue. RE
power fas been purchased in accordance
with thé provisions of the approved PPAs and
regulations governing grid opérations. The
details of Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power
Backed down is furnished in the above
mentioned enclosed Statement.

4

e,

. The Dlscoms have clalmed that fol

owmg fp(ed costs

determmed by the Commission fgr- SDSTPS stage |
(2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they have to pay«Rs 946,66

crore,,addltlonally to  the prg

ect. When,| the

Gommission fixed an interitn tariff cf’Rs.3,6F3 periunit,

withia fixed cost of Rs. 102 per unn
energy.-availed from SDSTPS 1w

56,72%, only, and when’ the Discofns paid
‘vear 201L7- 18 |the'

and when actual
b5 with| a PLF of
Rs. 457

It is to fnform that-short payment of fixed cost
would "take place, if the generator didn't
achieve the target availability factor as
specified in the relevant PPA.

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost
payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is

crore ,@ Rs 1.02 per umt for the'

,»;g; }
4 »
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within the purview of the Hon’ble APERC.
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* Para No /Brief Issue g EPDCL Response *! -
fixed costs determined by the Commijssjon for t{:g S e " Coennoh
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, andlshoud not, |.be | ' SR
applied with retrospéctive, Therefore, we reqyest C, St
the Hon’ble Commission“hot to approve payment ‘of ) ’ Ve
additional sum of Rs.946.66 the Discoms have'" : S e
claimed to have paid to the said station dnder trhe- | . : A

up. When' fixed cost : was approved by the | . . Tty T s
Commission for availability at 80% PLF.and when the S L
station could achieve 56.72% PLF only, liquidated ' et o
damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1 for h ' ’
generation and supply of power below threshold & ST
level.’ L '

. The Discoms have claimed that: .while the Ownership wise / Source' wite* variation in
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit as the’ respect of thefper unit variable cost is given in
average variable cost for the year 2017518, they halé | Table 15 of the petition. ~ * - . -

paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have rpt explained the' | The increase in variable cost is _dye to increase
reasons for paying higher varial?le Costs. The | in Basic price, Fuel CostifrAdeS“tméht {FCA)
Justification or otherwise for payingi.hfghe(r variable | levied by the Coal / Gas ¢ompanies and
costs needs to be examined, . f[ ' increéseq freight charges IeVéléq by Railways
= b

; | and other transportation agericies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other éosgs paid by Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs.408 crofe account of Additional Interest on pension
approved by the Commission. T}'ney have .ngt bonds,. incentives paid :jif;‘i’ag‘iy and actual
explained what those other costs are and why a sum | payment of Income * Tax.;~These , are the
of Rs.553 crore was paid-by them. The justification | prudent expenditures madé“by,’the :DISCOMSs
and permissibility for paying such a huge amount fdr | and submitted for admission i to.the True-
unexplained other costs need to be examined. Up o )

5 "

. We request the Hon’ble Commission to determing | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
the amounts taken over or to be taken over by GoAP | to take over 75% of working capital term loan
from the debts of the Discoms for the year|2017-1% { of Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of

under UDAY and deduct the same from theis true-up | Rs.2546.15 (s, of " “the  APDISCOM:s
zv outstanding as on 30™ September, 2015,

L= N TV S @ A § 2]

claims. In the subject petition, the Discoms fave nof
given the details of taking over of their qebt by GoAH Accordingly GoAP issued G.0.Ms.No.27,
under UDAY. : IR I Energy Infrastructure & Investment (Power-1j

’ l b Department, dt.26-07-2016.,

' 1 } Outstanding loans
. 1 as o 30:09-2015
“ i Capex Loans 3712497
“f . i Working capital | 8461.76
' | | Loans -
” | LFRP Bonds Liability | 2546.15 ©
‘ <[ Total ' 14720.40

S , Out of the total outstanding. loans of
: ' || Rs.14720.40 Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GOAP has
accorded approval for ‘takeover of 75% of

| working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of

¢
'

i

3
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Para.No /Ei’iééf Issue

k »

EPDCL Response

v
. %
* z . . " ’r‘

1

FRP bonds (Rs. 2546 15 Crs.).

’ 1

3

SPDCL Total

. N EPDCL

Against 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
100% FRP '

Bonds

‘Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working = . |-

capital loan

Total * * 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As on date GoAP has taken over loans as
given below:

EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
Against . | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
100% "FRP .
Bonds *
Against 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
75% = ‘
working
capital 0
loan \
Total ; 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

The Hon’ble Commission is requested to'treat
such amounts /loans pertaining to PP cost as
covered. in the UDAY scheme, as per the
prevailing regulations.

10. We, réquest the Hon’ble Commissi

on to lrect the

)N.
‘...Q_”%._..:‘— e
"

Discoms to seek additional subsidy requlred for

purchases made in market far

exceeding the

quantum’ permitted by the Comniission and from
other sources from GoAP, since they did jnot seek

prior .approval of the Cemmissiof
additional quantum, procedure to|.
real and transparent competitive bi
tariff, The powers-that-be should b
to scrupulously adhere to regulatory
the Commission for purchasing pow
power. .

for p rchasing
be adopted for
dding al'%ld cap on
e brought round

er and éddltlonal
|

requnrements of |

The DISCOMs are complying -with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

.
§ .

11

Carrying cost claimed by the Discor]
Rs.660 crore under true-up is not.
request the Hon’ble Commission tq
for carrying cost. The Discoms have
true~up claims in time and‘the cons

hs to the tunle of
permissible.| We
sreject He claim
b to sutlml’c helr
imers should not

be penalised for delay caused by
squittingthesame. . i

t

D P
S |

the D scomrs in
;

k £ o
H R :," E

For the“reasons beyond in the control of the
DISCOlVls the True-Up claims have been
submittéd with a delay and carrying cost also
has been claimed, The Hon’ble Commission is
requested to condone the delay and approve
the True:Up claim including carrying costs.
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" Para No /Brief Issue " : * EPDCL Response

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission to prdvide us bn | Within the purview of Hon'ble APERC.
opportunity to make further submissions|in perspn '
during the public hearing after receiving responses|of , .
the Discoms to- our above-mentioned submissions |- i
and studying and analysing the same. ’

.

"Yours faithfully

lh_/

- _Ghief General Manag% 101
) . . PPA,RA & QC
: " APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

Copy submitted to .
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

~
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AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018

FC paid due to

Per Unit Cost of

iy~

Year Source Plant Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased Total‘f-'c {Rs Cr) {Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
(Mw) energy (MU) energy (MU) - {(MU) | E : ¢ per unit
{a) {b) {c} (d) (e} () {g) J(h) (i) (i) = (i)/{f)*10
AP GENCO -Thermal
Dr.NTTPS Stage-| ] ]
| Dr.NTTPS Stage-il - 1260.00 6605.91 447,04 _ 6158.87 ¢ 458,62 37.80 0.85
Dr.NTTPS Stage-Ill ) )
Dr.NTTPS Stage -IV 500:00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 387.17. 27.32 1.46 -
. oor7.1s [RTEPStaget " [ 42000 259091 447.59 214331 - 34298 41797, 0.94 o “: .
T T |rTPP Stage-ll “['Thérmal | * 420000 2755.84 L 46670 7289.14 I 27093 62.82 - 1.35 - i
RTPP Stage-Ill 210.00 1102.38 170.96 931.42 327.22 35.24 2.06
RTPP Stage-IV 600.00 0.00 0.00 000 - 0.00 0.00 1
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 1.17 0.00
FCA for 2016-17 0.00 -0.00 . 0.00 0.00 < {0.00 » 000 e i
Total AR GENCO-Thermal —l 3410.00= 15714:76 1720.01 12994.75 £788:40— 255~ A e -
Total TSGENCO -Thermial Thermal 228250 3 - 1492.89 .00 1492.89 199.63 .0:00 . :
APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal - !_3 )
SOSTPST X Thermal [ - . T ] i; . - . D )
2017-18 . - .- 1660.00 5906.49, 1423.54 448295 | f. .1403.90 338.35 -
", |sostesai _ N . R -
o Total APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1600.00 5906.49 1423.54 4482.95 1403.90 338.36 " 238 -
CGS - Thermal .. .
201745 LNTPC (SR) Ramagundarn St.igi 27424 2109.43 35'4.11 175532 , R {1‘24.11 2083 - £.59 « -
NTPC ($R) Simadri Stage 1 Thermal 461.10 3180.58. 495,69 2684.89 142.57 - *1269.04 - 1.39 kN
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 2 188.64 1435.91 421.26 +1014.66 203.06 59,57 1.41 R
NTPC (SR) Talcheru St.il 175.32 1300.11 ° 104.90 1195.21 (81.28 656 0.63
NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.ill Thermal 68.92 558,13 84.15 473.97 la1.43 4.74 0.56
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 480.28 111.04 17.17 1.95 )
. NLC -Stage - | - | tignite: 47.60 326.04 112.98 21306 | - 21.181 - i:"7'.38:' 065 7
. - ANLCStage -1« « v w et es e ] e - 86:87 - w © 639.84 " 216.83 - 223.01 -~ -135.93 - 1247 |.-. 056 |, <
) -~ |NPG(MAPS) N ' <t 18.39 - . 104.96 - 000 - -] % 10496 R S D
201718 |NPC (Kaiga Unit-1,1i & Ill) Atomic | - .11632 4 915.84: - 0.00 915.84 - . |SinglePartTariff| 000~ | L T
NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) ‘ ‘ B ‘ ] 000 | | N
B B NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd Stage.1 123.15 '833.50 . | - 230.01 603.48 143.80 - 39:68 .1.73 . . .
NTPC Kudgi Stage-1 (New Thermat Station) 143.04 654.66 380.30 27436 71.30 41.42 1.09 )
Aravali Power Company Limited (IGSTPS) (Arrear Bill)| Thermal 50.16 0.00




" e e Installed Capaci Available*~| - - Batkdown = |* Energy Purchased FCpaid dug to | Per Unit Cost of
Year Source 1 Plant nsta o(aM‘;pamty val aMU) ac ‘:;ll‘i) ner_gy(MtL;: as Total FC {Rs Cr) |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
) i energy ( energy cr) per unit
(a) (b) i () (d) (e) (f) {g) (h) (i) (i) = (iy/thH*10
Bundled Power under INNSM Ph-1&Ph-ll  § 539.18 2632.42 0.03 263239 Single Part Tariff 0.00 0.00
Total CGS - Thermal \ 2330.59 15259.53 2488.10 12771.43 1316.26 278.56 112
IPP - Thermal &(I R
{Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) _ - W . S “ -
- ] G
Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd(HNPCL) ) 1040.00 4182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
20_17'18 Thermal Powertech Corporation India ‘ Thermal ™™ 30,55 1876.47 126.02 1750.45 300.84 20.81 1.65
KSK Mahanadi Power Co.ltdy <. e o |- T 400.00 210858 . _ |, ..228.43° . | . 1880.14.. 260.99 2827 |...A24. .
Total IPP - Thermal . j ’ ) : .
. . . ; . 49.08 0.39°
(Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) ) 1670.55 8167.29 1253.43 6914.38 570.83
GENCO-Hydel
Srisailam -RBPH V¥ |Hyder - 770.00 558.92 0.00 558.92  * 168.89¢ “ 0:00
NSRCPH - e i N 90.00 . 56.54 0.00 56,54 <1774 = | _ - 0.00 - e -
L T T T T e e R B . -
LowerSileru R ~ o[ . 46000 - | 1087.39 - -0.00 " 108739 | 10702 | 000 -
|Donkarayi I 25.00 118.17 0.00 11817 5.82 0.00
Pennaahobilam ; ) 3"#*H o 20.00 3,68 0.00 3.68 1044, 0.00
Mini Hydel (Chettipeta)- - ¥ 1.00 2.25 ,0.00 2.25 0.77 0.00 s R '
Ramagiri Wind Mills ) 0.00 0.00 " 0.00 0.00 0.00 )
2017.18 |NSTPDC PH 50.00 30,07 0.00 30.07 2211 0.00
: Machkund ] 84.00 233.83 0.00 233.83 25.35 -0.00
|Bpam - 57.60 70.84 0.00 70.84 17.38 0.00
NSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 21.64 0.00 21.64 29.96 0.00
- Interest on Pension Bonds 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 634.11 ° 0.00
Income Tax for FY 16-17 i 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
i
Suppl-Calims for IPB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 47.59 0.00
7t {Total GENCOHyda) 22 "4, %+~ | e 1797607 , | 2655011 < *0.00 " 2655.01 1196.09 000 v [T
""" "I P GAS (GGPP; GRSIPPS B ABGRCD <~ |7 | - [ ¢ T e A e o R R R R R




11
—’ 1% |
2 K ’ K I
v, i -
- . > s ' FC paid due to | Per Unit Cost of
Y’ Installed Capacity Available ° | ° Backdown Energy Purchased | paid due to | Fer Lni
Source Plant (MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU) Total EC (Rs Cr) |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
&Y &Y g Cr) per unit
(a) {b) (c) (d) (e) () (g) (h) {i) {i) = (i)/tf)*10
Godavari Gas Power Plant }
216.00 1057.69 26.57 1030.2 21.23 0.53 0.20
{Now Own Source previously GVK-1) - 03025 ]
Spectrum Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 560.40 ~F :}.oo |l o001 0.15
2017-18 | ANCO Kondapalli Gas 361.92 “ 645.08 0.04 645.05 . 6130 [ [#1 0,004 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 53.44 0.00 53.44 $17 0.00
APGPCL -Stage-| 9.33 33.69 0.00 . 3369 411 0.00
APGPCL -Stage -lI . ’ 24.96 113.32 000 - | i 11332 38 0.00 SIS -
Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 834.41 2464.27 27.26 2436.14 1()5.19 0.55 0.20
NRE - Solar Solar 4555,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NRE - Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 i hoo 0.00 .
2017-18 - — - 5 =
« INRE - Others L . . -.% |bigmass,| 57910 27000 s e e 00 o | 000 | o oos Sl N
oy Others Including Swappingl ot ae e e e g gy e e e
""" [Total Others {Including Swapping) 9065.10 -7 '  0.00 220,00 ' 0.00 {}.ﬁﬂ . X s . ke
Grand Total 4 22990.75 51660.23 6912.34 44747.55 6530.00 871.70_ 1.26. I
- - " i ,-‘ ) " " ﬂn ] ~
- ) )
‘ AN F GENERAL MANAGER(®
. | PPA, RA&QC
A’ ADP-E.P'D'C. LTD%S
| VISAKHAPATNAN:-




Retails Supply Business for 2017-18 and the same is

replies of APEPDCL are as follows: I
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EASTERN POWER Dlsmlsl&nom CONPAN: OF AF. UMITED
CORPORATE OFFRICE :: VISAKHAPATNAM -

From

The Chief General Manager, -k
PPA, RA & QC, ‘
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, woe
Seethammadhars,

Visakhapatnam —530013.

|

K
il

To

Sri. A. Punnarao ] R
D.No0.59-2-1, 1% Lane, 7"
Ashoknagar,

_Vijayawada—-520010 .-, ¢ 7

Lr.No.CGM/PR:, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:TrugiUp/D.No. [T> /19, dt.&4.-10-2019

Sir,

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 17'-0?-2019

L

L .
FREE IR AT

¥,
P sy . oy

Sub: APEPDTL — RAC —~ Replies to the (bjectiops received on Tiue-up petition filed by
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business for 2017-18 - Regarding.
{

We are in receipt of your suggestion/ objectiong o True-uss petition filed by APDISCOMS on

PRy

terewith acknowledged with t!'na:’ifgs. Para wise

R

Para No /Brief issue ) f .

EPDCL Response

1. APSPDCL an# APEPDCL, being indepehdeht‘.entit

should have submitted their true-up a;{)plicatio
separately. However, a common applica_tiJon is fil
by both the Discoms for the year 2017-18, claimi
revenue true:upg of Rs.20. crore and expense trie-
of Rs. 2576 crore, with a carrying cost of Rs.660 crd
at an interest.rate of 12% considering F¢ ﬁ019—20
the year of approval. While the reverue, {rue-up
Rs.596 crore for EPDCL is shown as surplu%, its to
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, including
carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCL h
shown a total true-up claim of <2823 cro

including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore. Whatev?r
be the true-up amounts that the; Hon'hie
Commission is going: .0 permit, its, impact )5\

consumers shcould be co‘nﬁned to the respeg’:tive tru
up amounts of the Discom concerned. It should n
be an average for the entire State. The benefit
true down for EPDCL should accrue to its consumd
and the same should not be adjusted for true up
SPDCL. '

e
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It is to inform that, in view of the uniform
nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across. the state
independe~t of the service area o* the

" distributicn  licensees, the DlSCOl\’li's are

proposing to impose the burden of :er unit
True-Up also on undorm basis actoss the
State. .

Furthei  Power Purchase. cost which
constitutes around 80% .of the entire
expenciture of Distribution business is being
incurred  centrally to  optimize  the
procurapient cost and reduce the transaction
costs. Even in the True-Up .exercise, Power
purchase cost variation is majqr,elemért and
so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
levy of per unit True-up acyoss the State.
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1 2. While the Hon ble Commission 2 4P

EPDCL Response R

f
I
Para No /8rief Issue 1
1
1,

power purchase of 56,584 mu for the
the actual purchases claimed by Eh
55,761 ‘mu only, i.e., there is a jessq
power by 822.mu.. Despite that, afgalr
purchase cost of Rs. 23,231 crore ap
Commission, t:he Discoms incurred an
.+ 'R§.25,806 crofe for power. purchase,
Rs.2,576 crord They have shown addif

- of RsA:928 crore towards fixed cost.and Rs. 55

i towards’ vanable cost. The Discoms:
" that supply of power is lesser wis;
., “despatch app(oved by the Commissic
2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, bv
TS.Genco, by 499 mu from AP G*mo
mu from NCEi and by 1290 mu fror: iH
ng the Discoms claim and oil
" damages from the power statlous
lesser supplyl’ of power as pet t?
conditions in their. respective PP
applicable? While there is iesser supp
the tune.of 712 mu from KSK Mahari

oved 3, total
year 2017-.8,

Discoms “are

t

r purchase .of
st tota) power
Jroved, y -the
expendiklre of

ional Jyment
crore
‘have o[a.med
a vis Ehergy
n for.'the. year
5475 mu from
hydé'r by 528
s and thers.
2ct hq idated
concerned for

] ter s and
AS, - rever
Iy of po er o

adi, under 600

MW.DBFOO, there is no supply at al} against 1(990 mu

‘approved by the Commiission. The’ D|s
expldined the reasons for shortfall m g
supply,of power. v

coms have not
feneratl1bQ and

i.e., higher by

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

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

I

3. Whilessupply of power from TS Gen
- 5475.my, additional purchase from-AP
. mu or)ly Obviously, it is much lessen
Genco..should have supplied to T§
~ earlier, occasions, the Discoms clain
were purchasing power addltlonali»; 4
i€y ‘the share of TS Discoms in the ;,o
AP . Genco. Even while. claiming |t
purqhased 3040 mu from.the marknﬂ
permatted by the Commission, Lhe
failed<to explain as to why they coui
the.;share of TS Discoms from thn‘
Genco_following * regulatlon of powe*
stations ..to AP, Discoms - from  11f
onwards ” Following. that regulatio
power.from stations of AP Ger
”regulated” to TS Dlscoms ‘and, as s
power, to-the extent it was regulated n
avanable from AP Genco to be puf
DISCOI’T\S At the. same; time, the "

Co IS leéser by
Genco 53410
ihan hat AP
Dlscom On
1ad that “they
om AP 3eNCo,
ver. stat;nons of
{at they have
xgamst 196 mu
Dlscom;s haVe
[ "not. p\%rghase
stations) of AP
from TS EI(]CO
h Jung - 2017
h,ﬁ suﬁpfy of
co als ‘was
uch, addmonal
nust ha\ée been
chased | by AP
DISCOI'TI? ‘have
od 1889 mu

< w0,

Followipg the mutaal regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from: 11" June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of
TS in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell.
short of the required energy availability, and
in ordég to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market, purchases: Out of 2820 MU of market

-4

purchas,es, the DISCOMs have procured 1581

qlalmed» that they have purchas
3 ~ ' P
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Para No /Brief Issue .1— .|

EPDCL Response .

additionally from gas-based IPPs agamét 346 |mu

Reliance failed to suppiy the approvedf ‘uantuny of

(from Reliance) approved by the Commu sion. V:%h;]@
power, the Discoms have purchased- 1030 mu from

- GVK, 560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu‘ffdm Lanco,

without any approval of the Commissivh. [The
Discoms have claimed that they have: purchased
2820 mu from the markét at a total co§t of Rs.J742
crore. However, the Discoms have fail{éd ‘to ~give
details pertaining to the kind of procedure”they
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from Fhe market,

from which pfojects, pef‘unit cost and quanturr of \

powerfrom different sources. It needs to {be clarified
by the Discoms whethér additional pu%fchases on
such a higher -scale were made by th'q‘m' without
seeking prior consent of the Hon’ble Commissjon,
both in terms of quantum and cap for tfahffs tol be
paid, and the procedure to be adopted for such
purchases to ensure competitive tarifis] Since [the

Discoms had not sought and got permission of jthe |

Hor’ble Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and fthe
procedure to be adopted for competitivélbiddingfor
such purchases, it reflects “executive-arrogance’] -of
the powers-that-be who handled suthipurchases
from VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of‘the-directipns
given -periodically by the Hon’ble Commission | on
additional power purchases to be rhade "by fthe
Discoms and reflects recklessness of the powers-
that-be that they need not seek prior pe"missior 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 purch%ses as and
when they seek.

MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates’ on a transp‘arent process of
competitive bidding platform.-

Another 1200 MU of energy has been
procured through banking ,' mechanism
(SWAP).with power utilities of other states on
returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement of
power .from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

fyee + i ‘
- *

x

. The Discoms have maintained that i:hey have

incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore against-
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commiss,ion‘.,While he
fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Genco Was
lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crore appro ed
by the Commission, the additional fixed, cost paid to
thermal stations of AP Genco was higherJ by Rs.822
crore against Rs.965 crore approved “by the
Commission. In other words, for not purchasing 5475
mu from TS Genco, the Discoms have not paid Rs.668
crore towards fixed cost, whereas for purchasmg
3410 mu additionally from AP Genco | (including

Thermal Generating stations - located in
Telangana State are -.older wunits when
compared to the stations. located in-Andhra
Pradesh. This causes, per, unit fixed .cost of
generating stations in TS at Jower side when
compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
reason behind payment of highér 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

S
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BEN

APPDCL), the Discoms have paid.-Rs. 1786 crore

additionally. It confirms that com
quantum of power not purchased from
the quantum of power purchased add
AP Genco, on an average' the Disco
higher fixed charges pér unit to AP
reasons for the same need to be: exy

bared to the
TS Genéco'and
itionally- from
ms havé paid
Genco* . The
lained by ;the

Discoms 'to examine whether such higher payments

are JUStlfled or not. That apart, fixed cq
in nature it cannot-increase for pu
quantum ~of power approved by ‘the
Therefore the moot point is whethe
'backed down capacities of the statlon
and: paJd fixed charges therefor. lf 50,

quantUm of power backed down by the

pst bemg fixed
'chase é)f' the
Com,mlssmn
the‘,Dlscoms
5 of AP kSenco
YWhat Were the
b Dlscoms "and

fiXed charges paid therefor to AP Geipco; and? other

thernial stations, if any?

1,”1; e

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.

The quantum of backing down & fixed
charges paid to AP Genco stations for the
above period is ‘as furnished in the enclosed

oyt

Statemént. : o

‘.’“

. The Discoms have shown-that they cq
surpius of 1540 mu. At the same tin
" burchased 2625 mu more-than what
by:the Commission from the market.
reasons for the same? Did the Discor
theqm_a;;l:power in order to purchase
must-ru’n non-conventional energy tg
9788, mu- against 10316 mu appr
Comnglssgon exceedmgathelr obllgatlon
and pay. fixed charges therefor? If so
costs per; unit of NCE purchased and p
power; from the thermal stations &
stat;onrwlse and unit-wise?

T ﬁ;ﬁ‘ . h
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uld-pot —sell a
ne, they- Fave
waS‘?aﬁiifoved
What aye ‘the-
ns baékid‘own
high cost:-and
the t ne of
oved by the
S under,RPPO
whatxare the
ar unit ,( ost of
acked qown

Lo
Phery b
! b

£ .
a l»x,} ‘)c 'v,“

. - .
Prevailing prlce 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-.

The DISCOMs have taken every possible step

to sell‘the surplus power available at their
disposal. Avallablllty of surplus power on the
basis of, Time of* the Day (Peak Load Hours,

Day Tlme Power Night Power etc) is
|mportént to fetch reasonable revenue. RE
power : has been purchased in accordance
with the' provisions of the approved PPAs and

regulations governing grid operations. The
details of Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power
Backed down is furnished in the above
mentioned enclosed Statement.

. The -Discoms have claimed that follow
QQtegmlned by the Commission for S
{2%800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they have to
grore.,. additionally to.-the project
Gommlssmn fixed an interim tariff of Rs,
with. a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per unit,an
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was \
56.72%. only, and when the Discoms j
croreh@ Rs.1.02 per unit for the yea

ng fixed costs
DSTPS §tage |
pay Rs.§l46 66

When “the
3.63 per unit,
d when'actual
vith Q! »LF of
aid Rs: 57 26
2017 8 the

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

The metter of not allowing the fixed cost
payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is
within the purview of the Hon’ble APERC.
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Para No /Brief Issue - ’ . - EPDCLResponse _
fixed costs determined by the Commissjon for [the IOV
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should no, pe "

applied with retrospective. Therefores-we' requ
the Hon’ble Commission not to approve paymen
additional sum of Rs.946.66 the Discoms h
claimed to have paid to the said station Lr‘lder 1
up. When ‘fixed cost was approveyi by

08T
i of
ave
ue--
the

Commission for availability at 80% PLF and’ when
station could achieve 56.72% PLF only,| liquida

the
ted

damages should be collected from SDSTPS-1 |for
generation and supply of power belowf. threshold
level, )

. The

Discoms have claimed

average variable cost for the year 2017-1

justification or otherwise for paying higher varia
costs naeds to be examined. l

|

that while [the
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per ug}it as [he

, they have
paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not explained the
reasons for paying higher variable costs. The

Ownership wise / Source'-wisé variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
Table 15 of the petition. - -

The increase in variable cost is due to increase
in Basic price, Fuel Cost -Adjustmeft (FCA)
ble | levied by the Coal / Gas .cofpanies and
increased freight charges Jeveled by Railways
and other transportation ageficigs.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs paid
them increased to Rs.961 crore from R4.408 crpre

approved by the Commission. They { have
explained what those other costs are and why a s
of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The justificat
and permissibility for paying such a huge émount
unexplained other costs need to be examired.

by | Other Costs include expenditures incurred on

account of Additional Interest on pension

1ot | bonds, incentives paid if .any and actual

M | payment of Income Tax. :These are the

on | prudent expenditures made:by'the DISCOMs

for | and submitted for admission in to. the True-
Up . .

. We request the Hon’ble Commission to Ideterm

the amounts taken over or to be taken ov‘?r by Gg
from the debts of the Discoms for the year 2017
under UDAY and deduct the same from their true-
claims. In the subject petition, the Discom}s have 1
given the details of taking over of their debt by Go
under UDAY.

ne | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
AP | to take over 75% of working capital term loan
18 | of Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
up | Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs
hot outstanding as on 30™ September, 2015.
AP | Accordingly GOAP issued G.0.Ms.No.27,
Energy Infrastructure & Investment (Power-|)
. Depariment, dt.26-07-2016.

3 Outstanding loans

as on 30-09-2015

i

;| Capex Loans

3712.49

‘| Working capital | 8461.76,

| Loans .
FRP Bonds Liability | 2546.15,
Total 14720.40

Out of the total

cutstanding

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

)
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. * kY FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.). =
LA e q -, . -
T D Y - O - EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
e R O Against 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
‘ S 100% FRP| -
B e Bonds - *
sl ol s Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
“r P W B working®
prertnt e capital 16an
AR . e Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
" o , b As on date GoAP has taken over loans as
plat da - given below:
AR s : EPDCL | SPDCL | Total
C 2L Against | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
- 100% FRP
‘L Bonds B
: b Against | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
o ~ g 2 o 75% ! Lo
‘ ; K working ‘
. " capital
" i loan
: O R Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

a 2

" e
e
<o
& )

The Hon’ble Commission is requested to treat
such amounts /loans pertaining to PP cost as
covered- in the UDAY scheme, as per the
prevailing regulations.

10.

Wé fequest the Hon’ble Commission
Discéms to seek additional subsidy
purchases made in market far e
quantum: permitted by the Commiss
Othersolirces from GoAP, since they
prior-approval of the Commission f
additional quantum, procedure to .bg
real and transparent competitive biddi

to direkt the

did noy’ seek
or purchasing
adopted: for
ng and’cap on

tariff. The powers-that-be should be brought round

to scrupulously adhere to regulatofy re
thé Commission for purchasing power
power.

quurements of
and addjtional

4

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11.

Carrying cost claimed by the Dlscams
Rs.660 crore under true-up is not pe
request the Hon’ble Commission to*rg
for carrying cost. The Discoms have’ t
true-up, claims in time and the consum
be ‘pendlised for delay caused by th
submitting the same. .

rmissible. We
ject.the-claim
)subml ‘their
ars shodld not
e .Dl§00m5'~ in

1 A
o s )
. n,’{v:,,‘\“.

Lo the‘i’?ne of

For the reasons beyond in the control of the
DISCOMs, the True-Up claims have been
submitted with a delay and carrying cost also
has been claimed. The Hon’ble Commission is
requested to condone the delay and approve
the True-Up claim including carrying costs.
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12. We request the Hon’ble Commission tG-pravide us

opportunity to make further submissions i

during the public hearing after receiving re$ponses|of
the Discoms to our above-mentioned submissiops

and studying and analysing the same. * |

an | Within the purview of Hon'ble APERC.
n perspn .

Copy submitted to
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Sing

—— ﬁ_mﬁﬁﬂmv._ﬁvff, JUUE—

- Yours faithfully

K'_QW& o

'PPA, RA & QC
"APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM

reni Bhdvan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
i

f

-




2.5

AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018

4 -
—
= Year Source Plant Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased Eotal FC (Rs Cr) ;gcia:i::‘e(;‘: P:;Sk‘:;zi‘:f;:f .
{MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU) Cr:) per unit
(2) (b) () {d) {e) {7} (g) {h) (i) {i) = ()/(f)*10
AP GENCO -Thermal
Dr.NTTPS Stage-i
Dr.NTTPS Stage-| . 1260.00 6605.91 44704. | ' 6158.87 558.62 37.80 08s... |
Dr.NTTPS Stage-Iil T ) '
Dr.NTTPS Stage -IV 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 | 387.17 27.32 1.46 -
| - s017.4a" [RTPP Stage- 1 420.00" " - 2590.91 44759 | 2143.31__ V' 242,98 41.97 0.94 o
- RTPP stage-l : Thermal 420.00 © 2755.84" 466.70 © |~ T~ 728914 ° L 37093~ 62.82 135 o
RTPP Stage-lll 210.00 1102.38 170.96 931.42 | 207.22 ' 3524 2.06
RTPP Stage-IV 500.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 000 0.00
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 f 117 0.00
FCA for 2016-17 ] : 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 b oo .| 000 ] L
oWl AP GENCO -Thermal- = — 3410.00 =15714.76 . T720.01. T3994.75 | I788.10 — 20515 . 119 ¥ #Z, ,Jf’..,.:.‘
Total TSGENCO -Thermal . | Thermal 2282.50 1492.89 0.00 1492.89 t 199:63 0.00 ) o .
) APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal ' ) o ) - [r ) )
SDSTPSH Thermal }
J 2017418 - - 1600.0Q 5906.49 1423.54 4482.95 | 140300 [+ 33836 -
SDSTPS-II E . ) ¢
Total APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal " 1600.00 5906.49 1423.54 < 4482.95 “id03.00 | - 338.36 2.38
CGS - Thermal §
so17.15 | NTPC{SR) Ramagundam St.&! 274.23 2109.43 354.11 - 175532 , 12431- [ 2083 | - 059 r
-~ |NTPC{SR) Simadri Stage 1 Thermal 461.10 3180.58 495.69 2684.89 | 44297 69.04 139
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 2 T 188.64 1435.91 42126 - 1014.66 ., 20308 * 5957 143 v
NTPC (SR) Talcheru St.lI 175.32 1500.11 " 104.90 1195.21 { 8128 6.56 0.63 . )
NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.lIl Thermal 68.92 558.13 84.15 473.97 4 31.43 4.74 0.56
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 480.28 | 11204 . 1717 195 _ .
NIC-Stage-l . o - . Lgnite 47.60 32604 .| .. 11298, 213.06 1, 21.18 - 738 . | 065 . | o
e o o |NLC-Stage-l - Lo .t LY L ol o L. 8687 .| .~-63084 ... 216183 . . 4230%L. ... |_{.535.93- | -.2a7z |! 036 S e e
. . .. -|NPC(MAPS) . . e e 7|, .a183s. - .| .. 10496 .000 .. [. . 1pasgs . - L | o000 . o s
201718 |NPC (Kaiga Unit-,!l & ll) ) Atomic. 116.22 - 915,84 « 0.00 91584 Siﬂlg-lg‘l?a:";Tar‘if} 000 |, ) : o
o NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) nl - ) « i ] R 0.00 : . o
NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd Stage.1 123.15 . 833:50 230.01 603.48 143.80 3968 |« 173 »
’ NTPC Kudgi Stage-1 (New Thermal Station) ) 143.04 654.66 380.30 274.36 71.30 41.42 1.09 C
Aravaii Power Company Limited (IGSTPS) (Arrear gill)| Thermal .50.16 0.00 ;

s

i\
:
!



gl

P e Installed Capatity {~ ~Available~ | Backd Energy Purchased « oo .| FER2Id due to | Per Unit Cost of v
Year Source Plant nstalled Caparity vaila ackdown nergy Furchase Total FC {Rs Cr) |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs «
(MW} energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU) _

Cr) per unit .

(@ (b) @ (d) (e) {f) (g) (h) i) {i) = (i)/(f)*16
Bundled Power under JNNSM Ph- 1 & Ph-ll 539.18 2632.42 0.03 2632.39 Single Part Tariff 0.00 0.00

Total CGS - Thermal ' i 2330.59 15259.53 2488.10 12771.43 1316.26 278.56 1.12
IPP - Thermal :
(Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) -

Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd(HNPCL) 1040.00 4182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00

2017-1 . :
8 [hermal Powertech Corporation India. || Thermal 230.55 1876.47 126.02 1750.45 309.84 20.81 165 . | .

+s, = |KSK Mahanadi Rower Co.ltd., o o o - - i | - 40000 ../....210858..:.|....223.43 1880.14 . 26099 ... |x..2827F .| .. 124

"|Total IPP - Thermal h ) T
. . . . .83 49.08 0.39
(Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) 1670.55 8167.29 1253.43 6914.38 570.8
GENCO-Hydel B
Srisailam -RBRPH Hydel 770.00 558.92 0.00 . 558.92 168.89 0.00 A L

R R e TR

ERRESN R O o xe

NSRCPH 4l ] 30.00 5654 |. 000, N 1774 = | 0.00 -

o] woe 4 VB~ -

aan et o -

<L L2000 A e X o . B . e T L 600

7% [Upper Sieru PR

DEERCE I, ,-.:;h..-lf? e - = g =;""1>"’§5 ;0
s

et fLowerSileru v Tt Lt el . * 460.00~ -

. " " -
CI G P P

.. 1087:39. | . 0.00.57- | .- 1087.39. . 107037 - | .« 000 © | <At |

1l
S

Donkarayi T 25.00 11817 | 000 - 118.17 5.82 0.00 - )
. {|Pennaahobilzra” vl 2000 3.68 0.06 © 36 - | 1044 0.00 _ ] :
A - i} ~nvade - “ ] N e
Min Hydel (Chettipets® 100 . | . 225 0.00 22 0.7 000 . o
Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00~ © 000 B j
2017.18 |NSTPDC PH 50.00 30.07 0.00 30.07 2211 0.00
Machkund. . . . 84.00 233.83 - 0.00 233.33 2535 . 000 . -
- TB Dam ' ' - 57.60 70.84 0.00 70.84 17.38 - - 0.00
NSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 21.64 0.00 21.64 29.96 . 0.00
Interest on Pension Bonds . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 684.11 - 0.00
Income Tax for FY 16-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Supp! Calims for IPB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.59 0.00
- f R , - i, - _ - Lf
S [ e e TEtal GENCOHdel L Lo T 1 e ~azemen | rreesson o] L eoos | 268501 F | UUTIGE09.TSITIONO S Y Lo o CEET
- e .’.- - S(‘\:‘ﬂ\:.‘n— R [PF;- GASTGGP,P?GAS‘]PPS‘&‘A‘PGp.c’-‘) e ’?‘M - N ;w anaar e ”‘A?M“ vy ~rr{;ﬂ‘v; '?-‘.,,,J—-»,v ,,'.‘,,"__N,:‘f k'-q{-:-¢' mrarfen n aer ws PSP ITES N P s P [P ITN S . et .‘:,‘ - -
NP LT N Coon e ae , e e o
- . B T O T I P [T ST e v - - PR B e R L N - . . . A . I R R - » -
v e Es S N e ap e e >~-"‘ :-'- v wee e A e b ) er r e TR Rasah oM e Fetm W mIe R o e !-ﬁ.vJ"I:l-» Yot vab WV mEmer v T L w WS - - - . - Ll Sl S A & pammom gl b -

Lo e R B A e o T TE IR L ien Nt avaz L Py S e L A . e e Naetet e B e TR EET e W e ke SRS AP e WWR W - ¢ -
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Q . ) » » | FC paid due to | Per Unit Cost of
P oo i il “| "~ Backi hased T
Yéar Source Plant lnstallt(a:m(li“;l)paaty enAevral a(::leu) na:kd?“wnn) Energy(:nl::;: ase Tptal FC (Rs Cr) | Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs
- Y enersy g) Cr) per unit
b}
(a) (b) {c) {d) (e} {f) (g) { (h) (i) Gi) = i)/(f)*10
Godavari Gas Power Plant ¢
A 216.00 1057.69 26.57 1030.25 ? 21.23 0.53 0.20
(Now Own Source previously GVK-1)
Spectrum Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 560.40 5.00 L 0.01 0.15
201718 1 ANCO Kondapalli. Gas 361.92 645:08-. © 004 645.05 64.30 % +576.00k 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 53.44 0.00 53.44 " 347 0.00 '
APGPCL -Stage-I. 9.33 33.69 0.00 33.69 | 411 0.00
APGPCL -Stage -l 24.96 113.32 0.0 " 113.32 { 738 000 | . 1.
Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 834.41 2464.27 27.26 2436.14 i 105.19 - 0.55 0.20
NRE - Solar Solar 4555.00 0.00 ‘ 0.00 0.00
NRE - Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 " 0.00 . 0.00
2017-18 r— i o -
- NRE - Others . "L bio-mass, | 579.10 0,00 e - - [-r 0 00077 _M:* L T A [
R ~|Others (Includlng Swapping) Tt T T B e FON S .:n,. - 000 TR ‘ % i 4 “0.00° *;__ _ 000 A ':-i.i‘:'..;’-,; uww:».. :3‘» .
Total Others (Including Swapping) , © « -~ [ =%~ 9065.10 * "¢ 0,00 0:00.~ | ~; 70,00 {  0.00 * ~'0.00 Tt -l
. ] B s -
Grand Total 22990.75 --.51660.23.__| 691234 | 4474755 .. |. uLGSSO.OOH-_A&;SL‘lJD 226 e
. I - . . ! R ?
§ .
| e
~ ) FGENERAL MANA
! ~ PPA, RA & QC
i A-P-E.P-D-c- Lm'
. , VISAKHAPATNAM-13
. R oL " . . x - v W e e e
': - - ~ - | - ’_:- " -~ . - - - s ‘i - -
) LD ’ e e e t . 3 .
‘ m e e e e ) B i . -
- B . - e e su...-..w‘...“rd";-r- a:«u .;r‘_,‘i..." " 5 - - N e Ty B -t ";.r-ﬂ‘ o o ~-;~’ « { ! - - - oM FeE S, ek s .
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apuram, Tirupati (www apspdcl. in)

From

The Chief General Manager,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, .
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram,
Tirupati — 517501.

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.True-i

To
Sri P.Madhu,
State Secretary, H.No.27-28-12, CP 1 (M),
State Commiittee office,
Yamalavari Street,
_ Governorpet, Vijayawada-2

up /D.No. Lt-464/19 dt. = -10-2019

|

Sir, .
Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT — RAC - Replies to tk
= Furnished - Regarding.

Party’s Objection received dt.06-09—2(
{ k&%

In response to the objectlon received vide refe

True-up filings for FY 2017-18 are as follows :

Ref:-

1e objections on True-up filings for FY 2017-18
D19

rence cited, the replies to the object ions on
i

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being indeperident
entities should have submitted their tnie—up
applications separately. However, a comjmon
application is filed by both the Discoms for the
year 2017-18, claiming revenue true-up of Rs.20
crore and expense true-up of Rs. 2576 crore, with
a carrying cost of Rs.660 crore at an interest rate
of 12% considering FY 2019-20 as the year of
approval. While the revenue true-up of R€.596
crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its total
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, including

S'%LDCL

a carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas,
has shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 crore,
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore.
Whatever be the true-up amounts that| the
Hon'ble Commission is going to permit, its impact
on consumers should be confined to | the
respective true-up amounts of the Di%com
concerned. It should not be an average for the
entire State. The benefit of true downE for
EPDCL should accrue to its consumers andl the
same should not be adjusted for true up of
SPD(L.

I

]
True-Up also on uniform basis across the

State.

]
(
€
incurred
!
¢
I

(7.

I

|
!
|
1
i

[t is to inform that, in view of the umform. .
hature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
ndependent of the service area. of the
fistribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
proposing to impose the burden of per unit

4

‘urther Power Purchase cost - which
:c]mstitutes around 80% of the entire
>xpenditure of Distribution business is being
l centrally to optimize the
yrocurement cost and reduce the traansaction
osts. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power
purchase cost variation is major element and
0 the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
evy of per unit True-up across the State.

|
s
t

While the Hon’ble Commission approved a tfotal
power purchase of 56,584 mu for the year 2017-
18, the actual purchases claimed by the Discoms
are 55,761 mu only, i.e,, there is a lesser purchase

Whenever there is a short supply osf power
from the plants which are governed bsy PPAs &
1
‘B

[o}]

'wo part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &
nergy Charge), owing to the issues of Plant
vailability (either due to outage or due to

of power by 822 mu. Despite that, against total

.
vy
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

power purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore ap proved
by the Commission, the Discoms incurred an
expenditure of Rs.25,806 crore for powelL
purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2,576 crore Thex
have shown additional payment of Rs.1,928 crore
towards fixed cost and Rs.553 crore towards
variable cost. The Discoms have claimed thai{:
supply of power is lesser vis a vis energy
deéspatch approved by the Commission |for the
year 2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by 547 5
mu from TS Genco, by 499 mu from AR Genco
hydel, by 528 mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from
IPPs and others. Did the Discoms claim and
collect liquidated damages from the | powe

stations concerned for lesser supply of power as
per the terms and conditions in their respective
PPAs, wherever applicable? While there i lessel{'
supply of power to the tune of 712 mu from KSK
Mahanadi, under 600 MW DBFOO, there is no
supply at all against 1090 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have not explained the
reasons for shortfall in generation and supply of

power.

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 made
accordingly.

While supply of power from TS Genco is lesser by
5475 mu, additional purchase from AP Genco is
3410 mu only. Obviously, it is much lesger than
what AP Genco should have supplied to TS
Discoms. On earlier occasions, the Discoms
claimed that they were purchasing powe#

additionally from AP Genco, i.e,, the share of TS,

Discoms in the power stations of AP Gengo. Even
while claiming that they have purchased 3(040 mu{.
from the market against 196 mu permitted by the
Commission, the Discoms have failed to explam
as to why they could not purchase the share of TS
Discoms from the stations of AP Genco fallowing
“regulation of power from TSGENCO stations tcj»
AP Discoms from 11th June 2017 onwards.]
Following that “regulation,” supply of power from
stations of AP Genco also was “regulated” to TS
Discoms, and, as such, additional power to thé
extent it was regulated must have been a allable
from AP Genco to be purchased by AP Discoms. At
the same time, the Discoms have claimed tha}
they have purchased 1889 mu additionally from
gas-based IPPs against 346 mu (from Reliance)
approved by the Commission. While Reliance
failed to supply the approved quantum of power;
the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu frgm GVK,

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from 11t June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of TS
in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates on a transparent process of
competitive bidding platform.

1

1.
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Para No /Brief Issue E oy

Response |-

560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu from Lanco,
without any approval of the Commission.| The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchased
2820 mu from the market at a total cost of R5.742
crore. However, the Discoms have failed togive
details pertaining to the kind of procedure ]they
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from the
market, from which projects, per unit costi and
quantum of powerfrom different sources. It
needs to be clarified by the Discoms whether
additional purchases on such a higher scale were
made by them without seeking prior consent of
the Hon’ble Commission, .both in terms of
quantum and cap for tariffs to be paid, anc} the
procedure to be adopted for such purchases to
ensure competitive tariffs. Since the Dlscomg had
not sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power

~ from the market, maximum cap of tariff and the

procedure to be adopted for competltlve b1¢d1ng
for such purchases, it reflects “executive
arrogance” of the powers-that-be who han1dled
such purchases from Vidyuth Soudha. It 'is a
negation of the directions given periodically by
the Hon'ble Commission on additional pg'wer
purchases to be made by the Discoms and refiects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of ]the
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements |and
questionable approach that the Commission
would or should give its consent to guch
purchases as and when they seek.

Another 1200 MU of energy has b'een
procured  through banking mecha ilsm
(SWAP) with power utilities of other statelzl on
returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement of
power from the exchange is lesser than|the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

. The Discoms have maintained that they ﬂlave

incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore against
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. While
the fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Genco
was lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crore
approved by the Commission, the additional fixed
cost paid to thermal stations of AP Genco was
higher by Rs.822 crore against Rs.965 crore
approved by the Commission. In other words, for
not purchasing 5475 mu from TS Genco,| the
Discoms have not paid Rs.668 crore towards
fixed cost, whereas for purchasing 3410 J mu
additionally from AP Genco (including APPDCL),
the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 crore
additionally. It confirms that compared to| the
quantum of power not purchased from TS Genco

'hermal Generating stations located | in
'elangana State are older units when
ompared to the stations located in Andhra
'radesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost of
enerating stations in TS at lower side when
ompared to its counterparts in AP. This is &he
eason behind payment of higher fixed c |sts
y AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of pojver
ame into force between AP & TS.

(o T o iy S oo T 0 (o B . o Y YO S (RO, |

During certain instances in the id
dgperations, Thermal Power Stations are
backed down to accommodate Renewable
Energy sources which have been conferred
“Must Run” status. During the periodl of
backing down, the thermal generating stations

|
|
|
|

|
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

and the quantum of power purchased
additionally from AP Genco, on an average th
Discoms have paid higher fixed charges per unit
to AP Genco. The reasons for the same need to b
explained by the Discoms to examine hethef;
such higher payments are justified or not. ThaL
apart, fixed cost being fixed in nature, i canno
increase for purchase of the quantum o power
approved by the Commission. Therefore, the
moot point is whether the Discoms backed down
capacities of the stations of AP Genco and pald
fixed charges therefor. If so, what were th
quantum of power backed down by the Discom
and fixed charges paid therefor to AP Genco anc
other thermal stations, if any? {

have to be compensated for fixed cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as
per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paid to AP Genco stations for the above period
are furnished in the enclosure.

. The Discoms have shown that they could|not sell
a surplus of 1540 mu. At the same time, they have
purchased 2625 mu more than what was
approved by the Commission from the market.
What are the reasons for the same? Did the
Discoms back down thermal power in order t(f)
purchase high cost and must-run non-
conventional energy to the tune of 9788 mu
against 10316 mu approved by the Commission,
exceeding their obligations under RPPO, and pay
fixed charges therefor? If so, what are the costs
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit cost o!
power from the thermal stations backed down,
station-wise and unit-wise?

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.

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. Per
Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed down
are furnished in the enclosure.

. The Discoms have claimed that following ﬁxecﬂ
costs determined by the Commission for SDSTPS
stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they have to pa;Lr
Rs.946.66 crore additionally to the project. When
the Commission fixed an interim tariff of|Rs.3.63
per unit, with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, an

when actual energy availed from SDSTP§-1 was
with a PLF of 56.72% only, and when the Discoms
paid Rs.457.26 crore @ Rs.1.02 per unit for the
year 2017-18, the fixed costs determined by the
Commission for the station on 2.3.2019 cannot
and should not, be applied with retros ective[.
Therefore, we request the Hon’ble ComE‘nissio‘.
not to approve payment of additional sum olg
Rs.946.66 the Discoms have claimed to have pai

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

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

|
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Para No /Brief Issue |

Response

to the said station under true-up. When ﬁxecﬂcost

was approved by the Commission for availa

ility

at 80% PLF and when the station could ac ieve
56.72% PLF only, liquidated damages shotild be

collected from SDSTPS-1 for generation |and
supply of power below threshold level.

7. The Discoms have claimed that while | the | Qwnership wise / Source wise varia_tion in
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit as| the | respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
average variable cost for the year 2017-18, they | Table 15 of the petition.
have paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have| not | The increase in variable cost is due to iricrease
explained the reasons for paying higher variable | in Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
costs. The justification or otherwise for paymg levied by the Coal / Gas companies and
higher variable costs needs to be examined. | increased freight charges leveled by Railways

: ] and other transportation agencies.

8. The Discoms have claimed that other costs pald Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
by them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs*408 dccount of Additional Interest on pension
crore approved by the Commission. They have | bonds, incentives paid if any and actual
not explained what those other costs are and why | payment of Income Tax. These are the prudent
a sum of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The expenditures made by the DISCOMIs and
justification and permissibility for paying such a | submitted for admission in to the True—Up
huge amount for unexplained other costs need to
be examined.

9. We request the Hon’ble Commission| to | As per Clause 1.29a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
determine the amounts taken over or to be taken | tp take over 75% of working capital term loan of
over by GoAP from the debts of the Discoms for | Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bomds of

 the yedr 2017-18 under UDAY and deduct, the | Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding
same from their true-up claims. In the subject | as on 30t September, 2015. Accordingly- GoAP
petition, the Discoms have not given the details of | issued G.0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure &
taking over of their debt by GoAP under UDAY. 2%‘;‘368‘3111311" (Power-I) Department, dt .26-07-
Outstanding loanss as on
30-09-2015
Capex Loans -3712.49
Working capital Loans 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40

Qut of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14-720.40
Qrs. 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 Totaal

gainst 100% FRP | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 254-6.15
onds

t\/gainst 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 634 6.32
orking capital loan
h’otal 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 889 2.47

As on date GoAP has taken over loans ass given
below:
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Para No /Brief Issue Response
EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% FRP | 904.46 1005.23 | 1909.69
Bonds
Against 75% working | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
capital loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

purchases made in market far exceed
quantum permitted by the Commission al
other sources from GoAP, since they did 1
prior approval of the Commission for pur
additional quantum, procedure to be ado
real and transparent competitive bidding
on tariff. The powers-that-be should be 1
round to scrupulously adhere to reg
requirements of the Commission for pur|
power and additional power.

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission to direct the
Discoms to seek additional subsidy requEred fox{*

ing the
nd fI'OIl‘[fl
10t see
chasing
bted for
and cap
prought
ulato
chasing

1

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to
of Rs.660 crore under true-up is not pern
We request the Hon’ble Commission to re
claim for carrying cost. The Discoms |
submit their true-up claims in time 2
consumers should not be penalised fo
caused by the Discoms in submitting the s

he tunt%
rissible.
ject thc%
have to
ind th%:'
r delay
ame. |

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

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission to
us an opportunity to make further submis
person during the public hearing after re
responses of the Discoms to our
mentioned submissions and studyin
analysing the same.

provide
sions iﬂ
aceiviné
abover
g and

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC,
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

Yours faithfully,

Ch?;gm
&= APSPDCL

11-4-660, 4™ Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,
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AP DISCOMS Back Ddwn Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018 -
> )

99

Installed . ey | oerc s FCpaiddue | PerUnitCost
Year Sowrce Plant Capadity Purchased to Back down |of Backdown Rs|
W) energy (MU) [energy (MU) (Mu) Cr} (Rs Cr) perunit
@ (b) (< {d) (e} [{i] () h) ) G =/(n=10
AP GENCO -Thermal
Dr.NTTPS Stage-1
Dr.NTIPS Stage-Il 1260.00 6605.91 447.04 §158.87 558.62 37.80 0.35
DE.NTTPS Stage-Iil i
Dr.NTTPS Stage -IV 50000 || 2659.72 1B2.71 2472.01 387.17 27.32 146
w1718 |RIPPStage-t 42000 ;| 259091 447.59 2143.31 242.98 4197 094
IRTPP Stage-ll Thermal|  420.00 2755.84 466.70 2289.14 370.93 62.82 1.35
{RTPP Stage-lit 210.00 1102.38 170.96 931.42 0172 35.24 2.06
RTPP Stage-IV 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00
FCA for 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tota} AP GENCO -Themmal 3410.00 1571476 1720.01 1390475 | 173810 205.15 119
Total TSGENCO -Thermal Th || 22m250 1492.89 0.00 149289 199.63 0.00
APPDQL {Krishnapatnaen) -Thermal
201718 [SOSIPS b 1600,00 5906.49 1423.54 4482.95 1403.90 338.36
SDSTPS-1I
Total APPDCL [Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1600.00 5906.40 142358 R32.95 1403.90 338.36 238
OGS - Thermal
sb17.am (NTPC(SR) Ramagundam St.1841 27823 2109.43 35411 1755.32 124.11 20.83 0.59
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 1 Thermal| 46110 3180.58 495.69 2684.89 242.97 69.04 1.39
{NTPC [SR) Simadiri Stage 2 -| 13868 1435.91 42126 1014.66 203.06 59.57 141
INTPC (SR) Talcheru st.it 175.32 1300.11 104.90 1195.21 81.28 6.56 0.63
[nTeC(SR) ndam St.1ii Thermal|  68.92 55313 £4.15 473.97 3L43 473 0.56
NVECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568,11 87.83 480.28 111.04 17.17 195
NLC-Stage-) Lignite |—37:60 326.08 11298 213.06 2118 7.38 065
NLC-Stage- i 86.87 639.84 216.53 423.01 35,93 12.17 0.56
NPC (MAPS) 18.39 104.96 0.00 1896 | o) te past 0.00
718 |NPC (Kolga Unit-LN &) . Atomic | 11622 915.88 0.00 915.84 Tarif 0.00
[NPC KUNDANKWLAM (arrear Bill) 0.00
|NLC Tamiinadu Power Ltd Stage.1 123.15 £33.50 230.01 603.48 143.80 39.68 173
NTPC Kudgl Stage-1 (New Thermal Station) 143.04 654.66 330.30 274.36 71.30 4142 1.09
Aravali Power Company Limited (IGSTPS)
(ArreseBill) Thermal 50.16 0.00
Single Part
Bundled Power under INNSM Ph- | & Ph-1f 583.18 3242 0.03 2632.39 Tariff 0.00 0.00
[¥otal 0GS-Thermal 2330.59 15259.53 2483.10 1277143 | 131626 278.56 112
{1PP - Thesrmal (Hinduja, SEN. % XSX} '
[Hinduja N | Power Corp Ltd{HNPCL) 1040.00 4182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
w718 {Thermal P h Corporationindia | Thermal|  230.55 187547 126.02 175045 309.84 20,81 165
KSK Mahanadi Power Co.itd., 400.00 210858 22843 183014 260.99 2827 128
Total WP - Thermal
(sioduja, S8 KSK) 167055 (1 s167.29 125343 @14.38 570.83 08 099
GENCO - Hydet ]
Stisallam -RBPH Hydel 720.00 558.92 0.00 558.92 168.89 0.00
|Nsmcen 90.00 5654 0.00 56.54 17.73 0.00
Upper Siteru 240.00 47167 0.00 47167 55.84 0.00
Lower Sileru 460.00 1087.39 0.00 1087.39 107.03 0.00
Donkaray 25.00 118.17 0.00 11817 5.82 0.00
; hobil 20.00 .68 0.00 3.68 10.44 0.00
Mini Hydel (Chettipeta) Hydel 1.00 275 0.00 225 077 0.00
|Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 | 000 0.00 0.00 0.00
1718 |NSTPDCPH 50.00 |} 3007 0.00 30.07 22.11 0.00
hkund £4.00 | 233.83 0.00 233.83 25.35 0.00
T8 Dam 57.60 | 70.88 0.00 70.88 17.38 0.00
NSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 2164 0.00 2L64 29.96 0.00
|interest on Pension Bonds 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 684,11 0.00
|income Tax for FY16-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Suppl Calims for 1PB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4759 0.00
{Total GENCO-Hydel 1797.60 2655.08 0.00 2655.01 1186.09 0.00
}wp-ens(cew.msm & APGPCL)
Godavarl Gas Power Plant
(Now Own Source p — 216.00 1057.69 2657 103025 na3 053 020
aygs |SPectium Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 56040 5.00 0.01 0.15
LANCO Kondapalli Gas 361.92 645.08 0.04 645.05 54.30 0.00 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 5344 0.00 5344 3.17 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-i 9.33 | 33.69 0.00 33.69 411 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-li 24.96 | 11332 0.00 113.32 7.38 0.00
Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS PPS & APGP(1) 23841 | | 206427 27.26 2436.14 105.19 055 020
|NRE- Solar Solar 4555.00 | | 0.00 0.00 0.00
m7as INRE- Wind wind 3931.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NRE- Others blo-mass| 579.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Others (including Swapping) 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Others (Including Swapping) 8065.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grand Total 2299%0.75 | | 51660.23 6912.34 4474755 | 659000 87170 126
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SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srm]lvasa uram, Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)

From o
The Chief General Manager, ri CH. Narasinga Rao,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, tate Secretary Member, .
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, NPR Bhavan, H.No.28-6-8,,
. Tirupati — 517501. . Yallammathota, Jagadamba Jn.,
. Viisakhapatnam-20

w

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.True-up /D.No. Y47 /19 dit 0 -10-2019
[

.Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT - RAC = Replies to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2017-18
- Furnished - Regarding. -

Ref:- Party’s Objection received dt.06-09-2019

Sir,

. ek
In response to the objectlon received vide Lferen ce cited, the replies to the objections on
True-up filings for FY 2017-18 are as follows :

Para No /Brief Issue Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common | It is to inform that, in view of the uniform
application is filed by both the Discoms for the | nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
year 2017-18, claiming revenue true-up of Rs.20 | independent of the service area of the
crore and expense true-up of Rs. 2576 crore, wil distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
a carrying cost of Rs.660 crore at an interest rate | prgposing to impose the burden of per unit
of 12% considering FY 2019-20 as the year 3of True-Up also on uniform basis across the
approval. While the revenue true-up of Rs.596 | S
crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its tolllal
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, including | Further ~Power Purchase cost which
a carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCL | constitutes around 80% of the entire
has shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 crore, | expenditure of Distribution business is being
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 croxle
Whatever be the true-up amounts that tl} pracurement cost and reduce the transaction
Hon'ble Commission is going to permit, its impact | costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power
on consumers should be confined to the | purchase cost variation is major element and
respective true-up amounts of the Discom |so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
concerned. It should not be an average for the | levy of per unit True-u p across the State.
entire State. The benefit of true down for
EPDCL should accrue to its consumers and the
same should not be adjusted for true up of
SPDCL.

2. While the Hon’ble Commission approved a totial Whenever there is a short supply of power
power purchase of 56,584 mu for the year 2017- | from the plants which are governed by PPAs g
18, the actual purchases claimed by the Discoms | Twp part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &
are 55,761 mu only, i.e., there is a lesser purchase | Energy Charge), owing to the issues of Plant
of power by 822 mu. Despite that, against total availability (either due to outage or due to
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

power purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore

by the Commission, the Discoms incurred

expenditure of Rs.25,806 crore fo

purchase, i.e., higher by Rs.2,576 crore.

have shown additional payment of Rs.1,
towards fixed cost and Rs.553 crore

approved
an
r power
Th}ey

D28 crore
towar’ds

variable cost. The Discoms have claimed that

supply of power is lesser vis a vi
despatch approved by the Commissio

year 2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by 54i
mu from TS Genco, by 499 mu from AP Genco

s ener
n for the

5

hydel, by 528 mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from

IPPs and others. Did the Discoms c

collect liquidated damages from the po

stations concerned for lesser supply of

per the terms and conditions in their respective
PPAs, wherever applicable? While there is leséer

supply of power to the tune of 712 mu
Mahanadi, under 600 MW DBFOO, th

supply at all against 1090 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have not explained the

reasons for shortfall in generation and
power.

laim ahd
er
power jas

from K$K
ere is no

supply|of

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 made
accordingly. '

. While supply of power from TS Genco is lesser

5475 mu, additional purchase from AP

3410 mu only. Obviously, it is much lesser than
what AP Genco should have supplied to

Discoms. On earlier occasions, the
claimed that they were purchasin
additionally from AP Genco, i.e., the sh
Discoms in the power stations of AP Ge
while claiming that they have purchased
from the market against 196 mu permit;
Commission, the Discoms have failed

Dy
Genco|is

TS

Discoms
 power
are of 't'S

nco. Even
3040 mu
red by the
0 expléin

as to why they could not purchase the share of 'S
Discoms from the stations of AP Genco [following
“regulation of power from TSGENCO stations to
AP Discoms from 11th June 2017 onwards.”
Following that “regulation,” supply of pgwer frofm
stations of AP Genco also was “regulated” to 'S

YAl

Discoms, and, as such, additional po
extent it was regulated must have been

er to the
available

from AP Genco to be purchased by AP Discoms. IAt

the same time, the Discoms have clai
they have purchased 1889 mu addition
gas-based IPPs against 346 mu (from
approved by the Commission. While
failed to supply the approved quantum
the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu f

med that
ally from
Relian&e)

Reliance
of power,
rom GVK,

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from 11t June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of TS
in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates on a transparent process of
competitive bidding platform.

|
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Para No /Brief Issue

42
Response ﬂ

560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu from Lanco,
without any approval of the Commission. The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchased
2820 mu from the marketata total cost of Rs.742
crore. However, the Discoms have failed to give
details pertaining to the kind of procedure thfey
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from the
market, from which projects, per unit cost and
quantum of powerfrom different sources. | It
needs to be clarified by the Discoms whether
additional purchases on such a higher scale were
made by them without seeking prior consen of
the Hon’ble Commission, both in terms |of
quantum and cap for tariffs to be paid, and the
procedure to be adopted for such purchases; to
ensure competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had
not sought and got permission of the Hon'ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and the
procedure to be adopted for competitive bidding
for such purchases, it reflects “executive
arrogance” of the powers-that-be who handled
such purchases from Vidyuth Soudha. It i)s a
negation of the directions given periodicall)lﬂby
the Hon’ble Commission on additional PO; er
purchases to be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of the
Commission for such purchases and t eir
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Commisj ion
would or should give its consent to such
purchases as and when they seek.

Anbther 1200 MU of energy has been
procured through banking mechanisam
(SWAP) with power utilities of other states on
returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement ©f
power from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unitrate by the Hon'ble APERC.

~The Discoms have maintained that they have
incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore against
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. While
the fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Genco
was lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 ¢rore
approved by the Commission, the additional fixed
cost paid to thermal stations of AP Genco was
higher by Rs.822 crore against Rs.965 crore
approved by the Commission. In other words, for
not purchasing 5475 mu from TS Genco the
Discoms have not paid Rs.668 crore towards
fixed cost, whereas for purchasing 3410 mu
additionally from AP Genco (including APPDCL),
the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 crore
additionally. It confirms that compared to the
quantum of power not purchased from TS Genco

‘hermal Generating stations located im
[elangana State are older units whem
rompared to the stations located in Andhr=a
bradesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost oaf
senerating stations in TS at lower side whem
Fompared to its counterparts in AP. This is thee
eason behind payment of higher fixed costs
by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of powe T
came into force between AP & TS.

POV P S, [ |

During certain instances in the  gricd
operations, Thermal Power Stations are
backed down to accommodate Renewable2
Energy sources which have been conferrecd
“Must Run” status. During the period o f
backing down, the thermal generating station=s
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

and the quantum of power

purchased

additionally from AP Genco, on an average the

Discoms have paid higher fixed charges p
to AP Genco. The reasons for the same nee
explained by the Discoms to examine w
such higher payments are justified or no

pr unit

d to be
hether
t. That

apart, fixed cost being fixed in nature, it cannot

increase for purchase of the quantum of
approved by the Commission. Therefor
moot point is whether the Discoms backed
capacities of the stations of AP Genco an
fixed charges therefor. If so, what we
quantum of power backed down by the Di
and fixed charges paid therefor to AP Gen
other thermal stations, if any?

power
e, the
down
d paid
re the
scoms
co and

have to be compensated for fixed cost
payment, if they confirm the availability, as
per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paid to AP Genco stations for the above period
are furnished in the enclosure.

The Discoms have shown that they could 1
a surplus of 1540 mu. At the same time, the
purchased 2625 mu more than wha
approved by the Commission from the

ot sell
y have
I was
arket.

What are the reasons for the same? Did the
Discoms back down thermal power in order to

purchase high

cost and must-run | non-

conventional energy to the tune of 9788 mu
against 10316 mu approved by the Commission,
exceeding their obligations under RPPO, and pay
fixed charges therefor? If so, what are the costs
per unit of NCE purchased and per unit ¢ost of
power from the thermal stations backed |[down,

station-wise and unit-wise?

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.

The DISCOMs have taken eyery 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. Per
Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed down
are furnished in the enclosure.

The Discoms have claimed that following fixed

costs determined by the Commission for SDSTPS
stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they have|to pay
Rs.946.66 crore additionally to the project,When

the Commission fixed an interim tariff of

.3.63

per unit, with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, and
when actual energy availed from SDSTPS{1 was
with a PLF of 56.72% only, and when the Discoms

paid Rs.457.26 crore @ Rs.1.02 per unit

year 2017-18, the fixed costs determined

Commission for the station on 2.3.2019 ¢
and should not, be applied with retrosp
Therefore, we request the Hon’ble Commn;
not to approve payment of additional s
Rs.946.66 the Discoms have claimed to hay

or the
by the
annot,
ective.
ission
um of
e paid

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

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost
' payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is
. within the purview of the Hon’ble APERC.
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

to the said station under true-up. When fixed cqst
was approved by the Commission for availability
at 80% PLF and when the station could achieve
56.72% PLF only, liquidated damages should be
collected. from SDSTPS-1 for generation and
supply of power below threshold level.

. The Discoms have claimed that while the
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit as the
average variable cost for the year 2017-18, they
have paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not
explained the reasons for paying higher variakjle
costs. The justification or otherwise for payiTg

higher variable costs needs to be examined. .

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
Table 15 of the petition.

The increase in variable cost is due to increase
in [Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
levied by the Coal / Gas companies and
increased freight charges leveled by Railways
and other transportation agencies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs paid
by them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs.408
crore approved by the Commission. They ha] e
not explained what those other costs are and why

a sum of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The
justification and permissibility for paying sucnuka
huge amount for unexplained other costs need to
be examined. !

Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
acgount of Additional Interest on pension
bonds, incentives paid if any and actual
payment of Income Tax. These are the prudent
expenditures made by the DISCOMs and
submitted for admission in to the True-Up

. 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 2017-18 under UDAY and deduct the
same from their true-up claims. In the subject
petition, the Discoms have not given the details of
taking over of their debt by GoAP under UDAY.

Outstanding loans as on
- 30-09-2015
Capex Loans 3712.49
Working capital Loans 8461.76
| FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40

As per Clause 1.29a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
to take over 75% of working capital term loan of
Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding
as on 30" September, 201 5. Accordingly GoAP
issyed G.0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure &
Investment (Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-
2016.

Out of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
CrsL as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded
approval for takeover of 75% of working loans
(Rsl6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of FRP bonds
(Rs2546.15 Crs.).

Total
2546.15

EPDCL
1205.95

SPDCL
1340.20

Against 100% FRP
Bonds

Against 75%
working capital loan

Tdtal 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

As|on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below:

2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
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Para No /Brief Issue Response
EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% FRP | 904.46 1005.23 | 1909.69
Bonds
Against 75% working | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
capital loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission to

direct t
Discoms to seek additional subsidy reg
purchases made in market far excee
quantum permitted by the Commission
other sources from GoAP, since they did not se
prior approval of the Commission for purchasi
additional quantum, procedure to be adopted
real and transparent competitive biddi

ding t

round to scrupulously adhere to regulato
requirements of the Commission for p
power and additional power.

rchasir

he

uired for

he

and from

ek
18

for

:

on tariff. The powers-that-be should be brought

and cap

18

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11.

Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms tg the tu

of Rs.660 crore under true-up is not permissible.

reject t]
have

We request the Hon’ble Commission to
claim for carrying cost. The Discoms
submit their true-up claims in time|and tl
consumers should not be' penalised for del
caused by the Discoms in submitting the same.

he

he
to
he

Ay

For the reasons beyond the control of the
DISCOMs, the True-Up claims have been
submitted with a delay and carrying cost also |.
has been claimed. The Hon’ble Commission is
requested to condone the delay and approve
the True-Up claim including carrying costs.

12.

We request the Hon’ble Commission to provi
us an opportunity to make further submissions
person during the public hearing after receivil
responses of the Discoms to our abov
mentioned submissions and studying ai
analysing the same.

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

Co

Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

Yours faithfully,

Chief Ge‘ﬂ%& anager
i APSPDCL

py submitted to the Secretary, APERC| 11-4-660, 4% Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,
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- Enclosure _
AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for [FY 2017-2018
instalted Use ay s Energy Total FC (s FCpaid due | PerUnitCost
Year Sowrce Plant (= 1 ene}gy(MU) energy (MU) Purchased @) to Back down |of Backdown Rs
{(Mw) i {mu) {RsCr) per unit
(a} {b) (2] (d) {e) (U] [{4) h) (i} @=tn=10
AP GENCO -Tt J {
Dr.NYIPS Stage- . |
Dr.NTTPS Stage-1i 1260.00 .91 247.04 6158.87 {. 558.62 37.80 0.85
Dr.NTTPS Stage-lll sﬁos
Dr.NTIPS Stage - IV 500.00 2659.72 182.71 2472.01 387.17 27.32 146
w17y |KEPPStage 420.00 2590.91 44759 2143.32 242.98 41.97 094
[RTPP Stage-n Themal| 420,00 2755.84 466.70 2289.14 370.93 62.82 135
{RTPP Stage-tll 210.00 1102.38 170.96 93142 227.22 35.24 206
RTPP Stage-IV. 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
[Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00
FCA for 2016-17 0.00 '0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total AP GENCO-Thermal 3410.00 15714.76 172001 13994.75 1783.10 205.15 119
Total TSGENCO -Th ] Thermal| 228250 149289 0.00 1492 89 199.63 0.00
APPDCL {Krishnag ) -Thermal ]
w17-18 [SD5TPSH Thermal| 00,00 50649 142354 4482.95 1403.90 338.36
SDSTPS-11 i}
Total APPDCL {Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1600.00 5906.49 112354 4332.95 1403.90 33336 238
CGS - Thermal ]
201718 NTPC {SR) Ramagundam St.I&! 274.23 2109.43 354.11 1755.32 12411 20.83 0.59
INTPC {SR) Simadri Stage 1, Thermal| 46110 3180.58 495.69 2684.89 23297 69.04 1.39
NTPC (SR) Simadi Stage 2 188,64 143591 42126 1014.66 203.06 59.57 141
NTPC {SR) Talcheru St.ll 175.32 1300.11 90 1195.21 81.28 6.56 0.63
NTPC {SR) ndam St.All Tt 1| 6892 55813 2315 473.97 3143 474 0.56
NTECL Valluru Therms! Power 87.93 568.11 37.83 480.28 11104 1717 1.95
NIC-Stage- 1 Ugnite 47.50 316.04 112.98 213.06 2118 7.38 065
NIC-Stage- 1l 85.87 639.84 216.83 423.01 35.93 12.17 0.56
NPC (MAPS) 18.39 104.96 .00 10096 |t part 0.00
INPC (Kalga Unit-1,1l & Ni) Atomic | 11622 915.84 X 915.84 0.00
2017-18 Tariff
[NPC KUNDANKULAM (atrear Bill) ] 0.00
[NLC Tamiinadu Power Ltd Stage.1 12335 £13.50 230.01 603.48 143.80 39.68 173
NTPC Kudgi Stage-1 {New Thermal Station) 143.04 654.66 350.20 274.36 71.30 41.42 1.09
Aravall Power Company Limited (IG5TPS}
(Arrear Bil) Thermal i 50.16 0.00
! Single Part
Bundled Powerunder SINNSM Ph- 1 & PRI} * 533.18 2655242 p-o3 263239 Tartff 0.00 000
[Total CGS - Thermal 2330.59 15159.53 2483.10 1277143 131626 27856 112
[P - Thermal (Hinduja, SER & KSK) y [
[Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd{HNPCL) 1040.00 4182.25 £58.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
01713 {thermal ch Corporation India | Thermal | 23055 187647 106.02 175045 309.84 20.51 165
KSK Mahanadi Power Co.utd., 400.00 2108.58 22843 1580.14 260.93 28.27 1.24
Total P - Thermal {
( SEnL 2 X5K) 167055 815729 1£3m 6914.38 570.83 »o8 038
GENCO-Hydel : )
Srisatlam -RBPH Hydel 770.00 553.92 0.00 558.92 168.89 0.00
" |nsrces 90.00 5554 0.00 56.54 17.74 0.00
Upper Sileru 240.00 47167 .00 47167 55.84 0.00
Lower Sileru 460.00 1037.39 b.00 1087.39 107.03 0.00
Donkarayl 25.00 11837 .00 11817 5.82 0.00
P hobil 20.00 368 p.00 3.68 10.44 0.00
Hydel
Mini Hydel {Chettipeta) 1.00 Z25 0.00 225 0.77 0.00
R i Wind Mills 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00
21738 |NSTPDCPH 50.00 30.07 0.00 30.07 2.11 0.00
Machkund 84.00 233.83 b.00 233.83 25.35 0.00
[T8 Dam 57.60 70.24 b.00 70.84 17.38 0.00
NSTPHES 1617 & 18-19 2164 0.00 21.64 29.95 0.00
onp Bonds 0.00 0.oo .00 0.00 634,11 Q.00
Income Tax for FY 16-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Suppl Calims for 1PB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 0.00 b.00 0.00 4759 0.00
[Total GENCO-Hydel 1797.60 2655.01 b.00 2655.01 1196.09 0.00
|er-Gas (GGep, Gas wPs & APGPCY) ]
Godavarl Gas Power Plant :
(Now Own Source p — 216.00 1057.69 26.57 1030.25 223 053 020
718 |spectsum Power 205.00 561.05 .65 56040 5.00 0.01 0.15
|LANCO Kondapalli Gas 36192 645.08 .04 645.05 64.30 0.00 100
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 5344 0.00 53.44 317 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-] 9.33 33.69 0.00 33.69 411 0.00
APGPCL-Stage -1l 24.96 11332 0.00 u3.32 7.38 0.00
Total PP- GAS (GGPP, GAS WPS & APGPCL) 23541 246827 27.26 243514 105.18 a.55 020
NRE- Solar solar 4555,00 1 0.00 0.00 0.00
P |?|TE-wmd wind 3931.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
NRE-Others bio-mass!  579.10 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
Others (Induding Swapping) { 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Others (Including Swapping} 9065.10 0.08 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grand Total 293075 | 5165023 6912.34 4474755 6590.00 S7L70 1.26
{
!
!
] .
|
1
1

e
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=% SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
It 19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)

From To

The Chief General Manager, Sri A.Punna Rao,

RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A, 59-2-1, 1%t Lane,

Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram, . " Ashok Nagar,

Tirupati — 517501. . Governorpet, Vijayawada-10

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.True-up /D.No. 20 /19 dt 4 -10-2019

Sir,
Sub:- APSPDQLITPT RAq ; *R_eplles to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2017-18

- Furnished - Regarding
Ref:- Party ] Objectlon received dt.06-019-2019

%k

In response to the ‘objection received vide|reference cited, the replies to the objections on
True-up fi f lings for FY 2017-1 8 are as follows :

Para No /Brief Issue Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their true-up
applications separately. However, a common | It is to inform that, in view of the uniform
application is filed by both the Discoms for tﬁe nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
year 2017-18, claiming revenue true-up of Rs. 20 independent of the service area of the
crore and expense true-up of Rs. 2576 crore, w1th distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
a carrying cost of Rs.660 crore at an interest rate proposing to impose the burden of per unit
of 12% considering FY 2019-20 as the year 1of True-Up also on uniform basis across the
approval. While the revenue true-up of Rs.596 | State.
crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its totjal
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, mcludn;ng Further Power Purchase cost which
a carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCL constitutes around 80% of the entire
has shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 crore, | expenditure of Distribution business is being
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore. | inciurred centrally to optimize the
Whatever be the true-up amounts that tl)le pracurement cost and reduce the transaction
Hon'ble Commission is going to permit, its impact costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power

on consumers should be confined to the | purchase cost variation is major element and
respective true-up amounts of the Disco I;n so [the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
concerned. It should not be an average for the | levy of per unit True-up across the State. i
entire State. The benefit of true down for P
EPDCL should accrue to its consumers and the
same should not be adjusted for true up %of
SPDCL.
2. While the Hon’ble Commission approved a total Whenever there is a short supply of power
power purchase of 56,584 mu for the year 2017- | from the plants which are governed by PPAs2
18, the actual purchases claimed by the Discoms | Two part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &
are 55,761 mu only, i.e, there is alesser purchase Energy Charge), owing to the issues of Plapt
of power by 822 mu. Despite that, against tot:al availability (either due to outage or due to
power purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore approved shartage of supply) capacity charges payable

i
1
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Para No /Brief Issue [

Response

by the Commission, the Discoms incurred;an
expenditure of Rs.25,806 crore for power
purchase, ie., higher by Rs.2,576 crore. They
have shown additional payment of Rs.1,928 cry

re
towards fixed cost and Rs.553 crorg towards
variable cost. The Discoms have claimed that
supply of power is lesser vis a Vis ene}gy
despatch approved by the Commissipn for th

year 2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDC by54i75
mu from TS Genco, by 499 mu from AP Ge1“3co
hydel, by 528 mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from
IPPs and others. Did the Discoms ¢laim and
collect liquidated damages from the power
stations concerned for lesser supply ofpowelﬂ’ as
per the terms and conditions in their respective

PPAs, wherever applicable? While ther

supply of power to the tune of 712 mu

e is lesl.;ser
from KSK

Mahanadi, under 600 MW DBFOO, there is “no
supply at all against 1090 mu approved by the

Commission. The Discoms have not exy
reasons for shortfall in generation and

power.

lained the
suppl}‘y of

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 made
accordingly.

. While supply of power from TS Genco i
5475 mu, additional purchase from Al
3410 mu only. Obviously, it is much 1
what AP Genco should have suppli
Discoms. On earlier occasions, the

s lesser|by
P Gencao is
esser than
ed to TS

Discoms

claimed that they were purchasing povfler

additionally from AP Genco, i.e,, the sl
Discoms in the power stations of AP Ge
while claiming that they have purchase
from the market against 196 mu permit
.Commission, the Discoms have failed
as to why they could not purchase the §
Discoms from the stations of AP Genco
“regulation of power from TSGENCO s
AP Discoms from 11th June 2017

Following that “regulation,” supply of p
stations of AP Genco also was “regula
Discoms, and, as such, additional pov

extent it was regulated must have been availat

from AP Genco to be purchased by AP
the same time, the Discoms have cla

they have purchased 1889 mu additionally from

gas-based IPPs against 346 mu (from
approved by the Commission. While
failed to supply the approved quantum
the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu
560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu fr

hare of TS
xnco. Even
13040 mu
ited by the
to expl} in
hare hoS
followmg
tatlonsil to
onwa'rc!s.”
Jwerfrc?m
ted” to ;TS
ver to the
le
iscoms;At
imed that

Reliance)

Reliance
of pow}{er,
from G !K,
bm Lanco,

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from-11th June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of TS
in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed.capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates on a transparent process of
competitive bidding platform.

Another 1200 MU of energy has been
procured through banking mechanism

T
{

|
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® " Para No /BriefIssue - { %; : Response

without any approval of the Commission. 'I’Pe (SWAP) with power utilities of other states on
Discoms have claimed that they have purchas returnable basis.

2820 mu from the market at a total cost of Rs. 7142
crore. However, the Discoms have failed to give | The weighted average rate of procurement of
details pertaining to the kind of procedure they power from the exchange is lesser than the
followed for purchasing 2820 mu- from the | approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.
market, from which projects, per unit cost and '
quantum of powerfrom different sources. It
needs to be clarified by the Discoms whether
additional purchases on such a higher scale were
made by them without seeking prior consent;of
the Hon'’ble - Commissign, -both in terms jof
quantum and cap for tariffs to be paid, and the
procedure to be adopted for: such purchases to
ensure competitive tariffs: Since the Discoms had
not sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional povxﬁer
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and the
procedure to be adopted for competitive biddghg
for such purchases, it reflects “executive
arrogance” of the powers-that-be who handled
such purchases from Vidyuth Soudha. It 1st a
negation of the directions given periodically by
the Hon'ble Commission on additional power
purchases to be made by the Discoms and reflects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that thley
need not seek prior permission of the
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Commlssmn
would or should give its consent to such
purchases as and when they seek. [

. The Discoms have maintained that they have [ Thermal Generating stations located in
incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore against | Telangana State are older units when
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. While | compared to the stations located in Andhra
the fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Gexfco Pradesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost of
was lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crore | generating stations in TS at lower side when
approved by the Commission, the additional ﬁxed compared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
cost paid to thermal stations of AP Genco wﬁe\s regson behind payment of higher fixed costs
higher by Rs.822 crore against Rs.965 crore | by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power
approved by the Commission. In other words, for | came into force between AP & TS.
not purchasing 5475 mu from TS Genco, tﬁ\e
Discoms have not paid Rs.668 crore towards During certain instances in the grid
fixed cost, whereas for purchasing 3410 mu | operations, Thermal Power Stations are
additionally from AP Genco (including APPDCL ,), | backed down to accommodate Renewable
the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 crore | Energy sources which have been conferred
additionally. It confirms that compared to “Must Run” status. During the period of
quantum of power not purchased from TS Genco backing down, the thermal generating stations
and the quantum of power purchased have to be compensated for fixed cost

3
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

additionally from AP Genco, on an ayerage

the

Discoms have paid higher fixed charges per unit
to AP Genco. The reasons for the sameneed to be
explained by the Discoms to examing whether

such higher payments are justified or

not. That

apart, fixed cost being fixed in nature, it cannot

increase for purchase of the quantum

of po ver

approved by the Commission. Therefore, the
ked down

moot point is whether the Discoms bac
capacities of the stations of AP Gencg
fixed charges therefor. If so, what

and p%ld

were “ he

and fixed charges paid therefor to AP Genco and

quantum of power backed down by thF Discoms

other thermal stations, if any?

ii

payment, if they confirm the availability, as
per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paid to AP Genco stations for the above period
are furnished in the enclosure.

"conventional energy to the tune of

The Discoms have shown that they could not sell
a surplus of 1540 mu. At the same time, they have

purchased 2625 mu more than
approved by the Commission from

hat was
e market.

What are the reasons for the same? Did Lhe

Discoms back down thermal power i
purchase high cost and must-y

orderlg to
run non-
9788

against 10316 mu approved by the Commlssmn,

exceeding their obligations under RPP(

fixed charges therefor? If so, what are

per unit of NCE purchased and per u
power from the thermal stations back
station-wise and unit-wise?

D, and pay
s the co;ists
nit cost; of
zed down,

|

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.

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. Per
Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed down
are furnished in the enclosure.

The Discoms have claimed that. following fixed

costs determined by the Commission for SDSTPS

stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they h

ave to ﬁay

Rs.946.66 crore additionally to the project. WHen

the Commission fixed an interim tariff
per unit, with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 pe

of Rs.3/63
r unit, a{nd

when actual energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was

witha PLF of 56.72% only, and when th|

o
e Dlscoms

paid Rs.457.26 crore @ Rs.1.02 per unit for the

year 2017-18, the fixed costs determin
Commission for the station on 2.3.201

ed by the
9 cannuot

and should not, be applied with retrospectip./e.

Therefore, we request the Hon'’ble Co

mmission

ps !
not to approve payment of additional sumjof

Rs.946.66 the Discoms have claimed to
to the said station under true-up. When|

have paid
fixed cost

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

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

|




® Para No /Brief Issue

" Response

was approved by the Commission for avallab ility
at 80% PLF and when the station could achleve
56.72% PLF only, liquidated damages should be
collected from SDSTPS-1 for generation jand
supply of power below threshold level. -

. The Discoms have claimed that while | the
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit as} the
average variable cost for the year 2017-18, they
have paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have{not
explained the reasons for paying higher variable
costs. The justification or otherwise for paying
higher variable costs needs to be'examined. ]‘

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
Table 15 of the petition.

The increase in variable cost is due to increase
in Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
levied by the Coal / Gas companies and
increased freight charges leveled by Railways
nd other transportation agencies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs pald
by them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs. TIOB
crore approved by the Commission. They have
not explained what those other costs are and Why

. .a sum._of Bs.553. crore._was.paid. by them. The
justification and permissibility for paying such a

huge amount for unexplained other costs need to

be examined.

a
Qther Costs include expenditures incurred on
account of Additional Interest on pension
bonds, incentives paid if any and actual
ppyment of Income Tax. These are the prudent
expenditures made by the DISCOMs and
submitted for admission in to the True-Up

. 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 2017-18 under UDAY and deduct lthe
same from their true-up claims. In the sub ect
petition, the Discoms have not given the details of
taking over of their debt by GoAP under UDA?.

|
|
|

Ass per Clause 1.29a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
tg take over 75% of working capital term loan of
R5.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
R5.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOM s outstanding
as on 30" September, 2015. Accordingly GoAP
issued G.0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure &
Investment (Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-
2016.

Outstanding loans as on
30-09-2015
Capex Loans 3712.49
Working capital Loans 8461.76
FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15
Total 14720.40
Out of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40

Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded
approval for takeover of 75% of working loans
(Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of FRP bonds
(Ris.2546.15 Crs.). X

EPDCL SPDCL .| Total

gainst 100% FRP | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
onds
gainst 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
orking capital loan
btal 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
5 on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
ow:

Plels »lo >

g
e,

IEPDCL ISPDCL lTotaI
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Response
Against 100% FRP | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
Bonds :
Against 75% working | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
capital loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission to

direct t]ile
Discoms to seek additional subsidy required for

purchases made in market far exceeding the

quantum permitted by the Commission and fro}
other sources from GoAP, since they did not seek

prior approval of the Commission for purchasmg

additional quantum, procedure to be adopted fbr

real and transparent competitive bidding and cap

on tariff. The powers-that-be should be brought
round to scrupulously adhere to r=gulatory
requirements of the Commission for purchasmg
power and additional power.

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon'ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11.

We request the Hon’ble Commission to

Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms tq the tune
of Rs.660 crore under true-up is not per m1s51ble

reject
claim for carrying cost. The Discoms haveﬂEo
submit their true-up claims in time|and tﬁe
consumers should not be penalised for deléf.y
caused by the Discoms in submitting the same. |

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

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission tg provide

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

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APERC
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

Yours faithfully,

Chief Ge)éf%iﬁnager

RAG :+-APSPDCL

11-4-660, 4% Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,




iEnclosure
APDISCOMSBaek}Dowanxed Cost for FY 2017-2018
stalled . Energy FCpaiddue | Per Unit Cost
Year Source Plant | Capacity A"’“h‘::” em Purchased T"b'c;c‘"’ o Back down Jof Backdown Rs
(M) EY {my) | (Rs ) per unit
() {b) () (! (&) (1] 4] th) (i} @) ={/(f)y*10
AP GENCO -Thermal l
Df.NTIPS Stage-1 |
Dr.NTIPS Stage-li 1260.00 6605.91 447.04 6158.87 558.62 37.80 0.5
Dr.NTIPS Stage-1it '
Dr.NTIPS Stage -1V 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 387.17 2732 146
21718 |rRtPP Stage-1 420,00 2550.91] 44753 2143.31 242.58 4197 094
|RTPP Stagent Thermal|  a20.00° 2755.84] 466.70 2289.14 370,93 62.82 1.35
RYPP Stage-1il 210.00' 1102.38 170.96 93142 2772 35.24 206
RIPP Stage-IV 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00
FCA for 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total AP GENCO-Thermal 3210.00 15714.76 1720.01 13954.75 1783.10 20515 119
Total TSGENCO -Thermal Thermal | 228250 149289 0.00 1492.89 199.63 0.00
APPOCL {Krishnapatnam) -Thermal {
. SDSTPS- Thermal
201718 oSS 1600.00 590649 1423.54 4482.95 1403.90 338.36
Yotal APPDCL (Krish ) -Thermal 1600.00 5906.49 142354 4432.95 1403.90 338.36 238
OGS - Thermal
o172 |NTPC(SR) Ra ndam St.I&I 274.23 ||| 210943 35411 1755.32 12411 20.83 059
[NTPC {SR) Simadti Stage 1 Thermal] 45110 || 318058 | |- ass.e9 2684.89 422.97 69.04 139
INI'PCISR)SImddS‘lBgSL .- -o- > |- -1ms64 j] 143591 42126 1014.66 203.06 59.57 4
|NTPC {SR) Talcheru st.u 175.32 1300.11, 104.950 19521 81.28 6.56 0.63
INTPC (SR) dam St.1 Thermal| 6892 i|] 55813 8415 473.97 31.43 474 0.56
NTECL Vallury Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 480.28 111.04 17.17 195
NIC-Stage- | Ugnite |—37:60 326.04 11238 213.06 2118 7.38 0.65
NIC-Stage- II 86.87 639.88 216.83 423.01 35.93 1217 0.56
NPC (MAPS) 1839 ‘104.96 0.00 10496 | gle part 0.00
21713 |mPc (Katga unit-1,1n & Atomic | 11622 915.84 0.00 915.84 Foriff 0.00
{NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) 0.00
NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd 12315 333.50 230.01 603.48 143.50 39.68 173
NTPC Kudgi Stage-1 (New Thermal Station) 143.04 654.66 380.30 27436 7130 4142 1.09
| Aravali Power Company Limited {1657PS) i
|(Arrear it Thermal 50.16 0.00
Single Part
Bundlad Power unider INNSM Ph- & Ph-1 218 | 2242 0.03 W23 N i 0.0 000
[Total CGS - Thermal 2330.59 15258.53 248818 1277143 1316.26 278.56 112
[ 2 -Thennal (indufs, SEx = k)
Hinduja National Power N 2040.00 £182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
7 P h Corporationindia__ | Thermal] 23035 137647 126.02 175045 309.84 2081 1.65
KSK Mahanadi Power Co.ltd., 400.00 2108.58 22843 18%0.14 260.99 2827 124
Total P - Thermal
(sindufa, SE. & x5K) 167055 2165729 125343 651438 570.83 »os 038
GENCO-Hydel
Srisallam-RBPH Hydel 770.00 55392 0.00 558.92 168.89 0.00
NSRCPH 90.00 5654 0.00 56.54 17.74 0.00
Uppersileru 240.00 47167 0.00 47167 55.84 0.00
LowerSileru 450.00 i 1087.39 0.00 1087.39 107.03 0.00
Donkarayl 25.00 | 11317 0.00 1817 5.82 0.00
|Pennaahobilam Hydel 2000 || 368 0.00 3.68 1044 0.00
Minl Hydel {Chettipeta) 100 | 225 0.00 225 .77 0.00
Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 | a0o 0.00 0.00 0.00
217-18 INSTPDCPH 5000 || 3007 0.00 30.07 2211 0.00
Machkund 84.00 || 233.33 0.00 233.83 25.35 0.00
TB Dam 57.60 7084 0.00 7084 17.38 0.00
NSTPHES 15-17 & 18-19 2164 0.00 2064 29.96 0.00
Interest on Pension Bonds 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 684,11 0.00
|mcome Tax for Fy 16-17 0.00 4__0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Suppl Calims for 1PB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 | o000 0.00 0.00 47.59 0.00
|Total GENCO-Hydel 179760 | | 265501 0.08 2655.01 1196.09 0.00
IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) |
|Godavar Gas Power Plant !
Now Own Source p v GVKkd) 216.00 1052.69 2657 1030.25 n23 053 0.20
x17.3g [SPectrum Power 205.00 56105 0.65 56040 5.00 0.00 0.15
LANCO Kondapallf Gas 36L92 645.08 0.04 645.05 64.30 0.00 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 || 53.44 0.00 53.44 317 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-1 933 1l 33.69 0.00 33.69 411 0.00
APGPCL-Stage 11 24.96 i 113.32 0.00 113.32 7.38 0.00
Total 10P- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPC1) 83841 2464827 27.26 243614 105.19 055 020
NRE- Solar Solar 4555.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
d17-2s |NRE- Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NRE- Others blo 575.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Others (Including Swapping) 0.00 0,00 0.00
[Total Others (incuding Swapping) 8065.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grand Total 2990.75 | 5166023 6912.38 A4787.55 6590.00 87170 126
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SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIE}UTIO
19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Sriniva

WO

COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
apuram, Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)

[

From
The Chief General Manager, !
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srinivasapuram,
Tirupati — 517501.

To

Sri M.Venugopala Rao,

Senior Journalist and

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

Sri Sai Darsan Residency,

Balkampet Road, Ameerpet,
Hyderabad-16

True-up /D.No. {59 /19 dt. © -10-2019

Lr No. C GM/RA Q/SPD CL(T PT/RAC/F.

§

Sir, .

Sub APSPDCL/T PT RAC Replles to the objections on True-up filings for FY 2017-18

- Furnished - Regarding. ,

Ref:- Party ] Objectlon received dt. 06

ke

T

In re"sp'ohse'to the 5bjection received vid
True-up filings for FY 2017-18 are as follows :

2 reference cited, the replies to the objections on

09-2019

Para No /Brief Issue

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,  being independent
entities “Shéuid have” Sibnittted their true. up
applications separately. However, a comnion
application is filed by both the Discoms for ,ihe
year 2017-18, claiming revenue true-up of Rs%ZO
crore and expense true-up of Rs. 2576 crore, with
a cairying cost of Rs.660 crore-at'an interest rate
of 12% considering FY 2019-20 as the year[of
approval. While the revenue true-up of Rs. 5?6
crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its total
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, 1nclud1ng
a carrying cost of Rs.88. crore. Whereas, SPDCL
has shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 crore,
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 croﬁ'e
Whatever be the true-up amounts that the
Hon’ble Commission is going to permit, its 1mpa{r{ct
on consumers should be confined to tq'xe
respective true-up amounts of the Disco
concerned. It should not be an average for t{n
entire State. The benefit of true down for
EPDCL should accrue to its consumers and the
same should not be adjusted for true up 9f

SPDCL

It|is to inform that, in view of the uniform
ngdture of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
independent of the service area of the
distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
proposing to impose the burden of per unit
True-Up also on uniform basis across the
State.

Further Power Purchase cost which
constitutes around 80% of the entire
expenditure of Distribution business is being
incurred centrally to optimize the
procurement cost and reduce the transaction
costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power
purchase cost variation is major element and
so [the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
of per unit True-up across the State.

/Z.Tg‘aWhlle“ﬁhé}Ion ble Commlssmn approved a total
o power purcha\“hof 56,584 mu for the year 201{ -
18, the actual(p rchases claimed by the Dlscoms

Wheenever there is a short supply of power
from the plants which are governed by PPAs g
Two part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &

o {071 209

[s)
%, 200¢
\Q Hyda ra‘?’?‘ei/?/
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

are 55,761 mu only, i.e,, there is alesser purchase
of power by 822 mu. Despite that, against total
power purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crorg approvied
by| the Commission, the Discoms incurred |an
exLendlture of Rs.25,806 crore for power
purchase, ie., higher by Rs.2,576 crare. They
hae shown additional payment of Rs.1,928 crore
towards fixed cost and Rs.553 crore towa{‘ "ds
variable cost. The Discoms have claimed that
supply of power is lesser vis a vis ene1 gy
despatch approved by the Commission for the
year 2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by 5475
mu from TS Genco, by 499 mu from AP Gerllco
hydel, by 528 mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu frbm
IPPs and others. Did the Discoms claim and
collect liquidated damages from the po ver
stations concerned for lesser supply of power, as
per the terms and conditions in their 1
P As, wherever applicable? While there is lesr;ser
supply of power to the tune of 712 my from KSK
Mahanadi, under 600 MW DBFOO, there is'no
supply at all against 1090 mu approved by & %:he
Commission. The Discoms have not explained }

reasons for shortfall'in generation and supply of
power. |

respective.

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 made
accordingly.

. While supply of power from TS Genco is lesserl by
5475 mu, additional purchase from AP Genco is
3410 mu only. Obviously, it is much lesser than
what AP Genco should have supplied to J{TS
Discoms. On earlier occasions, the Discoms
claimed that they were purchasing pov ver
additionally from AP Genco, i.e, the share of(TS
Discoms in the power stations of AP Genco. EEn

while claiming that they have purchased 3040
from the market against 196 mu permitted by
Commission, the Discoms have failed|to explaln

as to why they could not purchase the share oi; TS

Discoms from the stations of AP Genco following
“regulation of power from TSGENCO tations to
AP Discoms from 11th June 2017 onwarbs

Following that “regulation,” supply of power from
stations of AP Genco also was “regulated” to%TS
Discoms, and, as such, additional power to the
extent it was regulated must have been available
from AP Genco to be purchased by AP iscoms! LAt
the same time, the Discoms have claimed that
they have purchased 1889 mu additignally from

gas-based IPPs against 346 mu (fro
approved by the Commission. Whil

Rehance)
Reliahce

L e Edee amels Lot Tu e POAlS el

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/ |
supply of power between the entltles of AP &
TS from.11% June 2017; -onwards, APDISCOMs
have been sprocuring entire .generation of
APGENCO plants Since percentage share of TS
in. the. PPAs is-morethan that.of AP to the
extent of 8%.and. installed. capacxty -based on
geographlcal locatlon 1s more in'AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco

~plants™was more " than’ thdt “of the" quantum

available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates on a transparent process- !of

|
|

competitive bidding platform.
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Para No /Brief Issue 1

Response

failed to supply the approved quantum of power,
the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu from G‘}IK’
560 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu from Lanco
without any approval of the Commission. The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchasﬂed
2820 mu from the market at a total cost of Rs.742
crore. However, the Discoms have failed to glve
details pertaining to the kind of procedure th'ey
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from the
market, from which projects, per unit cost and
quantum of powerfrom different sources. 5! It
needs to be clarified by the Discoms whether
additional purchases on such a higher scale were
made by them without seeking prior consent; lof
the Hon’ble Commission, both in terms of
quantum and cap for tariffs to be paid, and the
procedure to be adopted for such purchases jto
ensure competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had
not sought and got permission of the Hon’ble
Commission for purchasing additional power
from the market, maximum cap of tariff and the
procedure to be adopted for competitive bidding
for such purchases, it reflects “executive
arrogance” of the powers-that-be who handled
such purchases from Vidyuth Soudha. It is’{la
negation of the directions given periodically by
the Hon'ble Commission on additional power
purchases to be made by the Discoms and reﬂects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of the
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements and
questionable approach that the Commlssﬂn
would or should give its consent to such
purchases as and when they seek. |

~
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other 1200 MU of energy has been
scured through banking mechanism
VAP) with power utilities of other states on
urnable basis.

e weighted average rate of procurement of
wer from the exchange is lesser than the
broved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

. The Discoms have maintained that they haVe
incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore again st
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. Wh1 e
the fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Genco
was lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 cro }e
approved by the Commission, the additional fixe d
cost paid to thermal stations of AP Genco was
higher by Rs.822 crore against Rs.965 cro e
approved by the Commission. In other words, for
not purchasing 5475 mu from TS Genco, ﬂje
Discoms have not paid Rs.668 crore towards
fixed cost, whereas for purchasing 3410
additionally from AP Genco (including APPDCID
the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 crore

Thermal Generating stations located
Tel;

in
angana State are older units when |-

compared to the stations located in Andhra
Pratiesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost of

ge
co
rea

by AP DISCOMs when “Regulation” of power
came into force between AP & TS.

During certain
operations,
backed down to accommodate Renewable

erating stations in TS at lower side when
pared to its counterparts in AP. This is the
son behind payment of higher fixed costs

instances in the  grid
Thermal Power Stations are

|
|
|
|
!

Energy sources which have been conferred
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Response

additionally. It confirms that compared to the

quantum of power not purchased from
and the quantum

TS Genco

of power purchased

additionally from AP Genco, on an average t%he
Discoms have paid higher fixed charges per umt
to AP Genco. The reasons for the same need toje

explained by the Discoms to examine
such higher payments are justified or
apart, fixed cost being fixed in nature,
increase for purchase of the quantum
approved by the Commission. Therg

Whetlfer
not. T “at
it cannot
of pow{'fer
fore,

e
moot point is whether the Discoms backed doj'}vln

capacities of the stations of AP Genco
fixed charges therefor. If so, what

were

and petifid
e

quantum of power backed down by the Discoms

and fixed charges paid therefor to AP G
-other thermal stations, if any7

enco at?d
|

“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.

The quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paid to AP Genco stations for the above period
are furnished in the enclosure.

a surplus of 1540 mu. At the same time,

d not sell
they have

purchased 2625 mu more than what w;as

approved by the Commission from the
What are the reasons for the same?
Discoms back down thermal power in
purchase high
conventional energy to the tune of

3 markpt.
Did tﬂge
order to

cost and must-run non-

H788 mu

against 10316 mu approved by the Cornmlssu;n,

exceeding their obligations under RPPC
fixed charges therefor? If so, what are
per unit of NCE purchased and per un
power from the thermal stations back
station-wise and unit-wise?

, and p y
the costs
it cost Rf
ed down,

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.

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. Per
Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed down
are furnished in the enclosure.

. The Discoms have claimed that follow

costs determined by the Commission for SDSTPS

stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they hz

Rs.946.66 crore additionally to the project. Wh
the Commission fixed an interim tariff of Rs.3.63

per unit, with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per

|
F
|
|
|

ing fix

ve to pa
en

D=

unit, and

when actual energy availed from SDSTPS-1 w;r%ls
with a PLF of 56.72% only, and when the Discoms

paid Rs.457.26 crore @ Rs.1.02 per un
year 2017-18, the fixed costs determin
Commission for the station on 2.3.201

it for the
ed by tlﬁle
O cannot,

and should not, be applied with retrospecti {;e.
Therefore, we request the Hon’ble Commission

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

The matter of not allowing the fixed cost
payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is
within the purview of the Hon'ble APERC.

|

f
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

not to approve payment of additional sum| of
Rs.946.66 the Discoms have claimed to have paid
to the said station under true-up. When fixed c]ost
was approved by the Commission for avallablilty
at 80% PLF and when the station could achlelve
56.72% PLF only, liquidated damages shouldj be
collected from SDSTPS-1 for generation and
supply of power below threshold level.

. The Discoms have claimed that while 1;he

Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit as the
average variable cost for the year 2017-18, they
have paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have ﬁot
explained the reasons for paying higher varlable
costs. The justification or otherwise for paylng
higher variable costs needs to be examined.

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
Taple 15 of the petition.

T
in

levied by the

ing
an

e increase in variable cost is due to increase
Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
Coal / Gas companies and
reased freight charges leveled by Railways
d other transportation agencies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs pzild

by them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs. 408
crore approved by the Commission. They have
not explained what those other costs are and why
a sum of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. The
justification and permissibility for paying sucl‘l a
huge amount for unexplained other costs need to

fto
be examined. }{

ot

ace

boi
paj

1er Costs include expenditures incurred on
ount of Additional Interest on pension
nds, incentives paid if any and actual
rment of Income Tax. These are the prudent

expenditures made by the DISCOMs and
submitted for admission in to the True-Up

. We request the Hon’ble Commission

?co
determine the amounts taken over or to be taken
over by GoAP from the debts of the Discoms for
the year 2017-18 under UDAY and deduct the

same. from their true-up claims. In the subject

petition, the Discoms have not given the details of
taking over of their debt by GoAP under UDAY. |

As

per Clause 1.29a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed

to take over 75% of working capital term loan of

Rs.
Rs.

B461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding

as on 30™ September, 2015. Accordingly GoAP
issued G.0.Ms.No.27, Energy Infrastructure &

Investment (Power-I) Department, dt.26-07-
2016.
Outstanding loans as on
30-09-2015

Capex Loans 3712.49

Warking capital Loans 8461.76

FRA Bonds Liability 2546.15

Total 14720.40

Out|of the total outstanding-loans of Rs.14720.40

Crs.

as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded

approval for takeover of 75% of working loans
(Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of FRP bonds

(Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
EPDCL SPDCL Total

AgaL;nst 100% FRP | 1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15

Bonds

Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32

working capital loan

Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

As on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below:

EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against 100% FRP | 904.46 1005.23 | 1909.69
Bonds
Against 75% working | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
capital loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission t
Discoms to seek additional subsidy required
purchases made in market far exc eding

directithe
for
[the

}

quantum permitted by the Commissio and ﬁ}om

other sources from GoAP, since they
prior approval of the Commission for
additional quantum, procedure to be
real and transparent competitive biddi
on tariff. The powers-that-be should |
round to scrupulously adhere to
requirements of the Commission for
power and additional power.

id not s[pek
purchasing
dopted for
ng and cap
he brotight
regulatory
purcha:%ing
|

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon'ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms

to the t;ime

of Rs.660 crore under true-up is not permissible.

We request the Hon’ble Commission t
claim for carrying cost. The Discon
submit their true-up claims in tim
consumers should not be penalised
caused by the Discoms in submitting t

p rejectithe
1s have to
e and |the
for delay
he same.

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

12. We request the Hon'ble Commission

us an opportunity to make further sub
person during the public hearing afte

to pro%lide
missio S in

r receiving
1

responses of the Discoms to our above-

mentioned submissions and studying

analysing the same.

ffcmd
f

Withiﬁ the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

Copy submitted to the Secretary, APER
Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

C, 11-4

Yours faithfully,

-660, 4t" Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,




Enclosure o
AP DlSCOMSBackDownil;Fb(edCostfor FY 2017-2018
tnstalted | 1 Energy FCpaiddue | PerUnitCost
Year Source Capacity '(:'a'hble Ewow':j Purchased T°h:;c {Rs ), 5 Back down | of Backdown Rs
(awy | STEYIMU) ferermy (MU} gy ! (Rs 1) per unit
(a) ) (d) i (e} 1] -(g) () (0]} M =0/(H*10
AP GENCO-Thermat i
Dr.NTTPS Stage-1 {
Dr.NTIPS Stage-Ii 1260.00 6605.91 447.08 6158.87 558.62 37.80 0.35
Dr.NTIPS Stage-1ll i
Dr.NTIPS Stage -IV 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 38717 27.32 146
atzag [FIPPStoged 420.00 2590.91 447.59 2143.31 242.98 4197 0.98
|rTPP Stage-1t TH 420.00 2755.84 466.70 2289.14 370.93 62.82 135
~  |RTPP Stage-ll 210.00 1102.28 120.96 93142 27.2 35.24 206
RYPP Stoge-IV 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00
FCA for2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total AP GENCO-Thermal 3410.00 1571476 1720.01 1359475 | 1788.10 20535 119
Total TSGENCO -Th ] T 2282.50 1492.89 0.00 1492.89 199.63 0.00
APPDCL {Krishnap ) -Thermal i
w1718 [SOSTPSH Thermall o000 | 490649 42354 | aas295 | 140390 33836
SDSTPS-It i
[70tal APPDCL {Krishna, )-Thermal 1600.00 5006.49 haz3sa 4282.95 1403.90 338.36 238
CGS-Thermal i
201738 |NTPC[SR) Ramagundam SLIEI 274.23 2109.43 354,11 1755.32 124.11 20.83 058
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 1 Thermal|  46L10 3180.58 495.69 2634.89 442.97 69.04 138
[NTPC {SR) Simadsi Stage 2 183.64 1435.91 42126 1014.66 203.06 59.57 141
NTPC (SR} Talcheru St.II 175.32 1300.11 104.90 1195.21 81.28 6.56 0.63
NTPC (SR) Ramnagundam St.1il Th 68.92 1558.13 84.15 473.97 3143 4.73 056
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 420.28 111.04 17.17 195
NLC-Stage- 1 - Lignite |—27:60 1326.04 11298 213.06 2118 7.38 0.65
NLC-Stage-1i - 86.87 '639.84 216.83 423.01 35.93 12.17 0.58
NPC (MAPS) 18.39 1104.96 0.00 104.96 single part 0.00
NPC (Kaiga Unit-L11 & 111) Atomic [ 11622 915.54 0.00 915.84 0.00
21718 - Toriff
|NPCKUNDANXULAM ( Bill) ] 0.00
[NLC Tomiinadu Power Ltd Stage.1 12315 '833.50 230.01 60348 143.80 39.68 173
NTPC Kudgl Stage-1 (New Theanal Station) 143.04 '654.66 390.30 274.36 7130 4142 108
Aravali Power Company Limited {IGSTPS)
f Bill) Thermal 50.16 0.00
Single Part
Bundled Power under JNNSM Ph- | & Ph-1i 599.18 W 0.03 265259 Tariff 0.00 o0
[Total CGS- Thermat 2330.58 15258.53 2488.10 1277143 1316.26 278.56 112
|Wp® - Thermal (Hinduja, SEX & XSK) il
[Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd{HNPCL) 1040.00 £182.25 o858 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
m71s |Thermal Powertech Corporation india___ | TH 23055 157647 126.02 175045 309.84 20.81 1.65
KXSX Mahanadi Power Co.td., 400.00 Z108.58 2843 188014 260.99 28.27 1.24
[Total PP - Thermal ]
(Hindola, SER & KSK) 167055 1s7.29 125343 31438 570.53 .08 0.9
GENCO-Hydel 1
Srisallam -RBPH Hydel 770.00 558.92 0.00 558.92 168.89 0,00
NSRCPH 90.00 156.54 0.00 56.54 17.74 0.00
Upper sileru 240,00 A7L67 0.00 47167 55.84 0.00
Lower Sileru 450.00 1067.39 0.00 1087.39 107.03 0.00
Donkarayl 25.00 118.17 0.00 1817 5.82 0.00
Pennzahobilam 20.00 3.68 0.00 3.68 10.44 0.00
Mini Hydel (Chettipeta) 1.00 2.25 0.00 225 077 0.00
|Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
m7-18 |NsTPDCPH 50.00 130.07 0.00 30.07 22.11 0.00
Machkund 84.00 233.83 0.00 233.83 25.35 0.00
v8 Dam 57.60 70.84 0.00 70.84 17.38 0.00
NSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 21.64 0.00 21.64 29.96 0.00
onF Bonds 0.00 '0.00 0.00 0.00 684.11 0.00
[Income Tax for FY 16-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 3.06 0.00
Suppl Calims for IPB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4753 0.00
[Total GENCO-Hydel 1797.60 2555.01 0.08 2655.01 1196.09 0.00
IPP- GAS {GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) il
Godavart Gas Power Plant |
{Now Own Source previously GVK-1) 216,00 1057.65 26.57 1030.25 023 053 020
7ag [SRECIUM Power 205.00 S61.05 0.65 56040 5.00 0.01 015
LANCO Kondapalll 36192 45.08 0.08 645.05 64.30 0.00 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 5348 0.00 53.44 3.17 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-l 9.33 33.69 0.00 33.69 411 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-ll 24.96 113.32 0.00 113.32 7.38 0.00
Total IPP- GAS {GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 33441 206827 27.26 2436.14 105.19 a.55 020
NRE- Solar Solar 4555.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- |NRE-Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NRE- Others bio 579.10 0.00 0.00 0.00
Others (Induding Swopping) 0.00 0.00 0.00
[Total Others (including Swapping) 906510 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grand Total 22990.75 51660.23 §912.34 A4742.55 6580.00 S7L.70 126
1

-
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S "E% SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P, LIMITED

19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam| Srihiv]

asapuram, Tirupati (www.apspdcl.in)

From

The Chief General Manager,
RAC, APSPDCL, 19-13-65/A,
Vidyut Nilayam, Srlmvasapuram, !
Tirupati — 517501. |

To

Sri B.Tulasidas,

S4- Devi Towers,
Sambamurty Road,
Vijayawada-03.

Lr No. CGM/RAC/SPDCL/TPT/RAC/F.Truetup /D.No. 24/19 dt. 6°/-10-2019

Sir, |

Sub:- APSPDCL/TPT - RAC — Rep ies to t

- Furnished - Regarding. %

Ref:- Party’s Objection received dt. 06 09-2019

L Kk

In response to the objection received v de reference cited, the replies to the objections on

True-up filings for FY 2017-18 are as follows |
i

he objections on True-up filings for FY 2017-18

Para No /Brief Issue ;

Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL, being independent
entities should have submitted their trﬁe-up
applications separately. However, a common
application is filed by both the Discoms for the
year 2017-18, claiming revenue true-up of Rs.20
crore and expense true-up of Rs. 2576 crore, with
a carrying cost of Rs.660 crore at an interest rate
of 12% considering FY 2019-20 as the year of
approval. While the revenue true-up of R% 596
crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its total
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crore, lnclu]dmg
a carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCL

has shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 c1rore
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crore.
Whatever be the true-up amounts that|the
Hon’ble Commission is going to permit, its impact
on consumers should be confined to |the
respective true-up amounts of the Discom
concerned. It should not be an average forjthe
entire State. The benefit of true down | for
EPDCL should accrue to its consumers and:the
same should not be adjusted for true up of
SPDCL. |

It is to inform that, in view of the uniform
nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
Independent of the service area of the
distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
proposing to impose the burden of per unit
True-Up also on uniform basis across the
State.

‘urther Power Purchase cost which
onstitutes around 80% of the entire
xpenditure of Distribution business is being
ncurred centrally to optimize the
rocurement cost and reduce the transaction
osts. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power
urchase cost variation is major element and
p the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
vy of per unit True-up across the State.

Vg QMg o o oy

[
Vap)

2. While the Hon’ble Commission approved a total

power purchase of 56,584 mu for the year 2 01117-
18, the actual purchases claimed by the Discoms

i

are 55,761 mu only, i.e,, there is a lesser purchase

!

of power by 822 mu. Despite that, against tqtal

Whenever there is a short supply of power
frpm the plants which are governed by PPAs &
Two part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &
Energy Charge), owing to the issues of Plant
availability (either due to outage or due to

power purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore approved

shiortage of supply) capacity charges payable

g
Lo
o

e
&,
e,

VA APT 2Ma
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Para No /Brief Issue

by the Commission, the Discoms incurred

expenditure of Rs.25,806 crore for power
purchase, i.e. higher by Rs.2,576 crore. They
have shown additional payment of Rs.1,928 crore
towards fixed cost and Rs.5b3 crore towadrds
have claimed that

is lesser vis a Vvis energy

variable cost. The Discoms
supply of power
despatch approved by the Commissi
mu from TS Genco, by 499 mu from

IPPs and others. Did the Discoms

per the terms and conditions in their

reasons for shortfall in generation an

year 2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by 5475
hydel, by 528 mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from

collect liquidated damages from the pawer
stations concerned for lesser supply of power as

PPAs, wherever applicable? While there is lgsser
supply of power to the tune of 712 mu from KSK
Mahanadi, under 600 MW DBFOO, there is no
supply at all against 1090 mu approved by the
Commission. The Discoms have not explained the

4«

Response

an

on for|the
AP Genco

claim |and

respective

d supply of

to
pll:oportionately as per the provisions of the

PPA.
!

M[;ain reason for deficiency in supply is less
a}}railability declaration by the concerned
G:irenerator owing to shortage of Coal and the
payment of capacity charges are made
‘a{écordingly. ' ' -

would Dbe reduced

such generators

|
|
:‘
| o
|
f
|
{

pOwWer.

3. While supply of power from TS Genco
3410 mu only. Obviously, it is much

Discoms. On earlier occasions,
claimed that they were

additionally from AP Genco, i.e, the

AP Discoms
Following that “regulation,” supply of

Discoms,
extent it was regulated must have be

from AP Genco to be purchased by AP
the same time, the

approved by

what AP Genco should have supplied to TS
the Discoms

purchasing power

stations of AP Genco also was “regulated’ to TS|
and, as such, additional power]

Discoms have claimed thatfj

they have purchased 1889 mu additionally from
gas-based IPPs against 346 mu (from Raliance)‘
the Commission. While Reliancéi

failed to supply the approved quantum of powet;
the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu from GVK{',

£60 mu from Spectrum and 645 mu from Lanco',

islesser by |}
5475 mu, additional purchase from AP Genco is

lesser than

share| of TS

Discoms in the power stations of AP Genco, Even |
while claiming that they have purchased 30 40 mu
from the market against 196 mu permitted by the
Commission, the Discoms have failed to -explain
as to why they could not purchase the sharg of TS
Discoms from the stations of AP Genco following
“regulation of power from TSGENCO statjons to
from 11th June 2017 onwards.”

power from/

to the i
en available|
Discoms. At

{
¢
|
|
&
!

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
'supply of power between the entities of AP &

 extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on

‘TS from 11th June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
‘have been procuring entire generation of
| APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of TS
in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the

ge_ographiqal location is more in AP, expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
plants was more than that of the quantum

available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected availability from APGenco
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply, the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market

purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from Power Exchange (IEX), which

competitive bidding platform.

Another 1200 MU of energy -has been

operates on a transparent Pprocess of |,

¢
I

t

procured through _ banking mechanism

.
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Para No /Brief Issue

Ly
Response

without any approval of the Commission, The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchased
2820 mu from the market at a total cost of Rs.742
crore. However, the Discoms have failed td give
details pertaining to the kind of procedure they
followed for purchasing 2820 mu fro ! the
market, from which projects, per unit cost and
quantum of powerfrom different sourc%s. It
needs to be clarified by the Discoms whéther
additional purchases on such a higher scale were
made by them without seeking prior consent of

- the- Hon'ble -Commission, both in termis of

quantum and cap for tariffs to be paid, and the
procedure to be adopted for such purchases to
ensure competitive tariffs. Since the Discoms had
-not sought and got permission of the Hon’b‘e
Commission for purchasing additional pawer
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 hanhled
such purchases from Vidyuth Soudha. It is a
negation of the directions given periodically by
the Hon'ble Commission on additional po\/ver
purchases to be made by the Discoms and reﬂects
recklessness of the powers-that-be that they
need not seek prior permission of jthe
Commission for such purchases and their
contempt for regulatory requirements :{md
questionable approach that the Commission
would or should give its consent to sujllch
purchases as and when they seek.

!
i

(SWAP) with power utilities of other states on
returnable basis.

The weighted average rate of procurement of
power from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC.

. The Discoms have maintained that they have

incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore agalnst
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. 1le
the fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Getico
was lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crdre
approved by the Commission, the additional fi ed
cost paid to thermal stations of AP Genco was
higher by Rs.822 crore against Rs.965 c;gre
approved by the Commission. In other words, gor
not purchasing 5475 mu from TS Genco, the
Discoms have not paid Rs.668 crore towarIdS
fixed cost, whereas for purchasing 3410

additionally from AP Genco (including APPDCI )
the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 cro“re
additionally. It confirms that compared to

quantum of power not purchased from TS Genco
and the quantum of power purchased

ermal Generating stations located in
Telangana State are older units when
compared to the stations located in Andhra
Pradesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost of
generating stations in TS at lower side 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.

ring certain instances in the grid
operations, Thermal Power Stations are
backed down to accommodate Renewable
Energy sources which have been conferred
“Mpst Run” status. During the period of
backing down, the thermal generating stations
have to be compensated for fixed cost

o
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Para No /Brief Issue

Response

additionally from AP Genco, on an av
Discoms have paid higher fixed charges
to AP Genco. The reasons for the same 1
explained by the Discoms to examine
such higher payments are justified or
apart, fixed cost being fixed in nature,
increase for purchase of the quantum
approved by the Commission. There
moot point is whether the Discoms back
capacities of the stations of AP Genco
fixed charges therefor. If so, what }
quantum of power backed down by the
and fixed charges paid therefor to

iak

erage the
5 per umt
leed to be
whether
not. Th{at
it cannot
of power
fore, t
zed do
and p;}:g
were the
Discoms

1
AP Genco and

other thermal stations, if any?

payment, if they confirm the availability, as
per the provisions of the PPAs.

The quantum of backing down & fixed charges
paid to AP Genco stations for the above period
are furnished in the enclosure. '

The Discoms have shown that they coul

not sell

a surplus of 1540 mu. At the same time, they haye

purchased 2625 mu more than

atws

approved by the Commission from th market
What are the reasons for the same?| Did the

Discoms back down thermal power in|order Lo.
cost and must-run non-

purchase high

conventional energy to ‘the tune of 9788

against 10316 mu approved by the Co

missio ,

exceeding their obligations under RPPO, and pay

fixed charges therefor? If so, what are

the cos(ts

per unit of NCE purchased and per unijt cost L)f
power from the thermal stations backed dowp

station-wise and unit-wise?

i

y
1

|

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. .

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. Per
Unit Cost of the Thermal Power Backed down’
are furnished in the enclosure.

The Discoms have claimed that following fixed
- costs determined by the Commission for

SDSTI?S

stage I (2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they haye to pay
Rs.946.66 crore additionally to the project. When
the Commission fixed an interim tariff of Rs.3. EI

per unit, with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per

unit, and

when actual energy availed from SDSTPS-1 Was

with a PLF of 56.72% only, and when the

Dlscorhs

paid Rs.457.26 crore @ Rs.1.02 per unit for the

year 2017-18, the fixed costs determine

d by the

Commission for the station on 2.3.2019 cannoit,
and should not, be applied with retrospective.
Therefore, wé request the Hon’ble Commissio‘n

not to approve payment of additional
Rs.946.66 the Discoms have claimed to h

sum of
ave pa id

to the said station under true-up. When fixed cost

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

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

|

'
i




Para No /Brief Issue

Response

was approved by the Commission for availability
at 80% PLF and when the station could achieve
56.72% PLF only, liquidated damages should be
collected from SDSTPS-1 for generatioﬁ and
supply of power below threshold level. il

. The Discoms have claimed that whildé the

Commission approved Rs.3.01 per unit [s the
average variable cost for the year 2017- 18{ they
have paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not
explained the reasons for paying higher Val1‘lable
costs. The justification or otherwise for paymg
higher varlable costs needs to be examlned

Ownership wise / Source wise variation in
respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
Table 15 of the petition.
The increase in variable cost is due to increase
in Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
levied by the Coal / Gas companies and
increased freight charges leveled by Railways
and other transportation agencies.

. The Discoms have claimed that other costs| paid

by them increased to Rs.961 crore from Rs.408
crore approved by the Commission. _They have
not explained what those other costs are and/why
a sum.of Rs.553 crore was paid by them, The
justification and permissibility for paying such a
huge amount for unexplained other costs need to
be examined.

Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
account of Additional Interest on pension
|.bonds, incentives paid if any and actual
payment of Income Tax. These are the prudent
expenditures made by the DISCOMs and
submitted for admission in to the True-Up

. We request the Hon’ble Commission| to

determine the amounts taken over or to be t;alken
over by GoAP from the debts of the Discoms for
the year 2017-18 under UDAY and deduct] the
same from their true-up claims. In the subject
petition, the Discoms have not given the detallls of
taking over of their debt by GoAP under UDAY.

!
3
!
]
)
i
i
)
i

As per Clause 1.29a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
gjtake over 75% of working capital term loan of

8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs outstanding

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

Capex Loans 3712.49

Working capital Loans 8461.76

FRP Bonds Liability 2546.15

Total 14720.40

Qut of the total outstanding loans of Rs.14720.40
Crs. as on 30-09-2015, GoAP has accorded
approval for takeover of 75% of working loans
(Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of FRP bonds
(Rs.2546.15 Crs.).

EPDCL
1205.95

SPDCL
1340.20

Total
2546.15

Against 100% FRP
Bonds

Against 75%
working capital loan
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47

Als on date GoAP has taken over loans as given
below:

2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32

IEPDCL |SPDCL ]Total |




@
Para No /Brief Issue i Response
E Against 100% FRP | 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
, Bonds
Against 75% working | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
capital loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

10. We request the Hon’ble Commission to d

quantum permitted by the Commission 3
other sources from GoAP, since they did
prior approval of the Commission for pu
additional quantum, procedure to be adé
real and transparent competitive bidding
on tariff. The powers-that-be should be
round to scrupulously adhere to re
requirements of the Commission for pu
power and additional power.

Discoms to seek additional subsidy required fa
purchases made in market far exceeding th

irect th

=TT T

and from
not see
rchasmg
pted for
and caj
brought

gulator]y

rchasing
}

!
:

The DISCOMs are complying with the
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this

. regard. Market procurement has been carried

out through exchange or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

11. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms to

of Rs.660 crore under true-up is not perr

. We request the Hon'ble Commission to r
claim for carrying cost. The Discoms
submit their true-up claims in time

caused by the Discoms in submitting the

the tune
nissible.
eject thE
have t(

and thie

consumers should not be penalised for delay

same. |

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

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission to
us an opportunity to make further submis
person during the public hearing after r|

prc>v1di
ssions in
eceiving

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

responses of the Discoms to our above-
mentioned submissions and studying and
analysing the same. K
E Yours faithfully,
|
x
|
~{opy submitted to the Secretary, APERC, [11-4-66

Lakdikapul, Hyderbad-04

|
|
|
|
|

IO, 4t Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,

v
n
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| Encloture )
AP DISCOMS Back Bown Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018

Instailed | Energy FCpalddue | Per Unit cost
Year Sourca Plant | capainy "“"":fn w‘(’;’t‘u Purchased T°":;’"'s to Back down [of Backdown ;s
Py | STEEY{MU) fenergy (Mu) Rsc) | perumit
a (b} (<) { {e) ) {h) 1]} ={/f*10
AP GENCO -Thenmal |
Dr.NTIPS Stage-1 ]
Dr.NTIPS Stage-J1 1260.00 6605.91 a47.04 6158.87 558.62 37.80 035
DC.NTTPS Staga-nil )
Dr.NTTPS Stage -Iv 500.00 2559, 187.71 2472.01 387.17 27.32 1.5
201795 |KIPPStagel 420.00 25909 447.59 2143.31 242.98 4L97 0.94
RTPP Stage-|i Th 1| 420.00] 2755.; 466.70 2289.14 370.93 62.82 135
RTPP Stage-|if ] 210,00 170.96 93142 w2 35.24 2.06
RTPP Stage-1v 600.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016.17 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00
FCA for 201627 0.00 | 0.00 nw“ 0.00 000 | oo
Total AP GENCO -Thennat 3810.00 1571475 172001 1399875 | 178210 | o515 119
oLl TSGENCO -Thermat Thermal| 223259 149289 0.00 1492.38 199.63 0.00
APPDCYL {Krish ) -Thermal
2017-18 msosns l', Thermal 1600.00 ! 5906.49 1423.54 448295 1403.90 33836
APPOCL (Krishns, ) -Thermat 1600.00 ’ 5906.49 142354 4882.95 1403.90 33336 2.38
CGS - Thenmal |
201718 [NTPC{SR) Ramagundam st.iga) 27423 || 210943 35411 1755.32 12411 20.83 055
NTPC{SR) Simadri Stage 1, Th I| _4sL10 3180.58 495.69 2634.89 442.97 69.04 139
NIPC (SR} Simadri Stage 2 183.64 1435.91 42126 1014.66 2306 | —-S957 - T
I NYPC (SR) Talcheru St.11 27532 | 130091 104.90 1195.21 81.28 6.56 0.63
NTPC {SR) Ramagundam St. ;i Thermal| “6g07 | 558,13 84.15 473.97 31.43 4.74 0.56
NYECt Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.53 48028 11104 17.17 195
NIC-Stage- 1 Ugnite 47.60 326.04 112.98 213.06 2113 7.38 0.65
NIC-Stage- || 85.87 639.84 216.83 423.01 35.93 1217 0.56
NPC {MAPS) - Ao 18.39 104.96 0.00 104.96 Stngle part 0.00
NPC {Kaiga Unit-1,li & iy tomic | 11625 915.84 0.00 915.84 0.00
201738 NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear i) Teniff 0.00
NLCTamilnadu Power Ltd 1 12335 83350 230.01 60348 143.80 39.68 173
NTPC K lew Thenmat Station 142.04 654.65 380.30 274.36 7130 4142 109
AmvaHPowefCompanyUmlted(lGS!Ps) Thermal j I 5036 0.00
Arrear Blll) | i i
Single Part
Bundled Power under JINNSM ph-l&ﬂ 533.18 ! 263242 0.03 263239 Tariff ’ 0.00 0.00
Total CGS - Thermal : 2330.59 | ‘1525953 2433.10 1277143 1316.26 27856 112
PP - Thesmal {Hinduja, SEX & S J .
Hinduja Natibnal Power Corp 113 HNPCL) 104000 | 318235 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
201793 [Thermal Powertech h Corporation India Thermal| 23055 |1876.47 126.02 175045 309.84 20.81 165
KSK Mahanad! Power Co.(1d., 400.00 1210858 22843 1880.14 260.99 2827 128
Total IPP - Thermat t
Hindufa, SEWL & Ks¥) 1670.55 ?ISIEI.B 1253.43 6914.38 570.83 49.08 0.39
i
Srisallam -RBPH del 770.00 1558.92 0.00 558.92 168.89 0.00
NSRCPH 90.00 156,54 Q.00 56.54 17.74 0.00
y Sileru 240,00 4767 0.00 47167 55.84 0.00
Lower Silery 450.00 1087.39 0.00 1087.39 107.03 0.00
Donkarayi 25.00 11817 0.00 1817 T 582 0.00
Pennaahobilam Hydel 20.00 3.68 0.00 3.68 1044 0.00
Mini Hydel {Chett) 1.00 1225 0,00 225 0.77 0.00
Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 :0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2017-18 |NSTPDCPR 50.00 d0.07 0.00 30.07 2n 0.00
Machkund 84.00 233.33 fo.on 233.83 2535 0.00 —
'TB Dam 57.60 70.84 0.00 70.88 17.38 0.00
NSIPH516-17&18-19 2164 .00 21.64 29.96 0.00
Interest on Penslon Bonds 0.00 d.00 D.00 0.00 684.11 0.00
Income Tax for Fy 16-17 0.00 0.00 7.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Su lCallmsforlPBZold—ls,ZOlS—lG,ZDlSv17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.59 0.00
Yotal GENCO- 1797.60 2655.01 d.oo 2655.01 1196.09 0.00
IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPQL J]
GodavaﬂGasPowerPlant i
Now Own Source previous o1} 216.00 1057.63 26,57 1030.25 21.23 0.53 020
201735 |SPECTUM Power 205.00 5561/05 (1 560.40 5.00 0.01 0.15
LANCO Kondapalli Gas 36192 108 0.04 645.05 64.30 0.00 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 1720 53.14 0. 53.43 3.17 0.00
APGPCL-Stage-| 9.33 33.63 0. 33.69 411 0.00
APGPCL -Stage -1 24.56 113/32 0. 113.32 7.38 0.00
Total IPP- GAS [GGPP, GAS 1pps & APGPQL 3341 236427 27. 243514 105.19 0.55 020
NRE- Solar Solar 4555.00 ! 0. 0.00 0.00
2017.18 NRE - Wind Wind 393100 i [1X 0.00 0.00
NRE - Others bio-mass] s572.10 : [X 0.00 0.00
Others (Incdluding Swappi; ) { 0. 0.00 0.00
Total Others Induding Swapping) 9065.10 0.00] 0.00 0.00 0.00
Grand Total 2299075 | sise023 691234 4574755 659000 57170 126
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T _ SOUTHERN POWER DISTRIBUTIQN COMPANY OF A.R—LIMITE

CORPORATE OFFICE 1 TIRUPATI Admn. | For Perusal
Enag. Secretary (vam,.

_ from Ta Membe
The Chief General Manager St MiTHimma Reddy, | Law ember / PRM
RAC, APSPDCL, Convenor, Peaples’s Monitoring ... Member /PR

19-13-65/A, Vidyut Nilayam, Group of Electriclty RegulBda® | Chairman
Srinjvasapuram, 139, Kakatlya Nagar,
Tirupati-517501. Hyderabad —500 008

Lr.No. CGM/RAC/APSPDCL/TPT/GM/RAC/FiTrug-U D.No.S%7 /19, dt. 16 -11-2019

Sir,
Sub: APSPDCL—RAC — Replies to the Objections re ~ejved on True-up petition for Retail

Supply Business filed by APDISCOMS Lor FY 2017-18 - Regarding.

—— e

Ref: Your Objection letter dated 21-08- 2p19 recelved on 05-10-2019 ——

ook

With reference to above receipt of your st mzestlon/ objectjons on True-up petition filed by

APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business for FY201‘7 -18 and the same ls herewith acknowledged. The

Para wise replies of APSPDCL are furnished in the eqclasad statement.

Encl: As above
Yours faithfully

sz/////?

Chief General Manager
RAC

Copy submitted to
e Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Singarenl Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

e —
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True-Up 2017-18
Replies to the Objectioufs raised by Sri M.Thimma Reddy.

£+

[ Para No /Brief Issné APSPDCL Response 7
1. APDISCOM: have filed a joint petition for determination of the
True up for the Retail Supply Business for FY 2017-/8, Below we
submit our comments on the same for the considefation of the
Commission.

2. While the quantum of power procured degreased from 56,584 MU
4s gllowed in the Commission's Tariff grder o FY 2017-18 fo
56,324 MU. the power purchase cost increased fram Rs, 2| ,490.80
crare as allowed in the said Tariff Order to Rs. 25/917 Crore, That
Is, while power procured declined by 560 VIU power purchase cost
Increased by Rs. 4,427 Crore. In other words, power procured -
declined by one percent and power purchase cost Increased by
20-60 percent. Average power purchase gost incrieased from Rs,
3.80 per unit as allowed jn the Tariff Orde[ fo Rs, 4.62 per unit as e

. “elgimed:by—the-DISG@Ms-in‘ﬂrefr'ﬁli“n‘gsj"s Bmifyin] 3 an Increase of
21.58% in average power purchase cost. f

3. APDISCOMs in their filings (Table 17) clalmed that the | APDISCOMs have included the
Commission approved power purchase cost of Rg, 23,23 Crore | approved transmission charges of
for FY 2017-18 while in the Tariff Order the Comm|ssion gllowed | Rs.1739.73 Crs. (Transmission
Rs. 21,490.79 Crore towards the same (p.215), Simlilarly, while the | cost, SLDC  cost. PGC] L
Commission allowed Rs. 29.66 Crore towards | centlves/other | expenses & ULDC Charges)
costs APDISCOMs claimed that the Commission approved Rs. | under the head of power purchase
408 Crore towards the same. This needs to pe clarlfi d/veritied. cost in order to compute the

power purchase cost variation af

the boundary of the DISCOMs in
order to arrive at filed approved
power  purchase  cost  of

Rs.23230.52 Crs. The DISCOMs

have included pension liabilities

of Rs.378.22 Crs. in addition to
incentives of Rs.29.66 Crs. under

, the head of other costs in order 1o

arrive at filed other cost of

Rs.408 Crs.

4. While the Commission allowed APDISCOMs to procure 56,584
MU during FY 2017-18 APDISCOMs in fact progured 57’585
M. Tt was nearly 1,000 MU higher than the quantym allowed by
the“Cb‘mrriis’s‘ibn?KPDSfCOMsTHisposed of 1,540 MU T the open
market as power consumption in the state duriy g the year was oftly -
56,025 MU. This raises doubts over procurer

ment of| power over
and gbove the limit set by the Commissjon. Any additional
expenditure incurred In procuring surplus power shall not be
allowed.
5. While the Commission allowed procureme\fnt of 195.67 MU | 219.34 MU is UI (Unscheduled
throngh market at an average cost of Rs, 4,0 per unit | Interchange)
APDISCOMs procured 3,040 MU from the market (Table 1) Tahle
11 of APDISCOM;s submission provides det ils regafding 2,820
MU only. There is no explanation about the remalning 220 MU.




Para No /Brief Issud

APSPDCL Resjoiise

APDISCOMs’ submission n Table 15 ghows thet while surplus
power was sold at Rs. 420 per unlt powet from market was
procured at Rs. 2.76 per unlt which was|much {éss than Rs. 4.08
per unit allowed by the Comitnission. This glves the {mpression
that they have procured powef from the tmarket 4t @ very low price
and sold it In the open matket at higher tce leading to profit for
the DISCOMs on this cout. But a closet eximination of the
submission shows that the DISCOMs In fact pto uted power from
market at higher price. DetaiLS tegarding matket procurement are

The objector has errofieously
taken cost of powet ptocurement
(Rs Crs) from Martkdtar Power
Limited as 11 instead of | for 3
MU. Table 11 of the filings may
please be peruse apail. AP
DISCOMs have proctited power
from the market at chiedper tates
only. ’

provided in Table 11 of the Hlings. Ouff of 2,820 MU 1,208 MU
were through swapping. Actual market putchases wete 1,611 MU
and their details are provided if the following table:
- P o " || Cost(Rs | Per Unit
‘—' Source MU = I Cr§ ==L oos (RS -
Indian __ Energy  Exchange 1,581 647 4.09
(including STOA charges)
Steel exchange 1 3 426
Sarda Metal |5 6 4,00
Manikaran ~ Power Limited 3 11 36.67
(Including STOA charges)
Knowledge Infrastructure 3 | 2.00
Total 1,61 668 451
From {he above table it Is clear that APIDISCOMs Frocured power
ffom open market at higher price than that allowed by the
Commission. Additional expenditure resylting fromi this high cost
power purchases shall not be allowed. ()
7. According to APDISCOMs' filings powet puitchase cost from

market sources includes shotf-tetim ope Hecess (8TOA) charges to
the extent of Rs. 152 Crote, STOA sha | not be[paid as TRANSCO
is already pald for the quantum of enetgy to be transmitted during
the financlal year and the gctual power trahsTﬂitted according to
the DISCOMs' present fillng ls less Hian that allowed by the
Commission in the Tariff Order. In the past the Commission
o lowed STOA from FSA, In the Ofde dated 20-09-2012 in the
matter of determination of Fuel Stircharge Adjustient (FSA) for
Fourth ‘Quatter-of FY=20i4-42-the-
"Regarding the contention
(STOA) charges by APTRANSCO dn DISCOMs for the use of
network, amounts to double chatging for the same hetwork and
results in unjust enrichment of ABTRANSCO at the cost of
consumers, the Commission has exai Ined this lssue and proposes
o disallow the cost of STOA while gompuitltig the FSA since the
charges of STOA is not patt of pawer putchase cost as per Tariff
Order."(Para 25, page 19). Followirg the above we request the
Commission fot to allow STOA as clhlmed by the APDISCOMs.

mmlsslot Held as follows, _

As per the existiig CERC
Regulations, STU tratismission
charges are also beltig collected
on all Short Term dbe‘n ceess
(STOA) transactiotis {nyolving
short term procureniefit of power
by the DISCOMs from other
states /  exchange,  This
expenditure  is actually being
incurred by the DISCOMs.
Whether it is “adding Up to the
revenue of AP Tratisto ovet and
above its regulated iticome or the
treatment of the sae |s uiidet the
purview of the Hon’ble APERC.
Since the DISCOMs dte dcthally
inourring this, it is clalimed as a
true up item.

at

8.1 In the Tarlff Order the Cottiiiisslon
towards procurement 0f6,597 M

cldimed Rs. 2,574 Crore (Rs.
Rs. 1,404 Crore towards
from SDSTPS/APPDCL. As the quantuim of pow

allowed Rs. 2,663.88 Crore
{J of power frott SDSTPS/APPDCL
uiilt, th the true-Up filings DISCOMs
{170 Crorg towargs vatiable capital and
fixed capital)| towatds powet procurement
et procuted from this

the rate of Rs. 4.04 per

DISCOMs have cotigldeted the

power purchase costs Bf gBsTPs

as per Hon’ble Comittiissiolt order

in O.P.No. 47 of 2017 & LA No.

28 of 2017; Dated. 02-03-2019
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APSPDCL Response

Pjam declined to 4,483 MU pér unit cost| jncreas
sigifying an incrgase of 43 percent in power purchasd

ed to Rs.5.74

cost from this

unit.
82  As SDSTPS achieved only 56.72% of PLF
disincer

notiiative threshold PLF of 80% penalty/
collected from it for its underperformance.

compared to
tive shall be

Payment of fixed charges is
always subjected to the actual
availability of the plant and
accordingly plants showing lesser
availability are disincentivized by
reduction in the fixed charges
proportionately.

8.3. Unit variable cost of SDSTPS (Rs. 2.6]) |s et
APGENCO units (Rs.3.27). But while power procyred
is mych lower than the projected quantity in the case
upits it Is much higher. Generation of power apove th
SDSTPS would also have helped to bring %)an ul
Reasans for lower power generation at SDSTPS need to

s than that of
from SDSTPS
of APGENCQ
reshold PLF at
Wit fixed cost.
be explained

Even if variable cost of SDTPS is
lesser, the DISCOMSs could not
procure upto the approved
quantum in view of scarcily of
fuel.

9.1 APDISCOMs did not provide any explangtion for variance {n

*ﬂxed"ﬁn”d"variablvc’dst"df“different power"pla,";ﬁs cn
Commjssion's Tariff Order. While in the Tariff Order t}
gllowed Rs. 6,412.88 Crore towards fixed costs DIS(

filings mentioned approved fixed cost as Rs. 2,766 Cq

this Rs.1,740 Crore were towards transmission charg
Commjssion's Order transmission charges are pot ment
of fixeq cost. These deviations in DISCO Ms' fﬁings ma

of ﬁ)ower purchase cost difficult. Similarly, in the case d
whil

e the Commission allowed Rs.15,048.26 Cro
mentioned approved variable cost as Rs. 1705’{Crore.
in their filings mentioned actual variable cost gs Rs. |7
we go by APDISCOMS' claim about approved | varighlg
in varjable cost is only Rs. 205 Crore. But if we g0 by
varlable cost as mentioned in the Commissjon' Tariff ¢
in variable cost is Rs. 2,214 Crore. These variation

mpared Jo the”
e Commissjon
"OMs I thelr
ore and within
58, But In the
oned as a part
ke comparison
f variable cost
e DISCOMs
APDISCOMS
,262 Crore. If
cost Increase
the approved
Drder rncrease
i In approved

capita] cost figures points to the need fo closely scrutinize

APDISCOMs' claims regarding capital costs inclired.

e

The licensee has _considered |
“station  wise  fixed  cost
computation as per Page Nos.
328 & 329 of Retail Supply
Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 duly
deducting  pension  liabilities
amount of Rs.378.22 Crs, and
adding transmission charges of
Rs.1739.73 Crs. (Transmission
cost, SLDC cost. PGCIL
expenses & ULDC Charges)
under the head fixed cost
resulting in filed approved fixed
cost figure of Rs.5766.02 Crs.
The licensee has considered
station wise variable cost
computation as per Pages Nos.
328 & 329 of Retail Supply
Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 duly
considering the un split costs of
Hinduja, Damodaram
Sanjeevaiah Plants-l & [ and
DBFOO under variable costs in
order to arrive at filed approved

~Variable cot 6F RS 17056.66 Crs.
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APSPDCL Resjlonse

9.2

[nformation provided by DISCOMs
confusing. The figures used by DISCO Ms

oh fixed costs is utterly
Ho ot dorrespond to the

once mentioned in the Tariff Ordet. For exa ﬂple, ﬂ;‘(ed costs of IPP-
Others as mentioned in the Tatlff Order cotyes to Rs.1,170.49 Crore
and DISCOMs in their filings mefitloned the appfOXed fixed cost of

these units to be Rs. 664 Crore. Sitllat js the|case wi
Some other examples are glveri In the preceditig

demands resubmission of information in
Tariff Order for meaningful analysis.

h GENCO units.
patagraph. This
cotrespohdence with the

The DISCOMs have considered
fixed costs of IPPs othiets ds per
Pages No0s.328 & 329 of Retail
Supply Tariff Ordet for FY 2017-
18 as given below:
1) Srivathasa - Rs.3 Cfs.
2) KSK Mahanadi
- Rs.355.16Cts.
3) Thermal Power Tech.
-Rs.305.50Crs.
Total -Rs.663.66 Cis.
It appears that the objector has
also included Hinduld cost also
“into Fixed Cost of 1PPs.As per
the Tariff Order Hinduja has been
accorded sinigle part tariff, Hence
the classification cattled out by
the DISCOMs is fiot coiflising
and is clear.

9.3 While the Commission allowed

8, 29.66 Crote towards

incentives APDISCOM s are clalining Rs, 96| Ctore towatds the same.
Even when TSGENCO units provided less that |otte third of the
projected quantity Rs. 60 Ctore dte mentloned 49 Incetitives to it.

Similarly, in the case of NCE unlts Rs, 21
incentives even when power supplled from

7 Crote|ate thentioned as

projected quantity by more than 500 MU. Theke dethand close

these tllits was below the

As per the interim directlotts of
the Hon’ble High Coiirt, GBI
incentive is supposed to be paid
to the developets atd decotdingly
4 provision has been thade
subject to the fial judicial
outcome on the isste.

scrutiny of DISCOMs' claims related to Inceptives/othet costs.

Approved |  Actual Varldice

Source variable virlatle | fn varidble % of
cost cost cost variance

(Rs/Unit) | (Rs/Unit) | (Rs/Unit)
APGENCO | 2.70 3.27 57 21.11
TSGENCO | 2.27 2.90 .63 27.75
CGS 241 2.88 47 19.50
APGPCL | 2.14 2.45 a1 14.49
IPP-Gas--— | 2.10- - - = | 2.57 047 .- 2238 B, -
IPP-Other | 2.17 3,00 083 | |3825
94  The above table shows sighificant ||Hcedse It vatlable cost. | Even though the soufce of gas is

While in the case of gas based APGPCL u
by 14.49% in the case of gas based PP pla
As the source of natural gas for all these
increase in varlable cost of gas based IPP
case of coal based power platits while unlt
registered an increase of 19.5% coal based

It vatidble cost increased
t9 It Itcredsed by 22.38%.
plants Is the same higher
platits |s puzziing. In the

varlable cost of CGS units

IPP plajits have registered

an increase of 38.25%. From APDISCO!

whether this increase in variable cost was becauise 0
operations of these power pltits or beeatse

g filligs it is not clear
Less than efficient
icreased fuel

(coal/natural gas) prices. It is also not known whether proportion of

imported coal has increased. In the past the Coin
clear directions on procurement of Iiported codl.

{sston had given
th the background

these gaps in Information we request the|Cottitissiott to direct the

same to all the pas pefietating
plants, gas transpottation cost is
different to different plants apart
from differences it Staﬁloﬁ Heat
Rates. This causes actiidl variable
cost to differ among Gas based

thermal powet ptojects.
Similarly, for Coal ﬁhermal
stations also, the fiel liHkage

source, geographical location of
the plant, transportatloti costs are
different which alter the Ultimate

variable cost. Vatlable cost
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Para No /Brief Issue APSPDCL Response

uﬂéitics fo provide complete information (source, quantlty and price; | increase is mainly attributable to
anH cglorific value of fuels procured and actupl heat yate achieved) | the increase in  fuel &
related to fuels. transportation costs.
10.1  As the third control period has ended final|information related to | APDISCOMs are in the process
T&D costs should have been available. The same Sﬁa” also be used fo | of preparing True-Up filings for
decide the true up figures. Network/Wheeling activity for
the third control period. The
Annual accounts for FY 2018-19
which is the final year of the 3
Control Period are under CAG
audit and once completed, filings
will be made by the DISCOMs,

10.2 Tt seems by accident APDISCOMs provided sonje Information | APDISCOMs have been claiming
on transmission related costs. They included it 4s a part|of fixed costs | variations in Transmission &
of power generation units. While the Commission aﬁowed Rs. 399,74 | SLDC Costs (STU & CTU| -
Crore towards PGCIL charges during FY 2017-18 DISCOMs' filings | related) _through  the _ Power| ___
‘:Sl]Q‘W”thaﬁt‘hé‘dﬁﬁ‘ﬁr“eefséﬁ‘t‘d’“R's‘.’?’O’3f97~Cf6ﬂJ even When al| other | Purchase Cost Truc-up claims
fransmyission related costs declined significantly, The olalm related to | only as the transmission charges
this needs to be examined. are related to Power procurement
activity.

Erilly

Chief General Manager
RAC
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= Admn. | For Perusal
® EASTERN POWER DISTRIBUTION COMPANY OF A.P.[JLIVHFED— U)ﬂ\-
= Secrctary
> CORPORATE OFFICE :: VISAKHAPATNAM | Engg. 20|
' ' ‘ Member / PRN
w From To v
Law Member / PR
» The Chief General Manager, Sri. B.Tulasi Das ) _
. PPA, RA & QC, 54— Devi Towerf, 1@Mff | Chairman
) APEPDCL, Corporate Office, Sambamurty Road,
Seethammadbhara, Vijayawada — 520 003. pPD ' T .
Visakhapatnam —530013. %

Lr.No.CGM/PPA, RA&QC/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:True-Up/D.No. zZ 1 ) /19, dt. }2_-11-2019
Sir, '

Sub: APEPDCL — R‘AC'—'. Replies to J:he Objgctions received on True-up petition filed by
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Busingss for 2017-18 - Regarding.

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 16-08-2019
. , |
‘ LE T S I J—

_ T S -~ - o —_ —~

We are in recéipt of your suggestian/ objedtions on True-up petition filed by APDISCOMS on

e — -

Retails Supply.Business for 2017-18 and the samp is herewith acknowledged with thanks. Para wise

replies of APEPI"DCL'aFé_'és’ f_ol!bWs: o

_ ParaNo /Brief Issue . EPDCL Response

1. APSPDCL and APEPDCL,. being indepdndent entities i
- should have submitted their “true-up applications ['It is to inform that, ih view of the uniform"
. separately. However, a: common application |s filed | nature of Retail Supply Tariffs across the state
by both the Discoms for the year 20ﬂ7~18, claiming | independent of .the service area of the
revenue true-up.of Rs.20 crore and expense true-up | distribution licensees, the DISCOMs are
of Rs. 2576 crore, with a carrying cost of Rs.660 crore | proposing to impose the burden of per unit
" at an interest rate of 12% considering{FY 2019-20 as | True-Up also on. uniform basis across the
the year of approval. While the revenue trug-up of | State. . . .
Rs.596 crore for EPDCL is shown as surplus, its total | Further Power. .Purchase . cost which.
true-up claim is shown as Rs.434 crofe, including a | constitutes around 80% of the entire
- carrying cost of Rs.88 crore. Whereas, SPDCL has | expenditure of Distribution business is being
shown a total true-up claim of Rs.2823 |crore, | incurred centrally to optimize the
including a carrying cost of Rs.573 crgre. Whatever | procurement cost and reduce the transaction
be the true-up .amounts that [the Hon’ble | costs. Even in the True-Up exercise, Power
) Commission is going to permit, its impact on | purchase cost variation is major element and
- - - consumers should be confined to the respective true- | so the DISCOMs have proposed for uniform
up amounts of the Discom concerned; It shoyld not | levy of per unit True-up across the State.

- be an average for the entire State. The bengfit of
true down for EPDCL should accrue tolits congumers
and the same should not be adjusted [for trug up of
SPDCL.

2. While the Hon’ble Commission approved g total [ Whenever there is a short supply of power
power purchase of 56,584 mu for the jyear 2017-18, | from the plants which are governed by PPAs
the actual purchases claimed by thé Discoms are | & Two part tariff structure (Capacity Charge &

feze. 05,761 mu only, i.e., there is a lesser purchpse of | Energy Charge), owing to the issues of Plant

-, . 2, - - . > V3, K L o i » - Y ~
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Para No /Brief Issue

EPDCL Response . .

purchase cost of Rs.23,231 crore appro

power by 822 mu. Despite that, against total poEer

Commission, the Discoms incurred an expenditur

Rs.25,806 crore for power purchase, i.e.

he
of

by

ved by

higher

Rs.2,576 crore. They have shown additional payment
of Rs.1,928 crore towards fixed cost and Rs.553 crlore

towards variable cost. The Discoms ha
that supply of power is lesser vis a
despatch approved by the Commission f
2017-18 by 2114 mu from APPDCL, by 54]
TS Genco, by 499 mu from AP Genco hy,
mu from NCE, and by 1290 mu from IPPs
Did the Discoms claim and collect
damages from the power stations con
lesser supply of power as per the
conditions in their respective, PPAs,
applicable? While there is lesser supply ¢
the tune of 712 mu from KSK Mahanadi
MW DBFOO, there is no supply at all again
approved by the Commission. The [)1scon
explamed the reasons for shortfall in gen
supply of power.

ve claimed
vis energy
or the year
/5 mu from
del, by 528
and others.
cerned | for
terms
wherever
f powel to
under (500
st 1090/mu
ns haveinot
eration Fnd

liquidated |

and |

availability (either due to outage or due to’i
shortage of supply) capacity charges payablg_N
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 made
accordingly.

" were purchasing power additionally from

* Discoms.

While supply of power from TS Genco
5475 mu, additional purchase from. AP Gg
mu only. ObVIously, it is much lesser th
Genco should have supplied te TS Dis
garlier occasions, the Discoms claimed

e., the share of TS Discoms in the powei
AP Genco. Even while claiming that
purchased 3040 mu from the market aga
permitted by the Commission, the Dis
failed to explain as to why they could n
the share of TS Discoms from the staf

s lesser by
nco is 3310
an what AP
coms. |On
.that they
AP Genco,
station% of
they have
nst 19amu
coms have
bt purchase
ions ofi AP

Genco following “regulation of power froin TSGENCO

stations to AP Discoms from 11th

onwards.” Following that “regulation,”
power from stations of AP Genco
“regulated” -to ‘TS Discoms, and; as such
power to the extent it was regulated mus
available from AP Genco to be purchg

claimed that they have * purchased
additionally from gas-based IPPs again
(from Reliance) approved by the Commis
Reliance failed to supply the approved

power, the Discoms have purchased 1030 mu fi

June 2017
supply of
also was
. additional
I have been
sed by, AP

At the same time, the Discoms have

1889 |mu
st 346 \mu
sion. While
:|uantun{\ of
‘om
from Lanco,

Following the mutual regulation of purchase/
supply of power between the entities of AP &
TS from 11™ June 2017 onwards, APDISCOMs
have been procuring entire generation of
APGENCO plants. Since percentage share of
TS in the PPAs is more than that of AP to the
extent of 8%, and installed capacity based on
geographical location is more in AP; expected
quantum of thermal power from AP Genco
‘plants was more than that of the quantum
available in pre-regulation period.

As the expected. availability from APGencec
Stations did not materialize, the DISCOMs fell
short of the required energy availability, and
in order to ensure reliable & uninterrupted
power supply,the DISCOMs have resorted to
market purchases. Out of 2820 MU of market
purchases, the DISCOMs have procured 1581
MU from ‘Power Exchange (IEX), which
operates on a transparent process of
competitive bidding platform.

Another 1200 MU of energy has been
procured through banking mechanism
(SWAP) with power utilities of other states on
returnable basis.

4y ke ese b p
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Para No /Brief Issue '

- EPDCL Response

without any approval of the Co fimission. "The
Discoms have claimed that they have purchased
2820 mu from the market at a total ‘cost of Rs.742
crore. However, the Discoms have lfailed to give
details pertaining to the kind of procedur
followed for purchasing 2820 mu from the

by the Discoms whether additional purchades on
such a higher scale were made by them
seeking prior consent of the Hon’bl Commj
both in terms of quantum and cap for tariffs
paid, and the procedure to be adogted for
purchases to ensure competitive tariffs. Sinde the
Discoms had not sought and got permjission of the
Hon’ble Commission for purchasing aldcii:cional power

~ = from, the market, Maximim cap of tariff and the’
- procedure to be adopted for competitile bidding for

such purchases, it reflects “executive rrogange” of

- the powers-that-be, who _handled such purchases

from VidyuthSoudha. It is a negation of the directions
given periodically by the Hon’ble Co missiogn on
additional power purchases to be made by the
Discoms and reflects recklessness othhe powers-
that-be that they need not seek prior permissibn 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 ag and

when they.seek.

The weighted average rate of procurement of
power from the exchange is lesser than the
approved per unit rate by the Hon’ble APERC,

4. The Discoms have ma'intained that

| = thermal stations of AP Genco was highjr by Rs

they have
incurred fixed cost more by Rs.1786 crore against
Rs.4026 crre approved by the Commission. While the
fixed cost paid to thermal stations of TS Genco|was
lesser by Rs.668 crore against Rs.845 crore approved
by the Commission, the additional fixed icost paid to
822
crore against Rs.965 crore approv }d by |the
Commission. In other words; for not purc asing 5475
mu from TS Genco, the Discoms have not paid Rs|668
crore towards fixed "cost, whereas for purchasing
3410 ‘mu additionally from AP Genc (including
APPDCL), the Discoms have paid Rs.1786 cfore
additionally. It confirms that compated to |the
quantum of power not purchased from T4 Genco and
the quantum of power purchased additionally from
AP Genco, on an average the Discoms have paid
higher fixed charges per unit to AP Genco. The

Thermal Generating stations located in
Telangana State are older units when
compared to the stations located in -Andhra
Pradesh. This causes, per unit fixed cost of
generating stations in TS at lower side 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,

.. .
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Para No /Brief Issue '

EPDCL Response

reasons for the same need to be exp

ained by the

Discoms to examine whether such higher payments

are justified or not. That apart, fixed co
in nature, it cannot increase for pur
quantum of power approved by the
Therefore, the moot point is whether
backed down capacities of the stationg
and paid fixed charges therefor. If so, y
quantum of power backed down by the
fixed charges paid therefor to AP Gen
thermal stations, if any?

st being; fixed
chase of the
Commigsion.
the Discoms
of AP Genco
hat wefe the
Discomns and
co and jother

as per the provisions of the PPAs.

charges paid to AP Genco stations for the
above period is as furnished in the enclosed
Statement.

@
=

The quantum of backing down & fixed |

. The Discoms have shown that they co

surplus of 1540 mu. At the same tin
purchased 2625 mu more than what
by the Commission from the market.

thermal power in crder to purchase
must-run non-conventional energy tg

9788 mu against 10316 mu approved b

sell a
have

uld not
e, they

vas approved
What a
reasons for the same? Did the Discoms back
nigh cost and

re the
down

the tune of
the

Commission, exceeding their obligations under RPPO,

and pay fixed charges therefor? - If so

what are the

costs per unit of NCE purchased and per unit cost of

power from the thermal stations K
station-wise and unit-wise?

acked down,

»

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
for sale of power.

The DISCCMs 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
lmportant to fetch reasonable revenue. RE
power has been purchased in accordance
with the provisions of the approved PPAs and

details of Per Unit Cost of the Thermal Power
Backed down is furnished in the above
mentioned enclosed Statement.

instant, its not commercially prudent to opt |

regulations governing grid operations. The |

[

determined by the Commission for S
(2x800 MW) on 2.3.2019, they have to

crore additionally to the projecti

Commission fixed an interim tariff of R
with a fixed cost of Rs.1.02 per unit, an
energy availed from SDSTPS-1 was
56.72% only, and when the Discoms

. The Discoms have claimed that followjng fixed costs

DSTPS stage |
pay Rs.D46.66
When the
:.3.63 per unit,
d when actual
with a PLF of

paid Rs.A57.26

crore @ Rs:1.02 per unit for the yeay 2017-18, the
fixed costs determined by the Commission for the
station on 2.3.2019 cannot, and should niot be

applied with retrospective. Thereforg, we
the Hon’ble Commission not to approve pay

rjequest
ent of

additional sum of Rs.946.66 the [Discoms have
claimed to have paid to the said statipn under true-
up. When fixed cost was apprpved b{y the
Commission for availability at 80% PLH and when the

station could achieve 56.72% PLF

nly, liquidated

it is to inform that short payment of fixed cost
would take place, if the generator didn’t
achieve the target availability factor as
specified in the relevantPPA.

payments on retrospective basis to SDSTPS is
within the purview of the Hon’ble APERC.

The matter of not allowihg the fixed cost
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Para No /Brief Issue EPDCL Response
damages should be collected from SDSTP$-1 for
generation and supply of power below threshold
level.

7. The Discoms have claimed- that while the Ownership wise / Source wise variation in
Commission approved Rs.3.01 per| unit as the respect of the per unit variable cost is given in
average variable cost for the year 2017-18, they have | Table 15 of the petition.
paid @ Rs.3.08 per unit. They have not explairjed the | The increase in variable cost is due to increase
reasons for paying higher variable costs. The | in Basic price, Fuel Cost Adjustment (FCA)
justification or otherwise for paying higher viriable | levied by the Coal / Gas companies and
costs needs to be examined. - " |.increased freight charges leveled by Railways

and other transportation agencies.

8. The Discoms have claimed that other! costs paid by | Other Costs include expenditures incurred on
them increased to Rs.961 crore fron| Rs.408 crore | account of Additional Interest on pension
approved by the Commission. THey have not bonds, - incentives paid if any and actual
explained what those other costs are and whyla sum | payment of Income Tax. These are the
of Rs.553 crore was paid by them. THe justification Jprudent expenditures-made-by-the -RISCOMs

" *"and permissibility for paying such a huge amoynt for | and submitted for admission in to the True-
unexplained other costs need to be examined. | Up . .

9. We request the Hon’ble -Commission |to determine | As per Clause 1.2(a) of the MoU, GoAP agreed
.the amounts taken over or.to be taken|over by|GoAP | to take over 75% of working capital term lean
from the debts of the Discoms for the year 2017-18 | of 'Rs.8461.75 Crs. and 100% FRP bonds of
under UDAY and deduct the same fron their tiue-up [ Rs.2546.15 Crs. of the APDISCOMs
“claims. In thesubject petition,-the Discoms have not outstanding as on 30% September, 2015.

' given the details of takmg over of their debt by|GoAP | Accordingly GOAR  issued . G.o. Ms.No.27,
under UDAY. . . Energy Infrastructure & Invéstment (Power—l)
Department, dt 26-07-2016.. :
.Outstandmg loans -
as on 30-09-2015
Capex Loans 3712.49
Working capital | 8461.76
Loans o
FRP Bonds Liability | 2546:15
Total 14720.40
Out of the total outstanding loans of
Rs.14720.40 Crs. as on'30-09-2015, GoAP has
accorded approval for takeover of 75% of
" working loans (Rs.6346.32 Crs.) and 100% of
FRP bonds (Rs.2546.15 Crs.).
EPDCL SPDCL Total
Against »1205.95 | 1340.20 | 2546.15
100% FRP
Bonds.
Against 75% | 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
working
capital loan
Total 3300.48 | 5591.99 | 8892.47
g s EIDRRN T NPT B LY P TUSN S it B B e+ e R SN N WA
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Para No /Brief Issue EPDCL Response . ;
As on date GoAP has taken over loans as
given below: e

EPDCL |SPDCL |Total |
Against 904.46 | 1005.23 | 1909.69
100% FRP
Bonds
Against 2094.53 | 4251.79 | 6346.32
75%
working
capital
loan
Total 2998.99 | 5257.02 | 8256.01

The Hon’ble Commission is requested to treat
such amounts /loans pertaining to PP cost as
covered in the UDAY scheme, as per the
prevailing regulations. |

10. We request the Hon’ble Cornmission

Discoms to seek additional subsidy

pGrchases made in° market far exceeding

quantum permitted by ‘the Commissi
other sources from GoAP, since they
prior approval of the Commission fg
additional quantum, procedure to be
real and transparent competitive biddir]
tariff. The powers-that-be should be b
to scrupulously adhere to regulatory re
the Commission for purchasing power g
power. - . ‘

to diredt the
required for
the
En and| from
did not] seek
r purchasing
adopted for
g and cap on
rought {ound
juirements of

|

nd additional .

are
directions of the Hon’ble Commission in this
regard. Market procurement has been carried
out through . exchange, or swapping
arrangement or DEEP E bidding portal.

The DISCOMs are complying ~with  the

. Carrying cost claimed by the Discoms t;
Rs.660 crore under true-up is not pe
request the Hon’ble Commission to rej
for carrying cost. The Discoms have tg
true-up claims in time ahd the consume

o the tyne of
‘missible. We
ect the{claim
submit their
rs should not

be penalised for delay caused by the Discoms in

submitting the same.

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

12. We request the Hon’ble Commission to

opportunity to make further submissi

provide us an
ns in person

during the public hearing after receiving responses of
tha Discotvs to our above-menticnea submigsions

and studying and analysing the same.

Within the purview of Hon’ble APERC.

Copy submitted to
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660

Pomt,y b e s 9y N ws e AN PR e

Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.
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Yours faithfully -

ief Genera anagen{%ﬁ/})
PPA, RA & QC ?

APEPDCL::VISAKHAPATNAM
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AP DISCOMS Back Down Fixed Cost for FY 2017-2018

> Year Source Plant Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased To’tal FC (Rs Cr) ;g::(a:l:,':‘e(;: P:;cl:,kr::;tt:vcvzsr?: '
. . {MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) {MU) - ) per unit
=
] {a) (b) {c) {d) {e) {f) {g) " n) (i) {i) = (i)/(fH*10
“ AP GENCO -Thermal |
Dr.NTTPS Stage-| |
Dr.NTTBS Stage-il 126000 |  6605.91 447.04 , 6158.57 | sse.62 .” 37.80 0.85
Dr.NTTPS Stage-iil C {.‘
Dr.NTTPS Stage -IV 500.00 2659.72 187.71 2472.01 { 387.17 27.32 1.46
so17.45 |RTPP Stage- o 42000 2590.91 44759 ° 214331 __242.98 v 4197 o84
“IRTPP Stage-Ii Thermal 420.00 2755.84 * 466,70 2289.14" ¢ 570,93 " 62.82 1.35
RTPP Stage-il 210.00 1102.38 170.96 931.42 I 227.22 35.24 2.06
RTPP Stage-IV 600.00 0.00 0.0G- . 0.0 { 0.0 0.00 .
Thermal Incentive for FY 2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 117 0.00 ) ‘L
- SCAGer 20637 - _ e ——— L. £-00 n.00 000 A .00} -
. ITotal AF GENCO -Thermal - 3410.00 15714.76 - 172001, |  13994.75 "1788.10 20515, |'. 118
Total TSGENCO -Thermal ‘ Therr s} 2282.50 , 1492.89 0.00 1492.82. U 190,83 0.00
APPDCL {Krishnapatnam)] -Therinal 7 ~ = 1(1- R ]
201718 Pl - Thermal 1600.00 5906.3% .1423.54 . 448295 $1403.9o‘ 338.36 - -
SDSTPS-II . N ' T
Total APPDCL (Krishnapatnam) -Thermal 1600.00 5006.49 | 142354 4482.95 I 1a03.90 338.36 238
CGS - Thermal E,
201715 NTPC(SR) Ramagundam S 274.23 2109.43 354.11 1755.32 1 1241 20.83 0.59
- 7. INTPC {SR) Simadri Stage 1 .| Thermat 461,10 3180.58 495.69 2684.80 | 44297 69.04 73
NTPC (SR) Simadri Stage 2 188.64 143501 | 42126 1014.66 1 205.06 s057 | 141
NTPC (SR) Talcheru St.II 175.32 1300.11 104.90 1195.21 1 a128 6.56 063 |
NTPC (SR) Ramagundam St.1il Thermal 68.92 558.13 84.15 473.97 | 31.43 4.74 0.56
NTECL Valluru Thermal Power 87.93 568.11 87.83 480.28 111.04 17.17 1.95
NLC -Stage- | . . gnite 4760 | 32604 11298 21306 | 4 2118 R 0.65
- - | NLC-Stage- I ) ‘ . 86.87 - . 639.84 216.83 - 423.01 V3893 -1237 0.56
.- . NPC (MAPS) . - 18.36 -| - 104.96 000 - - 10496 - S 0.00
2017-18 |NPC{Kaiga Unit-L1l & I1) Atomie | - - 116.22 -} 915.84 0.00 915.84 ! Sin}?le Partfa:riﬁ 000
_|NPC KUNDANKULAM (arrear Bill) : . . ' 0.0
NLC Tamilnadu Power Ltd Stagel _ 123.15 833.5G 230.01 603.48 ’ 143.80 39.68 . 173
NTPC Kudgi Stage-l (New Thermal Station) 143.04 654.66 380.30 274.36 ' 71.30 41,42 1.08
Aravali Power Company Limited (IGSTPS) (Arrear B:t1)] Thermal i 50.16 0.00

|
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- . | 3 installed Capaci Availabl Backdowri Enarey Purchased FCpaid dueto | Per Unit Costof || _ :._ Y
Year Source | Plant ns c(aMw)pamty val a( MeU) ac ?;B) n gy(MuU;: ase Total FC (Rs Cr} |Back down (Rs| Backdown Rs -
energy energy Cr) per unit
(a) {b) {c) {d) {e) {f) (g {h) (i) (i) = ()/(f)*10 'j
Bundled Power under INNSM Ph- 1 & Ph-li 539.18 2632.42 0.03 2632.39 Single Part Tariff 0.00 0.00 .
ok
Total CGS - Thermal 2330.59 15259.53 2488.10 12771.43 1316.26 278.56 1.12 €
IPP - Thermal . . .
{Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) s, oo P
Hinduja National Power Corp Ltd{HNPCL) | 1040.00 4182.25 898.98 3283.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
{
2017-18 Iy o rmal Powertech Corporation India Thermal 230.55 - 1876.47 126.02 1750.45 309.84 20.81 1.65
-+ | = sz - [KSK Mahanadi PowerColtd., . . .-n - | | - - .| L.40000 - 2108.58 22843 . 188014 .- 260.99 2827 |. 124 )
Total IPP - Thermal i . o
' 1670.55 . 1253.43 14.38 570.83 49.08 0.39
{Hinduja, SEIL & KSK) ' 8167.29 &9
GENCO-Hydel - o
Srisailam -RBPH " |Hydel 770.00 558.92 0.00 ¢ 558.92 168.89 0.00
- ANSREPH - - - - 30,00 _55.54 000 _ /‘ 56.54 17724 0.00 .
s S -~ e e ™ F— ORI Ak SRS e - -
|Uppersilerus, >+ L by L TE 20007 b Larer < | oo - 47167, - 1% I5HBAN .S b L0000 . 2 T nn
- s|ower Siteru St f 3 FTt.4e000; -~ | 108739 (). 000 D | . 108739 fo- 407.03- 000 ° |- - e
Donkarayi - - S IR0 I E: 5 T V1V ER A v % v A =587 00 -
Pennazhobilam - . ' avdel 20.00 3.68 0.00 3.68 10.44 0.00
- yae - = = = -
Mini Hydel (Chettipeta) N 1.00 2.25 000 . . 225 0.77 . 0.00 .,
Ramagiri Wind Mills 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2017-18 NSTPDC PH 50.00 30.07 0.00 30.07 22,11 0.00
Machkund , 84.00 233.83 0.00 233.83 25.35 Q.00 R
T8 Dam 57.60 70.84 0.00 70.84 17.38 *0.00
MSTPHES 16-17 & 18-19 ’ 21.64 0.00 21.64 29.96 0.00
Interest on Pension Bonds 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 684.11 0.00
Income Tax for FY 16-17 i 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00
Suppl Calims for IPB 2014-15,2015-16,2016-17 0.00 0.00 0.00 47.59 0.00
- I
| -.. 7" |Total GENCOHydei X A : .. 1797.60 2655.01 %) 7 ~- 2655.01 1196.09 D00 B ET Tl - s v
e ‘*—"'V:"‘i— 0-: -~ . fE;P- 'G'A-:-S_-(G-G*—Pﬁ; EA—-S--i:P'PS.é:‘AIPéﬁtL)m» e lepar R e m:, (i ..1 i A - ] Ak B B I [ B2 S .t " «
: E - . on B . i -~ P S - x ; - - - = .- -
R R ew e N ey = ne Py v e E; s et gu - ~- : ..—-:: s - » - e w - P - “ - -
- L e o . . - - - . -
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]
- - . ) § o . FC paid due to | Per Unit Cost of
- i Installed Capacity Available Backdown Energy Purchased i paid due.toy Fer DOt
Source Plant (MW) energy (MU) energy (MU) (MU) Tol gl FC(Rs Cr) |Back down {(Rs| Backdown Rs
&y gy { Cr) per unit
. ‘ . .
(b) (c) (d) {e) {f) (g) {h) () G) = (i)/(f)*10
Godavari Gas Power Plant
216.00 .69 26.57 1030.25 21.2 0.53 0.20
{Now Own Source previously GVK-I) 1057 > 3
Spectrum Power 205.00 561.05 0.65 560.40 5.00 ) 0.01 0.15
LANCO Kondapalli Gas 361.92 764508 0.04 645.05- 6430 5 10.004- 1.00
SRIVATHSA POWER 17.20 53.44 0.00 53.44 i 317 0.00
APGPCL -Stage-| 9.33 33.69 0.00 33.69 11’ 4,1% 0.00
APGPCL -Stage -II . 24.96 113.32 0.00 - - 413.32 | 738 | o000 | 1
U : KT S— T = U = PR =
Total IPP- GAS (GGPP, GAS IPPS & APGPCL) 834.41 2464.27 27.26 2436.14 1‘105.19 0.55 0.20
NRE - Solar - Solar 4555.00 0.00 1 0.00 0.00
NRE - Wind Wind 3931.00 0.00 R 1 0.00 0.00
Nit—=Others big-rerass;. :/3]‘.19" n 000 o t:,'u‘d.\n} _ , oo T 1
Ot:hers fincluding Swapping) = === A R C s B Az 000~ ot T i [,'/ :0.00 - 0.00; Femf e L s
Total Others (Including Swapping) - = 9065.10 (4 - 0.00" *';D;OQ ] 000 . _l:g.:‘:{r i 0.00 Rt - ,
Grand Total 22990.75 51660.23 ) 6912.24 44747.55 16580.00 871.20 1.26 ©
/ . :
l (e {‘vvﬁh(j
PPA, RA & QC :
N A.PIE.PIDQCI LTu.
VISAKHAPATNAM-13
\‘ .
- o M - - é N “
. . - - .- - . . i .
- ~ § e ra v;::u..-' LN VA - e Soner ‘w‘ - - " we e - B2 'v;'__.»- - Vg i - - ; "E, e .
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EASTERN POWER DiSTRle{l}T!‘J)N COMPANY OF A.P. LIMITED
.. .CORPORATE OFFICE:.: V’ISAKHAPATNAM' Admn. | For pﬁ%al/
‘F . . .r. ' * * . - . < < . - . R
rom | | o © .- 7] Enge o ' 9)\\2/\)\5
The Chief'‘General Manager ) ‘)p\@% $ri M.Thimma Reddy, . 2RM 9
PPA & RA ‘ - Gonvenor, Peoples’s Mo josing e\
APEPDCL, Corporate Office, Group of Electricity Regllation; ° Memper / PR
Seethammadhara; 139, Kakatiya Nagar, . Tariff . ;
Visakhapatnam < 530013, » Hyderabad ~500 008, Lieee — Cheirman

Lr.No. CGM/PPA & RA/EPDCL/VSP/RAC/F:Tr

Sir,

Sub: APEPDCL — RAC — Replies to the Objectio
APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business f

Ref: Your Objection letter dated. 17-(

With reference to above, the receipt off

replies of APEPDCL are furnished in the enclosed

Encl: As above

Copy submitted to
The Secretary, APERC, 4™ Floor, 11-4-660, Sing

8-2019

6 k)

*

stalement.

areni Bh

2 b SNy 7 S€O
i pd ™
o

| Bopled

po fr &3

ue-Up/D:No.2.33 /19; 'dtﬁ&fZ.—ZOiQ.

ns received on.True-up petition filed: by
or FY2017-18 - Regarding.

your suggestion/ objections on True-up petition filed

by APDISCOMS on Retails Supply Business fof FY2017-18 is herewith acknowledged. The Para wise

Yours faithfully

ief General Managgl\/\]

PPA & RA :: APEPDCL DUi
VISAKHAPATNAM

avan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004.

proceedtiny) el
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@ "~ True:Up 2017-18 . o 4'{7
Replies to the 'Objg'ct,io_ns raised by Sri M‘.Thimni,a Reddy.

Para No /Brief Issue _ . EPDCIL. R,esponst} :
1. APDISCOMs have filed a joint petition for cl‘e;ter{ﬁiilzltion of the ‘ - '
True up for the Retail Supply Business for FY 2017-18. Below we
submit our comments on the same for the ci)l:%id'erati bn of the.
Commission. . : R

2. While the quantum-of power procured d_écrea;sed from. 56,584 MU
as allowed in the Commission's Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 to
56,024 MU. the power purchase cost increased from Rs. 21,490.80
crore as allowed in the said Tariff Order to R&. 25,91(7 Crore. That
is, while power procured declined by 560 MU| power purchase cost .
increased by Rs. 4,427 Crore. In other words, power procured oo - L
declined by one percent and power purchase cost [increased by o ‘
20.60 percent. Average power purchase cost increased from Rs,
3.80 per unit as allowed in the Tariff Order td Rs. 4.62 per unit as
claimed by the DISCOM s in their filings, signifying gn increase of
21.58% in average power purchase cost. )

3. APDISCOMs in their filings (Table 17)- claimpd that the | APDISCOMSs have included the
Commission approved-power purchase cost of Rs. 23,231 Crore | approved transmission charges of
for FY 2017-18 while in the Tariff Order the Commission allowed | Rs.1739.73 Crs. (Transmission
Rs. 21,490.79 Crore towards the same (p.215). Similatly, while the | cost, SLDC  cost. PGCIL
Commission allowed Rs. 29.66 Crore towards incentives/other expenses & ULDC Charges)
costs: APDISCOMs claimed that the Comm?rssion approved .Rs. | under the head of power purchase

408 Crore towards the same. This needs to be dlarified/verified. . | cost in order to computé the

‘ power purchase cost variation at

.| the boundary of the DISCOMs in

order to arrive at filed approved

power  purchase cost of

Rs.23230.52 Crs. The DISCOMs

have included pension liabilities

of Rs.378.22 Crs. in addition to
incentives of Rs.29.66 Crs. under
the head of other costs in ofder to
artive at filed other cost of
Rs.408 Crs.

4. While the Commission allowed APDISCOMS to progure 56,584
MU during FY 2017-18 APDISCOMs in faét procured 57,565
MU. It was nearly 1,000 MU higher than the quantum| allowed by
the Commission. APDSICOMs disposed of 1,540 MU|in the open
market as power consumption in the state during the year was only
56,025 MU. This raises doubts over procurement of power over
and above the limit set by the Commissioh. Any| additional
expenditure incurred In procuring surplus power shall not be
allowed. .
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"Para No /Brief Issue

i

EPDCL Response ®

5. While the Commission allowed procurement of 195.67 -MU

through market at an average cost of Rs.

4,08 per unit

APDISCOMs procured 3,040 MU from|the market (Table 1) Table
11 of APDISCOMSs submission provides details regarding 2,820
.MU only. There is no explanation abouf the remaining 220 MU.

#
H

219.34 MU is UI (Unscheduled
Interchange)

6. APDISCOMs’ submission in Table 13
power was sold at Rs. 4.20 per unif

shows that while surplus
power from market was

procured at Rs. 2.76 per unit which was much less than Rs. 4.08

per unit allowed by the Commission.

This gives the impression

that they have procured power from the market at a very-low price
and sold it in the open market at higher price ieading to profit for

the DISCOMs on this count. But a
. "submission shows that the DISCOMs in fact p

closet fxamination of the
-ocured power from

market at higher price. Details regarding market procurement are

provided in Table 11 of the filings. Out of 2,820 MU 1,208 MU
were through swapping. Actual market| purchases were 1,611 MU
and their details are provided in the following table:
Per
-. Sourde MU ¢.3c st (Rs - | Unit
in {Cr) cost
) - -(Rs)
Indian Energy Exchange (Including | 1,381 | | 647 4.09
STOA charges) | §
Steel exchange 7 3 4.26
Sarda Metal : 15 6 4.00
Manikaran Power Limited 341 11 36.67
(Including STOA charges) ' k
Knowledge Infrastructure 5] 1| 2.00
Total B 1,611 668 4.51

From the above table it is-clear that'APDISCO']j\/Is procured power
frorh open 'market at highér price than :chzg,

Commission. Additional expenditure resylting |
power purchases shall-not be allowed. - -

allowed by the
fom this high cost
. ”"l . -

The objector has erroneously
taken cost of power procurement
(Rs Crs) from Manikaran Power
Limited as 11 instead of 1 for 3
MU. Table 11 of the filings may
please be perused again. AP
DISCOMs have procured power
from the market at cheaper rates
only.

7. According to APDISCOMS' filings power lﬁurchase cost from

market sources includes short-term ope

1 access (STOA) charges to

the extent of Rs. 152 Crore. STOA shalll not be paid as TRANSCO
is already paid for the quantum of energy to’ b%; transmitted during
the financial year and the actual power tranﬁimtted according to

the. DISCOMS' .present filing' is less
.Comm1ssmn in the Tariff Order. In

than that allowed by the
the past the Commission

. disallowed STOA from FSA. In the Order dated 20-09-2012 in the

- matter of determlnatlon of Fuel Surch

\rge Acbustrhent (FSA) for

Fourth Quarter of FY’ 2011-12 the Cq mmlsqlon held as follows,
"Regardlng the contention that the levy of short-term open access

(STOA) charges- by APTRANSCO o]
network, amounts to double chargmg

DISCOMs for the. use of

 states  /

As per the existing CERC
Regulations, STU transmission
charges are also being collected
on all Short Term Open Access
(STOA) transactions involving
short term procurement of power
by the DISCOMs from other
exchange.  This
expenditure is actually being
incurred by the DISCOMs.
‘Whether it is adding up to the
revenue of AP Transco over and
above its regulated income or the

for the same netwoik and
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Para No /Brlef Issue o

EPDCL Response

@

results in unjust énrichment of APTRANSCO at

the ‘cost of

consumers, the Commission has examined thig issue and proposes

to disallow the cost of STOA while computing.the.F$

A since the

charges of STOA is not part of power Iﬁiirchas%'c cost as per - Tariff

Order."(Para 25, page 19). Following the above we

Commission not to allow STOA as claimed by }ﬂlé APDISCOMs.

request the -

‘treatment of the same is under-the

puiview of the Hon’ble APERC.

*Since the DISCOMs are actually

incurring ‘this, it is claimed as a
true up item.

%

8.1 In the Tariff Order the Commission allowed
towards procurement 0f6,597 MU of power from
at the rate of Rs.-4.04 per unit. In the true-u

filings

Rs. 2,663.88 Crore
SDSTRS/APPDCL'|.

DISCOMS

claimed Rs. 2,574 Croré (Rs. 1,170 Crdre towards varisbl¢ capital and
Rs. 1,404 Crore towards fixed capital) towards power procurement
from SDSTPS/APPDCL. As the quantum of power procured from this

plant declined to 4,483 MU per- unit cost .increased
signifying an increase of 43 percent in power purchase c(
unit. ’

to Rs.5.74
st from this

DISCOMs have considered the
power purchase costs of SDSTPS
as per Hon’ble Commission order

_in O.P.No.47 of 2017 & IA No.

28012017, Dt.02.03.2019

8.2 As SDSTPS achieved only 56.72% of

PLF cpmpared to

normative threshold PLF of 80% penalty/disincentive shall- be

collected from it.for its underperformance.

Payment of fixed. charges is
always subjected to the actual
availability of the plant and
accordingly plants showing lesser
availability are disincentivized by
reduction in the fixed charges
proportionately.

8.3
APGENCO -units (Rs.3.27). But while power proc red frg
is much lower than the projected quantity in the ¢ase of
units it Is much higher. Generation of power: abox{e ‘thres]
SDSTPS would also have helped to bring.down unit
Reasons for lJower power generation at: SDSTPS need to be

Unit variable cost of SDSTPS (Rs. 2.61) is less {

han that of
m SDSTPS
APGENCO
nold PLF at
fixed cost.
explained

Even if variable cost of SDTPS is
lesser, the DISCOMSs could not
procure upto the approved

quantum in view of scarc1ty of
fuel :

9.1 APDISCOMs did not provide any explanat?on for
fixed and variable cost of different power plants comp
Commission's Tariff Order. While in the Tariff Order the ¢
allowed Rs. 6,412.88 Crore towards fixed costs DISCO
filings mentioned approved fixed cost as Rs. 5,76 Core
this Rs.1,740 Crore were towards transmission dharges.

variance in
ared to the
Commission
Ms in their
and within
But in the

Commission's Order transmission charges are not imentioned as a part

of fixed cost. These deviations in DISCO Ms' filings make
of power purchase cost difficult. Similarly, in the case of ¥
while the Commission allowed Rs.15,048.26 | Crore
mentioned approved variable cost as Rs. 17057 Crore

in their filings mentioned actual variable cost as lis 17,2
we go by APDISCOMs' claim about approved variabie ¢
in variable cost is only Rs. 205 Crore. But if we

comparison
ariable cost
DISCOMs
DISCOMS

Crore. If
ast Increase

o by th’e approved

variable cost as mentioned in the Commission's Tgriff OrdEr increase

in variable cost is Rs. 2,214 Crore. These variations i
capital cost figures points to the néed to |closely
APDISCOMs' claims regarding capital costs incurred.

n approved
scrutinize

The licensee has considered
station  wise  fixed  cost
computation as per Page Nos.
328 & 329 of Retail Supply
Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 duly
deducting pension liabilities
amount of Rs.378.22 Crs. and
adding transmission charges of
Rs.1739.73 Crs. (Transmission
cost, SLDC cost. PGCIL
expenses & ULDC Charges)
under the head fixed cost
resulting in filed approved fixed
cost figure of Rs.5766.02 Crs.
The licensee has considered
station wise variable cost
computation as per Pages Nos.
328 & 329 of Retail Supply
Tariff Order for FY 2017-18 duly
considering the un split costs of




EPDCL Response <

* Para No /Brief Isst

Hinduja, Damotararp
Sdnjeevaiah Plants-I & II and
DBFOO under variable costs in
order to arrive at filed approved
variable cot of Rs.17056.66 Crs.

9.2
confusing. The. figures used by DISCO Ms
once mentioned in the Tariff Order. For ex
Others as mentioned in the Tariff Order cc

and DISCOMs in their filings mentioned the approved fixed cost of

these units to be Rs. 664 Crore. Similar is th
Some other examples are given in the [
demands resubmission of information in
Tariff Order for meaningful analysis.

Information provided by DISCOMS on fixed costs is utterly-

do né} correspond to the
ample, [fixed costs of IPP-
mes to% Rs.1,170.49 Crore

e case with GENCO units.
receding paragraph. This
correspondence ‘with the

The DISCOMs have considered
fixed costs of IPPs others as per
Pages Nos.328 & 329 of Retail
Supply Tariff Order for FY 2017-
18 as given below:
1) Srivathasa - Rs.3 Crs.
2) KSK Mahanadi
- Rs.355.16Crs.
3) Thermal Power Tech.
-Rs.305.50Crs.
Total - Rs.663.66 Crs.
It appears that the objector has
also, _included Hinduja cost also
mto leed Cost of IPPs. As per
the Tarlff Order Hinduja has been
accorded single part tariff. Hence
the classification carried out by
the DISCOMs is not confusmg
and is clear.

9.3 While the Commission allowed
incentives APDISCOMs are claiming Rs. 9¢
Even when TSGENCO units provided lg
projected quanuty Rs. 60 Crore are men
Similarly, in the case of NCE units Rs. 21
incentives even when power supplied from|
projected quantity by more than 500 M
scrutiny of DISCOMs' claims related to ince

Rs. 29,66 Crore towards
>1 Cror%: towards the same.
ss than one third of the
ioned’ as incentives to it.
7 Cror%: are mentioned as
these units was below the
[U. These demand close
ntives/other costs.

Approved Actual Variande in
variable vémable variable % of
Source ; ’
cost cost cost variance

(Rs/Unit) .| (Rs/U mt) (Rs/Unit) .
APGENCO [ 2.70 3.27 D.57 21.11
TSGENCO | 2.27 2.90 .63 21.75
CGS 2.41 2.88 D.47 19.50
APGPCL 2.14 2.45 0.31 14.49-
IPP-Gas 2.10 2.57 D.47: 22.38
IPP-Other 2.17 3.00 . ).83 38.25

As per the interim directions of
thie Hon’ble High Court, GBI
incentive is supposed to be paid
to the developers and accordingly
a provision has been made
subjected to the final judicial
outcome on the issue.
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EPDCL Response

While in the case. of gas based APGPCL unit vari

operations of these. .power plants -or because:

The above table shows significani increase in Variable cost
able co
by 14.49% in the case of gas based IPP plants it increased
As the source of natural gas for all these.plants iis' the ¢
increase in variable cost of gas based: IPP plants is puzz
case of coal based power plants while unit variable cost o
reglstered an increase of 19.5% coal based IPP plants hav
an increase of 38.25%. From APDISCOMs' filings it
whether this increase in variable cost was becausé df less tl
of inc

st mcreased
ame higher
ling: In the
f CGS units

s not clear

(coal/natural gas). prices. It is also not Known whether p1 oportion of

imported coal has increased. In the past the' Commission had given
In the
these gaps in information we request the Commission t
quantity
and calorific value of ‘fuels procured and actual- ]tleat rat

clear directions on procurement of 1mported coal.

utilities to provide complete information (source,

related to fuels.

background
» direct the
and price;
e achieved)

by 22.38%.’

e registered

an efficient’
reased fuel,

Even. though' the source of gas is

-same 1o all the gas generating
-plants gas transportatlon cost . is

different to different plants apart
from differences in Station Heat
Rates. This causes actual variable
cost to differ among Gas based
thermal- * power projects.
Similarly, for~ Coal thermal
stations also, the. fuel . linkage
source, geographlcal locatlon of
the plant, transportation ‘costs are
different which -alter the ultimate
variable cost. Variable cost
increase is mainly attributable to
the increase in fuel &
transportation costs.

10.1 As the third control period has ended final informatiqn related to
T&D costs should have been available. The same shall also| be used to

decide the true up figures.

E
j

APDISCOMs are in the process
of preparing True-Up filings for
NetWork/Wheeling activity for
the third control period. The
Annual accounts for FY 2018-19
which- is the final year of the 3™

.| Control Period are under CAG

audit and once completeq, filings
will be made by the DISCOM:s.

10.2 It seems by accident APDISCOMs provided some information
on transmission related costs. They included it as a/part of|fixed costs
of power generation units. While the Commission allowed|Rs. 399.74
Crore towards PGCIL charges during FY 2017-18/DISCOMs' filings
show that it had increased to Rs. 903.97 Crore even when all other
transmission related costs declined significantly. The claim related to

this needs to be examined.

APDISCOMs have been claiming
variations in Transmission &
SLDC Costs (STU & CTU
related) through the Power
Purchase Cost True-up claims
only as the transmission .charges
are related to Power procurement
activity.

Chief General ana(llg%\j

PPA & RA

APEPDCL :: Visakhapatnﬁ
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