           BEFORE THE HONORABLE ANDHRA PRADESH REGULATORY   

                                                        COMMISSON

             11-4-660, 5TH Floor, Singareni Bhawan, Red Hills, Hyderabad-500004

1.1
The following suggestions and objections are filed in response to the Public Notice issued on 24th December 2008.

1.2
All the DISCOMs in the above notice directed that comments/objections to be sent to or submitted in their respective corporate office but neglected to provide proper address of their corporate offices.

1.3
If number of petitions requesting for personal hearings are 20 or above from a particular district a separate public hearing need to be held in that district.

1.4
We request the Commission to allow us to be heard in person before the Commission takes a decision on the proposals submitted by the DISCOMs.

Power purchase cost

APGENCO Related Issues

2.1.1
Even after a decade of reforms in the power sector in the state aimed at promoting private investment GENCO continued to be a very important assets, accounting for more than 45 percentage of power supply. Despite its crucial importance to the state’s economy some developments on this front are disturbing. While some of them relate to discrimination against it others relate to abnormal increase in the cost of powers supplied by it.

Discrimination against GENCO

2.1.2
It is regrettable to note that even after a decade of reform process in the state power sector there is no proper, long term unit wise PPA with APGENCO notwithstanding its strategic importance in generating power. It has come to the rescue of the state grid many a time. It was forced to forego minimum returns, incentives, and even recovery of depreciation while IPPs were awarded PPAs with highly favourable terms. Because of such discriminatory practices GENCO lost nearly Rs. 1800 crore over the period. Besides these, there is no proper and timely payment for the poser supplied to the DISCOMs. It was not provided with Letter of Credit facility let alone Escrow Cover. Its receivable stand at more than Rs. 2000 crore and its annual carrying cost is estimated to be Rs. 180 crore which is to be borne by the general public in the state. If the issue is not addressed expeditiously the receivables will increase further. We request the Commission to see that the PPA with GENCO is finalized at the earliest. 

Debt burden:

	Asset value of GENCO according to

GO dt   1-2-1999                Rs.   6,606.26 cr

GO dt 31-1-2000                Rs. 11,166.60 cr

Inflated value                      Rs.   4,560.34 cr


2.1.3
The entire debt burden of erstwhile APSEB towards terminal benefits was placed on APGENCO through arbitrary transfer schemes, saving TRANSCO and DISCOMs from this burden. According to norms firms need to allocate funds towards terminal benefits every year and these funds should be placed in secure accounts. This was violated by erstwhile APSEB. The Government of AP, which was solely responsible for this shall take the responsibility for this unfounded terminal benefits. According to the earlier Acts under which the Government of AP regulated APSEB it is the duty of the state government to see that the electricity board earned minimum of 3% on its total assets every year. The existence of this debt shows that the Government of AP did not ensure this. Otherwise this debt would not have existed. It is logical that the Government of AP takes over the debt towards terminal benefits and save APGENCO from unnecessary financial burden. The Commission shall accordingly give a policy advice to the state government to take over this debt.

2.1.4
It is to be mentioned that the above mentioned terminal benefits could not be allocated to any plant and as such stands as a contradiction in the whole exercise. The only way to resolve this contradiction is to advice the state government to take over the debt. Though the GENCO claimed that this liability had asset base the reality is that there are no corresponding assets with the GENCO and this burden was arbitrarily imposed by the GoAP. It is for the GoAP to take the responsibility of this debt. 

2.1.5
The above debt also cover loans to the extent of Rs. 400 crores which was taken by erstwhile APSEB for assets of transmission and distribution schemes but were vested in APGENCO by the statutory transfer scheme. It is logical that this loan shall be transferred to APTRANSCO and DISCOMs according to the expenditure incurred by these licensees.

No support for new stations

2.1.6
It is being reported that new projects with capacity of 4000 MW costing more than Rs. 15,000 cr are being set up by GENCO. But no financing support is extended by the state government. These plants include additions to RTPP and VTPS, Krishnapatnam and Kakatiya. 

2.1.7
These plants appear for the first time as sources of power in the ensuing year. But until now there is no PPAs for the new plants. We request the Commission to see that PPAs of these plants are subjected to public process before allowing them to supply power. 

2.1.8
Some of the steps taken in the recent past, particularly with regard to mini hydel plants is proving to be detrimental to the operations and safety of the GENCO thermal and hydel plants. It is learnt that there is reduction in generation capacity of Vijayawada Thermal Power Station due to the construction of MHPP by  Active Power Company on the Budameru Vagu. Budameru Vagu is used as outlet for circulating water system from the six units of VTPS. The slowing down of water velocities due to the construction of MHPP across the vagu is learnt to have adversely affected the performance of VTPS units, especially Unit-1 and Units-2, which are closer to MHPP. This is on account of building up of backpressure at the condenser outlet and thus reducing condenser vacuum conditions. This phenomenon is predominant during summer months when condenser inlet temperatures are on the higher side. It is learnt that the reduction in generation capacities from first 2 units of VTPS during summer months is about 20 MW, which is many folds higher than the capacity of MHPP. This is resulting in loss to APGENCO and consumers of AP. APGENCO may clarify on the above issue.  

2.1.9
It is also learnt that APGENCO has permitted a private developer (Ms Krishnapriya Power Projects Limited) to construct a Mini Hydel Power Project at the forebay reservoir of Lower Sileru Hydro Electric Scheme (LSHES). It is reported that a committee constituted by APGENCO consisting of experts from Indian Institute of Technology and others, in their report, have recommended against construction of this MHPP as this may pose threat to LSHES. As such this MHPP shall not be permitted as it is being taken up against the recommendations from the expert committee. Instead of improving power supply in the future it will adversely affect it. It is needless to mention that setting up of this MHPP is also against the forest laws.  We request the commission to look into the above issue and take suitable action. We request the commission to look into the above issues and take suitable action to protect APGENCO. APGENCO has spent considerable amount on studies on this mini hydel plant and court cases related to it. We request the Commission not to allow these costs as a pass through and collect them from consumers.   

2.1.10

Another serious issue that merits attention of the Commission is the arbitrary transfer of land belonging to GENCO to Reliance Energy Limited (REL) at Krishnapatnam. This will close opportunities for GENCO to extend its plant capacity in the future. Beside this, this transfer is affected with very low land price which smacks of a real estate scandal at the cost of GENCO and people of the state. 

GENCO power becomes high cost power

POWER PURCHASES UNIT COSTS – SOURCEWISE (FY2009-2010)

	STATION
	Fixed Cost Rs/U
	Variable Cost

Rs/U
	Total Costs

Rs/U

	Genco – T
	1.23
	1.44
	2.69

	Genco – H
	
	0.22
	0.22

	Total Genco
	0.91
	1.12
	2.05

	CGS
	0.62
	1.16
	1.87

	Simhadri
	0.62
	1.15
	1.81

	IPPs
	0.93
	1.53
	2.50

	APGPCL
	0.15
	0.93
	1.09

	Total
	0.78
	1.43
	2.25


2.1.11
The above table drawn from the filings of all the four DISCOMs show that the GENCO no more supplies cheaper power. This is quite opposed to GENCO claims that its cost of power generation had come down. A recent statement in the press (The Hindu dt26-10-2008) says : “APGENCO has performed  a feat by achieving  financial  closure for two of its major projects and  by bringing down the unit cost of the power generated by its existing thermal/hydel stations to  Rs.1.45 from Rs.1.60…. This was possible due to a high rate of internal efficiency maintained in GENCO, leading to credit worthiness, according to  Sri D.Prabhaker Rao, Director,(Finance), GENCO.”  Even with the addition of hydel power GENCO power appear to be costly power compared to power supplied by the NTPC plants. 

For EY (FY2009-2010)_the rate for thermal generation from APGENCO is higher  compared to the CY @ Rs.2.69/unit(+8%) and hydel from Rs.0.20/unit in CY  to Rs.0.22 in EY(=10%). The over all price of power from GENCO is @Rs.2.05/unit for the EY (2009-2010) up fromRs.1.89/unit in CY(+8.46%).These rises in prices must be compared to NTPS (SR) which is selling power to the DISCOMs @Rs.1.87/unit and NTPC-Simhadri within the state @Rs.1.81/unit. APGENCO therefore needs to explain why its power generation, mostly from pithead plants, is so high compared to far away NTPC units. These higher rises in prices and the vast difference in thermal power sold by APGENCO must be explained by APGENCO. And in turn all the DISCOMs should  explain to the Commission and the public.
Power supplied by IPPs and NCE units are the only plants costlier than GENCO power. It is high time this disturbing trend is addressed immediately. Otherwise we shall be paying heavy price for this.

It is to be mentioned that in the past power from GENCO used to be cheaper than power from NTPC units. For example, in 2007-08 while per unit cost of power from GENCO was only Rs. 1.47 it was Rs. 1.50 in the case of NTPC plants other than Simhadri plant and Rs. 1.57 in the case of Simhadri plant. Now what we see is a completely different picture.  

Fuel cost burden:

2.1.12
One of the reasons for this situation may lay in variable costs faced by the GENCO thermal plants. Its variable cost is higher than the average variable cost of all power made available in the state from different sources. This might have resulted from changed coal policy of the central government. It has forced changes in the terms f coal supply in the middle of the year abruptly. Earlier all the coal supplies were to be made under a long term fuel supply agreement (FSA). Under the new policy this FSA guarantees only 60% of the coal needs of the plants and remaining 40% has to be sourced from the open market or from imports. This has led to higher variable costs. The central and state governments in stead of helping to reduce costs of power generation are leading from front to hike these costs to make coal mining attractive to private capital. This policy need to be changed immediately.

The high cost imported coal has another angle. The coal imported by APGENCO is having higher calorific value, and hence it is expected that this would result in reduction in specific fuel consumption of coal. We would like to know from APGENCO following details for the period of 2008-09:

a) Heat rate of various generating stations

b) the details of calorific value of imported coal and domestic coal,

c) station wise units generated using imported and domestic coal, 

d) comparison of specific fuel consumption of imported coal vis-à-vis domestic coal, 

e) procedure adopted to measure Gross Calorific Value and Net calorific value of imported and domestic coal

We also would like to know whether the Licensees obtained the permission of the Commission in altering their FSAs.

Fixed costs

Fixed costs paid to APGENCO:

(Rs. In Cr)

	
	2006-07
	2007-08
	2008-09

	GENCO Claim
	2897.62
	2891.34
	2860.06

	DISCOMs Proposal
	---
	---
	2049.15

	APERC Approval*
	1706.17
	1825.69
	1998.01


* Tariff Orders for respective years

2.1.13
Through an application before the APERC mentioned in the Public Notice published on 29-11-08 the GENCO claimed the amounts mentioned in the above table and the table also mentions the amounts approved by the APERC through its Tariff Orders for the respective years. The difference between the GENCO claims and the Commission’s approval is in the range of around Rs. 800 crore to Rs. 1200 crore. Even in the presence of such huge difference GENCO was reported to have made profits. Given the high capital costs of the IPP plants one could imagine the earnings of these firms at the cost of general consumers who ultimately foot the bill. At the same time in the case of GENCO it is prayed that the capital costs to the extent that it covers its minimum return on equity (ROE), that may enable it to raise funds in the future,  may be allowed but not too high as to become a burden on the general public.   

IPPs Old & New

Comparison with Simhadri (2009-10)

	
	4 Old IPPs
	Simhadri
	Difference

	Capacity (MW)
	999
	1000
	-1

	Power Generated (MU)
	7914
	7406
	508

	Fixed Cost (Rs. Crs)
	668
	463
	205

	Total Cost (Rs. Crs)
	1718
	1338
	380


[4 Old IPPs are: GVK, Spectrum, Lanco and BSES]

2.2.1
The above table shows the burden imposed on the consumers because of lopsided PPAs with IPPs. The present government which came to power in April 2004 promised to alter these PPAs. But no concrete steps were taken to realize this. Committee headed one of the Cabinet members Sri. K. Rosaiah to negotiate with IPPs vanished in to thin air and the so-called CID probe did not lead any one anywhere. Emboldened with this some of the IPPs like GVK became audacious enough to demand increase in capital costs of their plants. We earnestly request the Commission to reexamine the PPAs with the above four IPPs. 

New gas based power plants

	Capacity (MW)
	1499

	Power Generated (MU)
	7953

	Fixed Cost (Rs. Crs)
	805

	Total Cost (Rs. Crs)
	2303


[4 New IPPs are: GVK Extn, Vemagiri, Gautami and Konaseema

Variable cost per unit range from Rs. 0.92 to 0.96]

2.2.2
The current tariff filings show that the new gas based power plants will not be operating to their full capacity even during the year 2009-10. Given the present uncertainty in gas supply from KG basin even this power generation is also doubtful. 

2.2.3
From this submission we would like know on what basis the DISCOMs arrived on the above quantum of power purchase from the new plants. This cannot be possible without a secure Fuel Supply Agreement with RIL. We request the Commission to file a copy of the Fuel Supply Agreements that they have entered for the current supply of gas. It is to e mentioned here that earlier agreements that these firms entered in to with GAIL no more holds good as GAIL had expressed its inability to supply gas. It is not even able to supply to the full capacity to the four old plants which are operating at less that 60% PLF. This issue has particular importance in the background of cases filed by NTPC and Anil Ambani against Mukhesh Ambani’s RIL in the Bombay High Court regarding the supply as well as price of gas from KG basin.  We request the Commission to ascertain full facts about availability of gas to gas based power plants in the state.

2.2.4
From the filings it is not clear at what price the IPPs propose to buy gas from RIL if it is available. RIL increased gas price from $2.5 to $4.2 per MCMD through questionable method. It had limited the ‘open’ bidding to select five firms out of which only one is from power sector and this is the only one from the state of AP. As the gas price is a pass through these firms did not hesitate to quote a very high price. Even the Prime Minister’s Advisory Council expressed its reservations on the process followed in fixing this price. It is to be mentioned that this price more in the nature of spot price but it was given status of long term price. Price was decided at a time when oil prices are very high. Now oil prices have come down to $30 per barrel. It was also estimated that by 2012 India would have surplus capacity in gas supply. In such circumstances the above high price for gas cannot hold. We request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs not to agree to the above high gas price and demand renegotiation in the background of changed international financial situation and lower demand for petroleum products worldwide…

2.2.5
Reports show that power was purchased from Vemagiri plant using naphtha as fuel at  : Rs. 8.62 per unit even when GVK Extension unit expressed it readiness to supply power at Rs. 7.50 per unit using HSD as fuel. We would like know from the DISCOMs why high cost power was preferred.

2.2.6
It was reported that gas supply was diverted from Lanco to Vemagiri plant and Lanco was forced to generate power using naphtha. When Vemagiri plant was also a dual fuel plant and capable of generating power using naphtha as fuel why was gas diverted from Lanco plant to Vemagiri plant? 

2.2.7
It was well recognized that PPA with BPL  for the power plant to be set up Ramagundam entailed high cost power. Despite such a favourable PPA the BPL company was not able to achieve financial closure in time. Because of this failure the PPA was cancelled by APTRANSCO. This was also intimated to the Commission. This was welcomed by not only by the state government but also by the central government. But the newspaper reports currently mention that the state government is surreptuously trying to revive the BPL plant. It is to be mentioned that once PPA is cancelled  it can be revived only through open bidding under current circumstances. While at present pit head plants are able to generate power at Rs.2 per unit there is no reason to allow a plant that costs nearly double that amount.  

Non-Conventional Energy

	
	Power (MU)
	Cost of Power (Rs. Crs)

	CPDCL
	688.23
	217.90

	EPDCL
	492.82
	151.33

	NPDCL
	430.07
	126.01

	SPDCL
	1153.70
	357.19

	Total
	2764.82
	852.43


2.3.1
It was reported that one of the municipal waste based power plants located at Samshabad, Hyderabad was not accepting municipal waste from the municipal corporation any longer and as such quantum of power expected to be purchased form that plant shall be considered unavailable.  

Non-Conventional Energy – Unit Cost

	Type
	Cost Rs./U

	Bio-Mass
	3.15

	Bagasse
	3.09

	Municipal waste
	3.81

	Industrial waste
	3.10

	Wind power
	3.29

	Mini Hydel
	2.78

	Total NCE
	3.17


2.3.2
The Commission through a Public Notice dated 24-11-2008 released s discussion paper on (Renewable Power Purchase Obligation (RPPO). As part of key issues to be considered some issues related to renewable power purchase price like price for grid connected solar power outside the MNE subsidy, price for surplus power generated by rice millers, price for renewable power sold to private persons, etc. It will be in fitness of things if these issues are examine as a part of examination of prices for all types of such power. The Commission had issued an Order dated 20-3-2004 fixing power purchase cost from different sources of renewable power. As the Order is in operation for 5 full years it is important to review it and issue a fresh Order. 

2.3.3
This should also provide an occasion to examine the reasons for failure of these units to supply full power as promised. This shall specifically pay attention on the units that have received capital subsidy from the central and state governments. As a nodal agency responsible for promotion of non-conventional, renewable sources of energy NEDCAP shall be directed to review the performance of these units and file a report with the Commission. This report shall also examine whether they are following fuel usage norms and whether they are following environmental norms… 

2.3.4
Recently the Government of Andhra Pradesh issued Orders to hike price of power being purchased from biomass units from Rs. 3.15 to 3.79 per unit. Here we would like to comment that the GoAP does not have any powers to set the price for power purchase. As such we request the DISCOMs not to follow this price and request the Commission not to take the said Order of the GoAP in to cognizance. In the above mentioned Discussion Paper the DISCOMs were mentioned saying that they were not referring to price change as it was subjudice. But this did not stop the GoAP to issue orders to benefit a few at the cost of general public of the state. 

2.3.5
In the Discussion Paper it was mentioned that NEDCAP allowed 8 plantation based biomass plants and the Commission directed it to file a reports on its functioning. But at the time public hearing MD of NEDCAP did not report on those plants. If it has not yet filed such a report we request the Commission to direct it to file such a report immediately and make such a copy available to us. In case it has already filed such a report we request the Commission to make such a copy available to us.   

2.3.6
M/S Ritwik Energy Systems and other NCE developers filed an appeal  with the Appellate Tribunal against the APERC Order dt 2-6-06 with regard to restriction of delivered energy up to 100% PLF during every 30 minutes time block. The Appellate Tribunal set aside the APERC Order and directed the Licensees (DISCOMs) to calculate PLF on a monthly basis. The Supreme Court  admitted the Appeal of the DISCOMs and directed notices to be issued to the respondents for taking up the interim stay application.  In the mean time, the GOAP directed the DISCOMs and TRANSCO to resolve the issue with the developers by an out of court settlement and file  the resolution petition before the Supreme Court to close the pending case. After the case is dismissed, the Government., directed to refund the payments. Accordingly, APPCC has initiated steps.(P.120 of filing, SPDCL). What is one to make of this? The problem arose from bio-mass units which were generating power, at times even beyond capacity, using smuggled forest trees and excess coal than permitted when they had the supply and averaging it for the whole month. APTRANSCO in its bid curb the illegal practices of the “ bio-mass generators” directed for half-hourly recordings of generation and not permitting them to generate beyond permitted capacity. While the Commission recognized the problem, the Appellate Tribunal failed to do so. In these circumstances appeal to the Supreme Court was the right thing to do. Why has the GOAP interfered in the matter and directed for out of Court settlement? Where does policy end and corruption begin? Why should DISCOMs take direct instructions from GOAP by passing the Commission?
Mini Power Plants

2.4.1
The existing two mini power plants in the state are allocated to EPDCL. One of the plants is LVS. The current filings show that Rs. 29.77 crore are going to be paid though not a single unit of power is being purchased. Until now more than Rs. 170 crores are paid to this unit without a single unit is being purchased. This amount was paid as a fixed cost to keep the plant ready to operate whenever the DISCOM asks it to generate power. During the year 2008-09 it was asked to generate power but it expressed its inability to do so. It means that it did not use the money paid towards fixed to keep the plant ready. It implies that it has violated the agreement entered in to with DISCOM/APTRANSCO. This violation shall lead to either recovery all the money paid until now and/or confiscation of the plant itself. It is also to be mentioned that the case went many tomes before the Courts and LVS got favourable orders. We are apprehensive that the DISCOMs and state government did not place full facts before the Courts or colluded with the company.   

Sales Forecast    

3.1.1
The current global recession need to be factored in to while arriving at the total energy consumption during the second control period 2009-14.

3.1.2
The unmet demand for power in rural areas (outside agriculture) is considerable. The rural areas (except mandal headquarters and some major panchayats) receive power for less than 12 hours in a day through out the year. These areas do not get power during daytime. For them it is power cuts through out the year. Some of these villages get power only during the 7 hours of agriculture supply. Practically, rural citizens are treated as second class citizens even though they pay the same tariff as any other consumer. Their unmet power needs need to be made part of the sales forecast for the ensuing year and other years of the second control period.     

Agriculture   

3.2.1
Estimate of power consumption in agriculture is not clear. Only SPDCL presented a semblence of estimations used in arriving at the consumption figures. Other DISCOMs did not present the method followed in arriving at the figures. They claimed that they had submitted periodical reports to the Commission and based on those figures they have arrived at their estimation. But this public process is meant to place all the information in the public domain. 

3.2.2
Through this petition we call upon the DISCOMs to make available the information on number of pumpsets district/circle wise, their connected load, total hours of power supply during the year, number of DTRs serving exclusively agriculture loads, number of DTRs metered, valid meter readings,  consumption arrived, number of tatkal connections, connected load of these connections, and the power consumed by these motors, agriculture connections issued under free quota and tatkal schemes year wise during the first control period and the target for release of new connections under both categories, number of unauthorized connections regularized. It is puzzling to note that even after reduction of hours of power supply from 9 hours to 7 hours power consumption was shown to have increased in the year 2004-05. And this trend was continued thereafter until now in spite of our objections. 

3.2.3
As all tatkal connections are metered these consumption figures may be extrapolated to all agriculture connections in the DISCOM area. 

3.2.4
Though only SPDCL presented the method it has used in some detail in arriving at its estimate of agriculture consumption it is to be noted that even its estimate is not reliable. In the case of tatkal connections also instead of taking their readings on face value it is again ‘estimated’. While per HP consumption of power under tatkal connections in an year is 646.55 units, for all motors together consumption per HP is 1074 units per year. All the motors use power for 7 hours but still there is such a large difference between the two categories of connections. Per HP consumption of power by services under HVDS is estimated to be 401 units and this appears to be unrealistic. Again, figures given in Form-7 of the filings do not conform to the above estimated consumption. It is time, after a decade long effort, to arrive at convincing consumption estimates.         

3.2.5
Under the present agriculture consumption estimate readings of meters installed on LV side of sample DTRs is very crucial. But as mentioned in the Tariff Order 2008-09 on an average only 19% of the readings are reliable or correctly/regularly recorded. We would like to know the reasons for such abysmal performance in recording readings of about 30, 000 meters installed at sample DTRs.

3.2.6
The Tariff Order 2008-09 (para 174) mentions that the ISI, which was engaged to examine the quality of agriculture consumption estimates seems to have come to the conclusion that these estimates are not reliable. We request the Commission to provide us a copy of the report submitted by ISI.  

3.2.7
To what extent agriculture feeders are segregated from the main feeders? When will the segregation of agriculture feeders will be completed? What will be the expenditure involved to complete the segregation?

3.2.8
Adherence of some DSM measures were made compulsory for accessing free power by agriculture consumers. One of them is installation of Capacitors. From each DISCOM we would like to know the number and percentage of connections that have installed capacitors, and the amount spent on purchasing and installation of capacitors. 

3.2.9
It is regrettable to note that the staff of DISCOMs does not have clear idea or understanding in installing capacitors. Because of installation of capacitors in wrong sequence it had led to burning of some motors and this has made the whole faming community opposed to capacitors. As a result considerable savings were lost. We would like to know the steps taken by the DISCOMs to overcome this situation.  

Expenditure on HVDS

	
	2008-09
	2009-10

	
	APERC
	Revised Estimate
	Proposal

	CPDCL
	50.00
	241.29
	345.30

	EPDCL
	35.00
	131.00
	86.00

	NPDCL
	NA
	NA
	NA

	SPDCL
	60.00
	377.41
	81.07

	Total
	145.00
	749.70
	512.37


3.2.10
In the implementation of HVDS it was found that it was not done according to norms. Particularly AB cables were not used. Such practices led the Commission to order to slow down its implementation. But disregarding this the DISCOMs went ahead spent beyond the levels approved by the Commission. As shown in the above table in three DISCOMs for which information is available while the Commission has allowed Rs. 145 crore the DISCOMs have spent Rs. 749.7 crore during 2008-09 and propose to spend more than Rs. 500 crore in the coming financial year. Given the huge amount spent we request the Commission to order evaluation of this scheme and explore less costly measures to achieve the same objectives.

3.2.11
We would like know whether HVDS was implemented according to the norms: there were reports that as no proper earthing was done in many villages electricity passed through the walls and also led to deaths. From SPDCL also it is being reported that it is leading wide power fluctuations regularly resulting in burning f electrical appliances…

3.2.12
Under the jurisdiction of each DISCOM at the time of converting the low voltage to high voltage distribution how many unauthorized connections were come across and how they were treated? To say, how many of them were regularized and how many of them were disconnected completely? 

Deficit

	
	2009-10
	2008-09
	2007-08

	CPDCL
	2067.56
	2507.90
	334.97

	EPDCL
	583.76
	768.00
	35.54

	NPDCL
	1802.56
	839.85
	-6.53

	SPDCL
	1219.24
	1103.55
	-54.17

	Total
	5,662.12
	5219.30
	309.81


4.1
The cumulative deficit according to the current filings stand at more than Rs. 10,000 crore. This is more than 50% of the ARR for the year 2009-10, first year of the second control period. DISCOMs did not delineate any steps on dealing with such a huge gap. We request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs to clearly state the steps planned by them to deal with this explosive situation. As the new government may be formed at the beginning of the ensuing financial year it is not advisable to wait for that moment for a clear picture.  

4.2
We also would like to know the amount received by DISCOMs from the state government towards subsidy as well as power purchases during the first control period, year wise. At one time the Minister for Energy was reported to have said that the state government would be paying Rs. 2200 crore and at another time Rs. 1700 crore to DISCOMs for power purchases.

Arrears

5.1
The application made by the APGENCO before the Commission for payments for the years 2007, 2008 and 2009 show that its receivable from all the DISCOMs are around Rs. 2000 crore and its carrying costs amount to Rs. 180 crore. This burden is to be borne by the consumers who pay their bills regularly. This demands a serious look at the arrears mounting in the books of the DISCOMs in spite of their claims about 100% billing and bill payment. We request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs to provide all the information regarding arrears.

5.2
The current filings also show that the DISCOMs propose to write of some arrears. We request the Commission not allow the DISCOMs to write off arrears but make every attempt to recover them. 

5.3
It is also learnt that the DISCOMs decided to with draw cases related to power theft. In the Tariff Order 2008-09 the Commission has directed the DISCOMs to improve performance. We would like to know how the performance will be improved by withdrawing cases related to power theft.

Consumers’ Issues:

Tariff Paid by the Consumers Using Less than 50 Units per month 

	DISCOM
	Energy sales (MU)
	Revenue from Tariff (Rs. In Cr)
	Average revenue per unit (Rs)
	Revenue from Tariff excluding Customer Charges (Rs. In Cr)
	Average revenue per unit excluding Customer Charges (Rs)

	CPDCL
	2110.44
	347.37
	1.65
	326.61
	1.55

	EPDCL
	1508.36
	269.08
	1.78
	235.24
	1.56

	NPDCL
	1022.56
	193.05
	1.89
	159.68
	1.56

	SPDCL
	770.70
	226.86
	2.94
	184.19
	2.39

	Tariff for this slab is Rs. 1.45 per unit

	Figures are from Form – 7 of the respective DISCOM


6.1.1
It can be seen from the above table that the revenue from the consumers using power less than 50 units per month is more than tariff fixed by the commission. This anomaly may be explained by the DISCOMs. Also minimum charges collected by the DISCOMs is Rs 25/- for connected load below 250 watts and Rs 50/- for the connected load above 250 watts. DISCOMs taking advantage of this provision have fixed connected load of most of the consumers as exceeding 250 watts. Consumers unaware of this issue are paying almost double the charges as minimum charges though their monthly consumption never exceeds 50 units. 

6.1.2
It is clear that when the monthly consumption never exceeds 50 units the connected load figure exceeding 250 watts would have been fixed arbitrarily without verifying the consumer premises. Hence, considering the irregularities in the connected load figures, we request the commission to revise the minimum charges for the consumers consuming less than 50 units per month at Rs 25/- per month irrespective of connected load.  

Separate slab for malls and hoardings: 

6.2.1
This issue has been raised during the previous public hearings. We have requested the commission to create a separate category for these consumers and collect higher charges. Commission directed DISCOMs to clarify on the present charges being collected from these malls and hoardings. DISCOMs have clarified that presently they are covered under Commercial category and every thing is in order. We would like to bring to the notice of the commission that average cost of additional power purchased by the DISCOMs during 2008-09 is about Rs 8/- and there are instances when DISCOMs have purchased power at prices above Rs 13/- particularly from naphtha based projects. 

6.2.2
Malls and Hoardings consume power during peak hours when the cost of power purchase by the utilities is highest. There is no need for the utilities to subsidise these categories. Hence the tariffs applicable to these consumers should reflect the cost of marginal power purchases by the utilities including system losses and other network expenditure. In the Tariff Order 2008-09 the Commission directed the DISCOMs (Para 239) to come with proposals on this issue for the second control period. But none of them made any satisfactory reference to it. Hence we request the Commission create separate categories for Shopping malls and Hoardings and fix tariff at Rs 20/unit.

Standards of Performance: 

6.3.1
Lack of Awareness: Presently DISCOMs are not taking any initiative to create awareness among consumers on Standards of Performance. Poor percentage of claims does not reflect the efficacy of DISCOMs in meeting these standards but it gives an idea about the helplessness of  consumers to use SOP to their advantage. In view of the above we request the commission to initiate steps to raise awareness among the consumers on issues of SOP. Appointing consumer representative on CGRF goes a long way in achieving this objective. We also request the Commission to see that all information regarding the status of Standards of Performance in the state be made part of the ARR filings proper. We also request the Commission to put in place a mechanism to verify this information.

Electrical Inspectorate: 

6.3.2
Electrical Inspectorate is vested with the responsibility of inspecting the consumer premises and issue clearance certificate for giving new connections to Industrial/commercial categories. Enormous delays in issuing clearances is not only creating lot of trouble to the consumers but also affecting revenue collections of the utilities. High levels of corruption at every level in this organisation is know to every one. This agency is not being covered under the Standards of Performance announced by the APERC though its activities are directly connected to power sector.  Hence we request the commission to include the activities of Electrical inspectorate under the Standards of Performance and specify the norms deliver the services.

Quality of power:

6.3.3
Quality of power has never been given importance for the supply of power for rural areas. Focus should be on basic issues like removal of old conductors, reducing pole to pole distance, arranging spacers etc,. Commission should take action in this direction.

CGRF: 

6.4.1
There were many expectations from the CGRF to the consumers. But these agencies have been rendered ineffective by the inclusion of working employees of the organization in these Forums. While most of the grievances of the consumers is on account of non delivery of services by the employees, appointing serving employees as members of CGRF would make mockery of the very objective of creating this agency. We request the commission to look into this issue and make suitable changes to the regulations. 

Consumer representative on CGRF: 

6.4.2
Presently CGRF is rendered in effective because of lack of interest shown by the utilities, regulatory commission and serving employees who are on the forum. This body can be made more effective by appointing a consumer representative as a member of this forum with voting rights. We request the commission to appoint a representative of the Consumer groups as a member of this forum. 

6.4.3
Consumers are not aware of the existence of CGRF. Addresses and contact phone numbers of CGRF shall be displayed at all the Consumer Service Centres, Sub-stations and electricity bill paying counters/centers.   

Employee strength:

7.1
One of the reasons for the failure of the DISCOMs to implement the SOPs is lack of sufficient staff at every level and also non-fixation of work load norms. This is also adversely affecting revenue collections. We request the commission to direct the DISCOMs to finalise the workload norms within a time frame and recruit employees as per norms. We also request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs to provide information on number of posts sanctioned at all levels and in all categories, the no of posts filed, number of vacancies, number of persons hired through out-sourcing process, and how they plan to deal with remaining vacancies. 

Income from cable operators

8.1
The DISCOMs are expected to collect user charges from cable operators for using their electrical poles to string their cables. We would like to know the income received by the DISCOMs from this source. 

Accidents/relief/compensation  

9.1
We request the Commission to file the information on fatal and non-fatal accidents involving both human as well as animals, and the compensation paid. Recently the state government has announced that in the case of human fatal accidents victims’ families shall be paid a compensation of Rs. 2.5 lakhs. We would like to know whether the DISCOMs are following this norm, and if they are not following the norm reasons for the same. 

Conservation measures:

10.1
The high cost power being procured at present makes it very important to implement conservation measures. A casual walk in any offices of the DISCOMs show that they are least bit interested in saving energy. Before they ask ordinary consumers to save energy they must show their commitment to it by following it. They must practice before preaching. As a part of this filing we wish to know the measures undertaken by them to save power in their establishments and also other measures they propose to follow to propagate energy conservation among all consumers.

10.2
In the background of carbon trading it is learnt that many electrical firms are coming forward to supply CFL lamps at very cheap prices but the DISCOMs seams to be not taking up the programme on a large scale and they are satisfied with small pilot schemes. In this context we request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs to provide us information on all the proposals they have received for supply of CFL lamps and their response to the same. 

