BEFORE THE HONORABLE ANDHRA PRADESH 

ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSON

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

1.1
The following submissions on ARR and tariff proposals for the year 2010-11 are in response to the Public Notice published in newspapers on 4th May 2010. 

1.2
According to Section 6 of Regulation 4 of 2005 Distribution Licensee shall file ARR and tariff proposals 120 days before commencement of the financial year. But this year ARR and tariff proposals are filed 20 days after commencement of the financial year. Why was the filing of ARR and tariff proposals delayed by 5 months? This should not become a precedent to delay filings in the future.

1.3
There is need to improve formats for filing ARR and tariff proposals. There should be a consolidated short report on the ARR filing of 4 DISCOMs. This should help in understanding state level situation. There should be uniformity in level of detail of information – like agriculture consumption, power purchase details, standards of performance etc.

1.4
As the filings were made in April 2010 the data in the filings should have contained information up to February 2010. This is because when filings were made in November the latest data available would be up to September of that year. In the present filings there is no additional information corresponding to this delay. 

1.5
Let alone additional data there are significant gaps in the information provided by the DISCOMs. For example, in the case of CPDCL in Form – 1.4: Power purchase and procurement cost for Base year (p.125), most of the columns do not have information. Whatever information is there it is misleading. Per unit hydro cost is mentioned as Rs. 7.88 and variable cost Rs. 5.16. There is no data in Form 1.4 (ii), p.125 (20 and 21) NCE year 1 and Form 1.4 (iii), p. 125 (22 and 23) NCE year 2. Point 9 on page No.23 of CPDCL filing is left incomplete. Such gaps are to be found in the filings of other DISCOMs also. We request the Commission to direct the Licensees to fill all such gaps and provide us complete information. 

Past Performance   

2.1
Sub-Section 7 of Section 10 of the Regulation on determination of wheeling and retail supply tariffs under MYT ( Regulation 4 of 2005) provided that for the first Control Period, insofar as the gains  and losses from the Retail Supply Business of the Distribution Licensee are concerned, these will be shared with the consumers on yearly basis. The financial year 2008-09 was the last year of the first Control Period. It is also the base year for the second Control Period of five years starting 2009-10. The Licensees in their ARR for the second Control Period mentioned that at the end of 2008-09 total deficit would be about Rs. 5219.30 cr. The Commission in its Tariff Order for the year 2009-10 did not deal with this issue. Added to this, in the current year’s filings CPDCL and SPDCL did not through any light on this issue. EPDCL and NPDCL showed surplus of Rs. 8.59 cr and Rs. 6.45 cr respectively for 2008-09.  In the case of CPDCL deficit at the end of he year 2008-09 stands at Rs. 3549.63 cr. In the case of SPDCL it is Rs. 2,224.24 cr. From their filings it is not clear whether it is before or after receiving the subsidy from the GoAP. Total deficit of all the four DISCOMs for this year is Rs. 8,883.07 cr. This is Rs. 3,663.77 cr more than the amount mentioned in the last year’s filings. But from the filings it is not clear how this deficit is going to be dealt with. 

2.2
During 2009-10 total deficit of all the four DISCOMs is Rs. 8,900.93 cr. From their filings it is not clear whether it is after or before receiving subsidy from GoAP. This is Rs.3, 362 cr more than the amount mentioned in the last year ARR filings. There is also no explanation on how they are going to deal with this deficit. 

2.3
DISCOMs attributed shortfall in revenue during the year 2009-10 to high load reliefs.  But the total power supply during this year is more than that allowed by the Commission as shown in the following table. 

Table 1: Performance During 2009-10

	
	Discom Input MU 
	Metered Sales MU
	Revenue Rs/Cr
	Dist. Losses %

	DISCOM
	APERC
	Estimate
	APERC
	Estimate
	APERC
	Estimate
	2008-09
	2009-10

	CPDCL
	29,857
	31,700
	20,186
	19,165
	7,171
	7,006
	16.94
	16.46

	EPDCL
	10,355
	10,609
	8,119
	8,114
	2,718
	2,771
	8.90
	9.20

	NPDCL
	9,475
	11,020
	5,262
	5,179
	1,607
	1,501
	15.15
	15.43

	SPDCL
	14,798
	15,578
	9,418
	9,837
	3,661
	3,352
	13.52
	13.54

	Total
	64,485
	68,907
	42,985
	42,295
	15,157
	14,630
	
	


In the case of SPDCL while metered sales increased the revenue in fact declined. In the case of EPDCL while metered sales declined marginally there is improvement in revenue collection. When we put all four DISCOMs together metered sales declined by 690 MU and revenue declined by Rs. 527 cr. Per unit revenue decline is higher than Cost of Service. This indicates deficiencies in the functioning of the DISCOMs.

2.4
DISCOMs attributed the less than expected performance to stiff targets in distribution loss reduction imposed by the Commission. Let alone Commission’s targets except CPDCL other DISCOMs did not improve on their previous year’s performance. CPDCL’s distribution losses are already highest among all the DISCOMs, and continues to be so. Wide variation in distribution losses among DISCOMs shows that there is scope for improvement in performance.       

2.5
In the background of above observations we request the DISCOMs to provide us circle wise power distribution data including T&D losses. 

2.6
News reports indicate that DISCOMs have filed petitions before APERC for FSA. We would like to have details of the FSA and its implications for the past and present deficits. 

Purchase from the market: 

2.7.1
The quantum of power purchased from the market is reported to be around 12% of the total in 2009-10. But this has been done at high cost. What are the sources and terms of these purchases? 

2.7.2
In the Tariff Order for the year 2009-10 the Commission did not allow market purchases as there were no firm plans and also according to its estimate enough power was available in the state. Did they have approval of the commission for purchase of additional power from the market? If not on what basis they procured this additional power?

2.7.3
We request the DISCOMs to provide us information besides the quantum and sources from which the power was procured, the months and time blocks during which this power was procured.

AGRICULTURE CONSUMPION ESTIMATE

3.1
Consumption estimate: During the year 2010-11 according to the estimates of the DISCOMs in the state LT agriculture consumers in the state would be consuming 17, 446 MU of power accounting for 21% of the total power supply in the state. This estimate is based on sample DTR readings and assuming 5% growth and 7 hours of supply. The sample covers only around 10-15% of the total number of pumpsets. Only SPDCL has supplemented information available from tatkal connections and paying category consumers to the above sample estimate. There have been objections that the figures quoted are not correct. APCPDCL’s filings show that ISI has come out with an alternative methodology to estimate agriculture power consumption. We request the Commission to make this document public and consult all stakeholders through a public process before taking a decision on this.

3.2
In order to put the controversy on agriculture power consumption estimate to rest may we suggest metering of all DTRs serving agriculture loads? This could be done at 1/10th to 1/20th of the cost involved in metering all agricultural connections.  

3.3
Demand Side Management measures: The DISCOMs have been claiming high level of implementation of DSM measures for pumpsets. SPDCL ARR claims that 89% of the pumpsets have installed capacitors as of 31/3/09. We understand that capacitors have been supplied for a large number of pumpsets, but the level of installation on the pumpsets is low. We request all DISCOMs to provide district wise data of installation of capacitors and other DSM measures. The APERC State Advisory Committee had constituted a sub-committee on this subject. In its report in November 2009, it had suggested that DISCOMs should undertake pilot studies on DSM measures.  What is the status on this? The ARR claims that farmers are using high capacity motors. What is the basis for this statement? Has the DISCOM measured the actual loading of motors or DTRs? If yes, what is the result? 

Power Purchase Cost 

Table 2: Power Purchases & Costs – Source wise

	STATION
	Power Purchase (MU)
	Fixed cost (Rs. Cr)
	Variable Cost (Rs. Cr)


	Total Costs (Rs. Cr)

	GENCO – T
	29,878
	2,956
	4,504
	7,542

	GENCO – H
	7,512
	1,285
	0
	1,322

	GENCO 
	(44.6)37,390
	4,241
	4,504
	(42.4)8,864

	CGS
	(15.2)12,758
	692
	1,448
	(10.9)2,278

	Simhadri
	(9.3)7,769
	485
	1,227
	(8.3)1,737

	IPPs
	(22.5)18,827
	1,614
	3,101
	(23.0)4,818

	APGPCL
	(0.5)452
	3.52
	67
	(0.3)71

	Others
	(3.8)3,152
	49
	1,187
	(6.0)1,247

	External Purchases
	(4.1)3,446
	0
	1,895
	(9.1)1,895

	Total
	83,794
	7,084.39
	13,429.40
	20,910


4.1
Power purchase costs account for 76 percent of the revenue required for the year 2010-11. The filings of the DISCOMs show discrepancy in the power purchase costs. There is difference in power purchase cost projection. At page No. 27 of CPDCL, 35 of EPDCL, 29 of NPDCL and 29 of SPDCL the projected cost of power purchase is Rs. 20,909.08 cr. But the total of power purchase costs mentioned in ARR of respective DISCOMs stands at Rs. 21, 366.60 cr. Difference is Rs. 457.52 cr. The filings do not throw light on what accounts for this difference. We request the DISCOMs to explain the difference between the two figures. 

Fuel cost burden:

4.2.1
Current year’s filings show that fuel costs/variable charges account for more than 64 percent of the total power purchase costs. The previous year’s filings showed that these costs accounted for 61 percent of the power purchase costs. The following tables also show the increasing fuel cost burden. While GENCO, CGS and Simhadri plants are coal based IPPs units are gas based. All the plants are experiencing increased fuel bills.    

Table 3: Variable Cost Rs/U

	Station
	2008-09
	2010-11

	GENCO
	1.44
	1.51

	CGS
	1.15
	1.30

	Simhadri
	1.11
	1.58

	IPPs
	1.10
	1.65


4.2.2
Over the last few years coal mining companies are hiking the prices frequently. The central government which fully or partly controls/owns these companies is encouraging them to hike coal prices in the name of commercial operation. While these companies are happy with increased profits with same efficiency common people ultimately need to bear this burden. For example, Singareni Collieries Company incurred losses to the extent of Rs. 1200 cr during 1989 – 1997. In 1997 it started increasing coal prices unilaterally. During 1997 – 2002 this company earned profits of Rs. 1600 cr. While not denying the need for healthy finances of the coal companies burdening the common man should not be the only way to keep these companies healthy. 

4.2.3
Besides this the central government is forcing the thermal power plants to procure coal from foreign countries. The cost of imported coal is nearly twice that of the locally available coal. This also contributed to the increase in variable costs of the thermal power plants.   

4.3
Increase in gas price has adversely impacted the consumers. The price of gas from KG basin fields of RIL is increased from $ 2.52 to $ 4.2 per MBTU in a questionable manner. The new price is said to have been arrived at through so-called price discovery mechanism. This mechanism was carried out by RIL but not by the Government of India. The Prime Minister’s Advisory Council found fault with the mechanism adopted in this price discovery. But still the GoI went ahead and gave clearance to this hike. The impact of this hike can be discerned from this year’s ARR. For example while variable cost of GVK’s first unit which gets gas from ONGC is Rs. 1.40 per unit, that of GVK’s extension unit is Rs. 1.80 per unit. In the coming days variable cost of plants like GVK’s first unit is going to increase as price of gas from ONGC is hiked from $ 1.79 to $ 4.2 per MBTU. This hike is effected in the name of minimizing the losses of public sector gas companies. Irony is that these companies are some of the highly profit making companies in the country even before this hike. One could only imagine the windfall profits these companies are going to make. But electricity consumers have to bear this burden. Instead of facilitating availability of cheap and affordable electricity to the consumers these steps of the government are making electricity very costly.

4.4
In all this the DISCOMs have remained silent spectators. They did not voice any protest against these uncalled for hikes in fuel prices. We request the Commission to direct the Licensees to ask the power developers to renegotiate the fuel supply agreements and see that these fuel prices are rolled back. 

APGENCO Related Issues

5.1
Even after a decade of reforms and regulatory process in the state’s power sector there is no proper and long term PPA with APGENCO for power procurement from the existing units. We request the Commission to take up these PPAs in a transparent and expeditious manner. 

5.2
DISCOMs’ ARR filings for the current year show that power is going to be procured from 5 new units of APGENCO. These units are VTPS-IV, RTPP-II, RTPP-III, KTPS-VI and Kakatiya-I. Until now as far as we know the PPAs with APGENCO for these plants are not yet approved by the Commission. Under the existing legal and regulatory structure the erection power plants shall commence only after the Commission approves the PPA. But here even when the plants are ready to inject power in to the state grid there is no sign of the PPAs. It is a very disturbing sign. It is a wanton bypassing of the Commission’s mandate and powers. On the other hand, it also may indicate abdication of responsibility and powers on the part of the Commission. We request the Commission to direct the Licensees to make all the PPAs public and conduct public hearings before approving or rejecting these PPAs. 

Table 4: Capital Costs of new GENCO Plants Rs/U

	Station
	Fixed Cost
	Variable Cost
	Total Cost

	RTPP – I
	0.79
	2.03
	2.84

	VTPS – IV
	1.52
	1.40
	2.96

	RTPP – II
	1.53
	2.03
	3.61

	RTPP – III
	2.02
	2.03
	4.08

	KTPS – VI
	1.68
	1.13
	2.83

	Kakatiya – I
	2.09
	1.16
	3.28

	KTPS – A
	2.23
	1.31
	3.58

	Simhadri – II
	0.68
	1.58
	2.26

	UMPP – Mundra
	0.98
	1.28
	2.26


5.3
A look at the above table shows that the fixed costs of the new GENCO plants are inflated. A comparison with NTPC’s Simhadri – II plant will help to put it in proper perspective. Like the new GENCO plants the NTPC plant is going on stream during the current year. CERC has set the fixed cost of this plant at Rs. 0.68 per unit. Compared to this the fixed costs of GENCO units are 2 to 3 times higher. The additional burden on the consumers because of this inflated fixed cost of GENCO units is about Rs. 980 cr. We request the Commission not allow these higher fixed costs and benchmark the fixed costs of GENCO’s new plants with NTPC’s Simhadri – II unit. We request the Commission to allow fixed cost of Rs. O.68 per unit only for the new GENCO units.

5.4
The fixed cost of KTPS – A is pegged at Rs. 2.23 per unit. It is a renovated unit. The fixed cost of this renovated unit is higher than the new units of GENCO. This implies that instead of renovating the old unit they should have erected a brand new plant here at much lower cost. The additional fixed cost burden on the consumers because of this renovated plant when compared to NTPC’s Simhadri – II unit is Rs. 245 cr. We request the Commission to benchmark the fixed costs of this renovated plant of GENCO with NTPC’s Simhadri – II unit and allow fixed cost of Rs. O.68 per unit only for this unit.        

5.5
DISCOMs’ filings show that there was delay in operationalising new plants. Is there a provision for liquidated damages from GENCO for delay in starting the new plants?   

New IPPs  

Table 5: Expansion Units as Merchant Plants:

	Company
	Capacity MW

	Lanco
	1740

	GVK
	400

	Gouthami 
	1200

	Konaseema
	820

	Vemagiri
	820

	Vemagiri – Barge mounted
	320

	Spectrum
	1350

	Total
	6650


6.1
The existing IPPs in the state are planning expansion units adjacent to the existing units. These are being set up as merchant plants. Already one of these plants, Lanco unit started power generation and was in the news for selling this power to Tamil Nadu even when our state was in urgent need of this power. Once a plant is categorized as a merchant plant the developers will be free to sell power from such units to any consumer in the country at any price. The Commissions will have no control on such plants. But the Tariff Policy provides some scope to deal with such situations. According to Section 5.1 of this Policy, “All future requirements of power should be procured competitively by distribution licensees except in cases of expansion of existing projects or where there is a State controlled /owned company as an identified developer and where regulators will need to resort to tariff determination based on norms provided that expansion of generation capacity by private developers for this purpose would be restricted to one time addition of not more than 50% of the existing capacity”.  For the existing plants all the necessary facilities like land, fuel linkage and transmission connectivity were provided by the state or state owned entities. It is not proper for the IPPs to literally walk away from the state once obtaining all clearances. The total existing capacity of the IPPs in the state is 2500 MW. Given the scope provided by the Tariff Policy we request the Commission to direct the DISCOMs to enter in to long term PPAs with these IPPs for capacity equivalent to 1250 MW.        

6.2
The Lanco’s new unit at Kondapally in Krishna district that is at present selling power to Tamil Nadu in open market obtained fuel linkage after assuring the APTRANSCO/DISCOMs that the power generated at the new plant will be made available to the state. How did APTRANSCO/DISCOMs allow Lanco to sell this power outside the state?

6.3
The PPA with BPL for 500 MW thermal plant at Ramagundam approved by the Commission was subsequently cancelled as the company failed to achieve financial closure. The setting up of this unit can be taken up by either APGENCO or any private developer selected through open competitive bidding. In the initial stages the government of AP said that APGENCO would be taking up the project. We learn that at present attempts are being made to revive this project under BPL Company itself. If any PPA for this project is placed before the Commission we request the Commission to make the draft PPA public and conduct public hearing before deciding on it.

6.4
Hinduja’s 1000 MW Visakhapatnam thermal power plant was one of the three fast track projects selected nearly 15 years back at the national level to set up power plants in AP. These plants were planned taking in to account power needs of the state. While GVK’s Jeegurupadu unit started power generation 9 years back the fate of BPL’s Ramagundam unit is hanging in balance as referred to in the above paragraph. The PPA of Hinduja’s plant even after 15 years is yet to come before the Commission for approval. In fact Hindujas should be paying a tidy sum toward liquidated damages given this enormous delay in setting up the plant. We learn that Hindujas lobbied with the powers that be to convert this plant in to a merchant plant. As this plant was planned one and half decades back taking the power needs of the state into consideration and given the present power deficit in the state this plant cannot be allowed to be converted in to a merchant power plant. If Hindujas are not ready to take up this project either it should be allotted to APGENCO or a new private developer should be selected through open competitive bidding.          

6.5
A mini hydro plant of 24 MW capacity is proposed to be set up by a private developer – SLS Power Corporation - at Dummagudem anicut in Khammam district. The developer has entered in to a PPA with Tata Power Corporation, Mumbai. NEDCAP has given clearance to this project. At a time when DISCOMs in the state are not able to fulfill the RPPO of 5% how did NEDCAP gave clearance to this project? And how are DISCOMs going to allow this power to be sold outside the state when they are running short of renewable energy?

6.6
DISCOMs propose to purchase 3446 MU of power from open market. Are they going to procure this power from power exchanges or from power traders? Do they have firm plans to mobilize this power? If so, what are they?

Distribution Cost   

Table 6: Distribution Cost 2010-11  Rs/Cr
	DISCOMs
	DISCOMs’ Estimate
	Allowed by APERC

	CPDCL
	1710.82
	1201.41

	EPDCL
	754.65
	603.44

	NPDCL
	869.09
	603.67

	SPDCL
	1,282.68
	935.51

	Total
	4,617.24
	3,344.03


7.1
The Commission has allowed as a part of MYT Rs. 3,344.03 cr towards distribution costs for the year 2010-11 taking in to account the network needs and capacity of the individual DISCOM to implement projects. But the DISCOMs are asking for Rs. 4,617.24 cr towards distribution costs and did not advance any new argument for this amount except referring to their earlier filings under MYT. As the DISCOMs did not advance any convincing argument for increased allocation towards distribution costs we request the Commission not to concede their demand.    

Monitoring Investment  

7.2
Every year more than Rs. 2000 cr are invested by the DISCOMs in the state in creating capital assets. For example during 2010-11 CPDCL will be investing Rs. 1,390 cr. It is important to examine to what extent these investments are bearing fruit. To what extant these investments are resulting in system improvement. We request the Commission to examine the efficacy of these investments. 

7.3
Over the last few years more than Rs. 2500 cr were spent on HVDS. We request the Commission to carry out an independent evaluation of this scheme. In case any DISCOM in the state has already conducted an evaluation of this scheme we request for a copy of that assessment. 

7.4
Review of RGGVY: Massive rural household electrification is in progress under the central government supported RGGVY program. SERC should hold a public review of the program to ensure that the funds are being utilized properly and the progress is satisfactory.   

7.5
We request the DISCOMs to provide us information on: How many substations were built in the years 2008-09 and 2009-10 in each DISCOM area? What is the cost of construction of each of these stations? Which of these stations are approved by the Commission and which are not approved by the Commission? 

Tariff Proposals 

Cost of Service calculation:  

8.1
Cost of Service (CoS) calculations has greater implications in tariff setting for different consumer categories. Currently DISCOMs are assuming that the system peak demand occurs during morning hours due to agriculture loads and during the morning peak occurrence the coincident factor of agriculture is 100% and the same is reduced to zero at the time of evening peak (APCPDCL ARR p.119). Because of this CoS of LT agriculture (Rs. 4.19 kWh) is higher than other categories like LT industry (Rs.4.03 kWh). Because of this assumption CoS of HT industry (11KV) is only Rs, 3.60 kWh. This holds true for other DISCOMs also. In the case of NPDCL  CoS for agriculture is Rs. 4.57 kWh, highest among all categories The high CoS for agriculture would imply higher subsidy burden on the State or in the absence of this subsidy very high tariff for agriculture. It has to be noted that the above assumption is contrary to facts. The hours of supply are arbitrarily decided by the DISCOM and it is not in the hands of the agriculture consumers. More than this, farmers do not get power supply according to the schedule drawn by the DISCOM. There are frequent disruptions in the power supply to the agriculture consumers. Whenever there is shortage of power supply it is the agriculture consumers who face the power cut first. Though the state government and DISCOMs promise 7 hours of supply farmers rarely receive power of this duration. Besides this farmers do not consume power through out the year. Given the ground water availability and the cropping pattern a farmer may use power for a maximum of 225 days in an year. Power consumption data shows that while agriculture consumption is increasing at the rate of 5% per annum (which is on higher side given the overestimation of power consumption by agriculture) industrial consumption is increasing at the rate of 15% to 22% and domestic and commercial consumption at the rate of 23% (APCPDCL – ARR p. ix). It is difficult to comprehend how a consumer category whose growth rate is only one-fifth to one-third of other consumer categories would contribute to peak demand but not other categories. That too when power transmission network for agriculture is in dilapidated condition! In this background we request the Commission not to consider morning peak to calculate CoS and not to consider agriculture as contributing to peak demand. .  

8.2
Lift Irrigation Schemes: At present there are two categories under the lift irrigation schemes – government operated schemes and society operated schemes. While in the case of government operated lift irrigation schemes the state government was meeting the expenditure towards electricity charges, in the case of society operated schemes they were treated as fully subsidized schemes. In other words, total expenditure towards electricity charges of the lift irrigation schemes was met by the state government. In the current tariff proposals the HT – IV (B) category is sought to be abolished, government lift irrigation schemes also to be handed over the societies and all lift irrigation schemes to be treated as a single category operated by the societies and these will be charged at the rate of Rs. 2.86 per unit. From the current proposals it is not clear as to who will pay the electricity bills of the lift irrigation schemes. We request the Licensees to clarify as to who will pay the electricity bills of these lift irrigation schemes.    

Revise the tariff of high slab domestic: 

8.3
Considering the shortage of electric city, fuel concerns and climate concerns, it is essential to discourage use of electricity for luxury. In this context, use of high consumption devices like air conditioners, electric water heaters etc should attract at least financial disincentives. The current tariff for the highest slab of domestic (> 300 units/month)  is Rs.5.50/unit, 24% higher than the Cost of Supply (Rs.4.44/Unit). Such high consumption implies use of energy intensive devices. These consumers also benefit from the telescopic tariff structure, paying lower tariff for units below 300. We suggest a higher energy tariff for these consumers, say Rs.6.00/Unit. We also request DISCOMs to provide the actual energy consumption by consumers in this slab (not the telescopic data as given now) so that the impact and additional revenue can be calculated.

High tariff for Malls and Hoardings: 

8.4
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. Malls and Hoardings should be made into a separate category with high tariff like Rs.10/unit. DISCOMs should furnish information on the connected load, energy consumption of Malls/multiplexes/hoardings.

Tariff incentive for use of Solar Water Heater: 

8.5
Solar water heaters should be made mandatory for new commercial buildings. Tariff incentive should be given to domestic and commercial consumers who install solar water heaters, as done in Karnataka.

TOD Tariff: 

8.6
The TOD tariff is for 1000-1400 hours and 1800-2200 hours. If morning peak is continued to be considered for calculating CoS, TOD tariff should be applicable during the morning peak hours also.

Deaths due to Electrical Shocks

Table 7: Deaths During Five Months*

	Period
	Farmers’ Suicides
	Deaths due to shocks

	21-11-2009 to 20-12-2009
	52
	36

	21-12-2009 to 20-01-2010
	58
	45

	21-01-2010 to 20-02-2010
	32
	30

	21-02-2010 to 20-03-2010
	32
	37

	21-03-2010 to 20-04-2010
	44
	56

	Total for 5 months
	218
	204


* Source: Veekshanam (Telugu monthly) Issues – 102-106

The information is not complete as some districts’ information

was not available for some months. Otherwise these death 

figures would have been higher than mentioned in the 

above table.  

9.1
From the above table it is quite evident that the deaths due to electric shocks are as high as farmers’ suicides. While there is lot of attention as well as debate on farmers’ suicides the magnitude of deaths due to electric shocks has nearly gone un-noticed. Most of these had taken place in rural areas and within this farmers’ number is quite considerable. These deaths are largely preventable. These deaths indicate debilitating weakness in rural electrical network. This has two aspects. One of it is related to physical network. The rural electrical network is in a poor state. No attention is being paid to it. There is no regular overhaul of the network though the past capital was recovered through depreciation. Sagging conductors and dysfunctional DTRs are quite common in rural areas. Even farmers spend their own money to get these DTRs repaired. Snapping of overhead conductors has been taking a toll of precious human lives. Another aspect is related to lack of technical persons at the ground level in rural areas. Nearly 50% of the sanctioned technical posts are vacant in rural areas. In the absence of linemen and assistant linemen in the villages some times farmers are trying to attend to the problems themselves and becoming victims.          

9.2
As a part of performance reporting DISCOMs provided information on electrical accidents. But there is no uniformity in the kind of information provided. CPDCL mentioned accidents which had taken place because of the DISCOM’s fault. According to it during 2008-09, 21 persons died and 14 persons died during the first half of 2009-10. EPDCL reported that 98 persons died during 2008-09. Out of these EPDCL accepted responsibility for 27 deaths and paid ex-gratia to only eight persons. During first half of 2009-10 EPDCL reported 77 deaths and out of these it conceded responsibility for 18 deaths and paid ex-gratia to only four persons. According to NPDCL filing 215 persons died due to electrical accidents during 208-09 and out of these 26 were paid ex-gratia. During first half of 2009-10 electrical accidents caused 122 deaths and ex-gratia was paid in 13 cases. From their filing it was not clear for how many fatal accidents they took responsibility. In the case of SPDCL 162 persons died due to electrical accidents during 2008-09 and the DISCOM did not take responsibility for these deaths. During the same period compensation was paid in 31 cases of death due to electrical shock. In the financial year 2009-10 up to January compensation was paid in 6 cases and the DISCOM did not take responsibility for 90 deaths due to electrical accidents during this period. According to the above reporting excluding CPDCL area 506 fatal electrical accidents have taken place in the state during 2008-09 and 295 accidents have taken place during the first half of 2009-10. This nearly corresponds to the number reported in the above table. There is need to improve reporting on electrical accidents and adopt a uniform format.            

9.3
It is regrettable to note that the amounts allowed during the first control period towards improving safety in distribution network (Rs. 5 crore per year for each DISCOM) during the first control period were not fully spent. The Commission is kind enough not to claw back the unspent amount and allowing to be carried forward. The Commission again allowed the similar amount to be spent each year during the current control period of five years. (APERC Tariff Order 2009-10, paragraphs 204-207).  Even after this there was no let up in the number of tragedies. Some of these deaths were due to faulty earthing of single-phase HVDS transformers in the villages. Though there was recognition of this no credible action was forthcoming.  Villagers complain that basic items like AB switches and fuse wire for DTRs are not available at the ground level. There is need to put in place a firm protocol to put a stop to these avoidable tragedies.  

9.4
One of the reasons for the recurrence of these tragedies is lack of enough qualified technical people at the ground level. In this context we would like to know from each DISCOM the number of posts sanctioned in different categories, number of posts filled, number of posts filled through outsourcing, and number of posts vacant category wise. We also would like to know the likely financial burden if all the vacant posts are filled up.

Bad Debts

10.1
CPDCL reported that during 208-09 bad debts to the extent of Rs. 173.95 cr were written off. In this domestic category itself accounts for Rs. 135.33 cr. We would like to know whether this is in response to state government’s programme to write off arrears of poor households. If so, whether DISCOM has received compensation from the state government towards this. If this writing off of bad debts was not in response to any government intervention we would like to know on what basis these ‘bad debts’ were written off. We request the DISCOM to provide us the list and addresses of the consumers whose arrears were written off in the guise of bad debts. We request the Commission not to allow writing off arrears as bad debts. Other DISCOMs did not provide information on bad debts written off.     

10.2
CPDCL did not show any income from recovery from theft of power or malpractices during 2009-10 (p.50, Sec. 3.1.1). Does it mean that inspections were conducted but no malpractices were found or no inspections were conducted?  All other DISCOMs reported recoveries from theft of power during first half of this year.

Standards of Performance and Consumer Grievance issues

11.1
Very low consumer compensation:  Benchmarks for performance and provision for compensating the consumer if these performance benchmarks are not met are welcome steps. But the amount of compensation paid at present to consumers by DISCOMs is very low. This shows that the grievance redressal system is not effective. In order to improve access to CGRFs it is advisable on the part of CGRFs to hold hearings in all districts/circles, after giving due publicity? For this CGRFs should be equipped with necessary funding and facilities.

11.2
SoP Committees: In order to increase awareness of the Standards of Performance (SoP) and improve its use, we suggest that DISCOMs set up SoP committees at substation level, with representation of different categories of consumers. In fact, Electricity Act 2003 suggests setting up of district wise committees to review electrification, quality of supply, consumer satisfaction and energy conservation. We would like to know whether such committees were set up in AP. If yes, what is the status of such committees?   

11.3
Improved reporting of performance: SoP reports should give category wise and district/circle wise information. It should also give the average time taken to address complaints and based on this, the performance benchmarks could be revised. Even though the Electricity Act (section 59) mandates the SERC to publish a report on the standards of performance of DISCOMs every year, this has not been done.

11.4
FOR Model SoP Regulation: After a consultative process, the Forum of Regulators has prepared a model SoP regulation in November 2009, with some improvements over the existing regulations. What is the plan of APERC to adopt this?

11.5 
Consumer Survey: Only a consumer survey can help to get an assessment of the consumer issues and ideas to address them. Many SERCs (Karnataka, Orissa, UP etc) have planned such surveys. Suggest APERC also conduct one, with support from consumer groups.

11.6
Public hearing on Load Shedding: Load shedding has become a problem in AP and may continue for a few more years. While all the consumers pay the same electricity tariff some of them face load shedding for long duration (some villages receive power for only 12 hours a day 365 days an year), others rarely experience this. In order to make load shedding arrangement fair, predictable and transparent, we suggest that the DISCOMs prepare approach papers on load shedding. This should be made available for public comments and a separate public hearing held to decide the load shedding schedule. Maharashtra has held separate hearings on load shedding and States of Orissa and Uttarakhand have prepared discussion papers.

Strengthening the Regulatory processes

11.7
Strengthen the role of State Advisory Committee (SAC): SAC meetings (which are to be held once in three months as per APERC regulations) are being held typically once a year. The 3 – year term of the current SAC ended in February 2010 and the new SAC is not in place. Term of the current SAC has been extended by 6 months. SAC meetings should be held once in 3 months and the DISCOM/APTRANSCO officials should participate (as was done in the last SAC meeting of 7/10/09). Initiatives of SAC like ‘Report on Agriculture pumpsets’ should be followed up and implemented.

Prayer requesting the Commission

1. To direct the Licensees to correct and fill data gaps in their filings.

2. To direct the Licensees to file a status report on implementation of agriculture DSM measures.

3. Not to allow high fixed costs of new GENCO plants.

4. Not to allow conversion of Hinduja’s Visakhapatnam plant in to a merchant plant.

5. To allow the objector to be heard in person before the Commission takes any decision on this application of the DISCOMs. 

