List of Objectors against OHPC’s ARR Application for FY 2010-11

Case No :-147/2009
1
Sambalpur District Consumers Federation, Balajee Mandir Bhawan, Khetrajpur, Sambalpur
2
Shri Jayadev Mishra, N-4/98, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar
3
Shri R.P. Mahapatra, Plot No. 775(Pt.), Lane-3, Jayadev Vihar, Bhubaneswar
4
Utkal Chamber of Commerce & Industry, N/6, IRC Village, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar
5
Shri Ramesh Ch. Satpathy, Plot No.302(B), Beherasahi, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar
6
SOUTHCO, Corporate Office,Courtpeta, Berhampur
7
NESCO, Corporate Office, Januganj, Dist –Balasore

8
WESCO, Corporate Office, Burla, Dist.-Sambalpur 

9
GRIDCO, Janpath, Bhubaneswar
OBJECTIONS RAISED AGAINST OHPC

1. Sambalpur District Consumers Federation, Sambalpur.

· No specific objection/ suggestion is raised against OHPC’s Annual Revenue Requirement for 2010-11

2. Shri Jayadev Mishra, Bhubaneswar.

· Reservoir Level Anticipated Generation- Very low generation is projected at Chiplima at 114.759 MU as against the design energy of 490 MU.

· Availability of energy for 2010-11 should be 7700 MU or at least 7000 MU.

· The total installed capacity of OHPC Stations together with that of Machhakund for the year is taken at 2062 MW. At Machhakund instead of 34.5 MW the installed capacity can be taken as 57 MW at 50% of station capacity. Therefore installed capacity could be considered at 2075 MW.

· Reassessment of Design Energy is under examination of the Commission. Reassessment incase of Hirakud can be done with readdressing the ruling curve of Hirakud. In such a condition, Design Energy will also increase at Chiplima. Similar recheck of ruling curve is necessary for Rengali.

· While determining Tariff OHPC should look into the items of 

i. Return on equity,

ii. Depreciation which are to the extent of Rs.100 Crore each. These could be reducing substantially. The O & M expenses should be limited to past year’s level but admitting employee dues. Interest on working capital may not be required as there is sufficient profit generation. The state govt. may be advised to consider this & address OHPC accordingly.

· OHPC may indicate the status of the new projects for which discussion was held with NHPC & Water Resources Dept.

· OHPC may discuss with GRIDCO & State Govt. to evolve a policy of Hydro Power development through IPPs to expedite the projects.

3. Shri R.P.Mohapatra, Bhubaneswar.

· The enhanced Design Energy of OHPC has not been approved by the Commission so far. The Tariff for the year 2010-11 may be determined on the basis of the existing Design Energy.

· Based on the reservoir levels as on 1st November, 2009 OHPC should project the monthly generation of each of the power stations indicating both the Energy & Peaking capacity available.

· The installation of 2 * 75 MW units under the Balimela Power Plant has not increased in any way the Design Energy, but has increased only the peaking capacity. Due to increase in the fixed cost, the ECR has increased substantially, which is a burden on the consumers. Due to increased peaking capacity, U.I. charges, actual or deemed may be passed on to the consumers by way of reduction in the annual Fixed Charges.

4. Utkal Chamber of Commerce & Industry, Bhubaneswar.

· The Commission has already considered substantial increase on the average Tariff of OHPC while approving the ARR during the past few years. No more hike should be allowed.

· OHPC should stick to the Design Energy of 5676 MU, which has been approved by OERC for the year 2008-09 while fixing Tariff.

· OHPC is asking for substantial increase in average Tariff for all the Power Stations without any increase in the generation of power.

· The Commission should not allow any increase in the average Tariff for the Hydro Generating Units.

· The Commission should scrutinize the figure projected by OHPC on account of interest on loan, depreciation, return on equity & Operation & Maintenance expenses.

5. Shri Ramesh Chandra Satpathy, Bhubaneswar.

· Even though OHPC is in operation of existing Hydel Power Stations of the State since last 13 years, it failed to execute the RM & U works which would have uprated and added to peaking availability and secondary generation, ultimately leading to increase in the Design Energy.

· No tangible action seems to have been taken by OHPC to develop new hydel project in the State.

· The proposal of OHPC to revise the design energy, which would result in reduction of hydro availability, is vehemently opposed.

· No specific comments /suggestions are rendered with regard to the ARR application and the cost components for determination of Tariff of OHPC. 

6. SOUTHCO.

· The licensee submits that the availability of power from State Hydro Stations would be 6948.03 MU during 2010-11, as against the OHPC proposal of 5619.24 MU.

· O & M expenses- although CERC Regulation stipulates 5.17% rise from 2003-04 to 2007-08 and 5.72% from 2008-09 to 2013-14 which is applicable to Central Generating Stations but there is no such guidelines for calculation of O & M expenses for state generating stations. Hence the licensee has taken 4% yearly escalation factors as per old guidelines. Thus O & M expenses comes to Rs.213.43 Crore for the year 2010-11 as against Rs.238.85 Crore proposed by OHPC.

· Interest on loan should be in line with the order of Govt. of Odisha notification dated. 29.01.2003. Interest on normative loan should be disallowed, as the same is notional.

· For BHEP the return on equity should be Rs 10.23 Crore as against proposal of Rs 11.694 Crore by OHPC. 

· OHPC has claimed depreciation applying rate of 2.57% based on Pre-92 Norms notified by Gol on the book value of the asset in case of RHEP, UKHEP and CHEP, and @ 3.6% for UIHEP as per MOU with GRIDCO. But licensee submits that the depreciation should be equal to the extent of actual loan repayment.

· For the purpose of computation of working capital the CERC norms should be followed and interest on working capital has to be calculated based on SBI PLR rate of 11.75 %.

· Based on the above analysis, the licensee respectfully submits that the tariff of BHEP and RHEP should reduce in comparison to approved tariff for 2009-10. The licensee also suggests for increase in tariff for old hydropower station HHEP due to reduction in live storage capacity (around 18%) of the project. The tariff for UHEP is suggested for an increase due to reduction in availability of water during previous years. The proposed tariff for UKHEP may be considered as equal to approved tariff for 2009-10. Licensee anticipates normal rainfall in coming financial year 2010-11.

· The licensee submits that there should be a parity in truing up treatment and that the benefit of high hydro conditions should be passed on to the consumers of Odisha by truing up of performance of OHPC during the previous years (2003-04 to 2007-08) and that the impact should be taken into account in the ARR of OHPC for the year 2010-11.

· In accordance to the National Tariff Policy the station-wise PPAs should be reassigned to the distribution companies.

· The licensee submits that their revised design energy should not be considered for the year 2010-11.

· OHPC should furnish a). The annual account of 2008-09, b). The annual report of OHPC for 2008-09, c). The cash flow statement for 2009-10.

7. NESCO.

The submission of Nesco is same as Southco.

8. WESCO.

The submission of Wesco is same as Southco.

9. GRIDCO, Janapath, Bhubaneswar

· As the new design energy has not been approved, the Commission may consider the old design energy.

· OHPC may furnish the colony consumption figure of Balimela Power House & Rengali Power House from 1.11.08 to till date, so that the amount credited towards colony consumption can be adjusted against the ARR of OHPC for 2010-11.

· OHPC has claimed Rs.0.57 Crore towards ED on auxiliary consumption to be reimbursed by GRIDCO. The payments towards ED will be as per the provision of PPA & GRIDCO has included Rs.0.57 Crore in its ARR for FY 2010-11.

· The income tax figure may be revised after receipt of bills.

· OHPC may be allowed to recover the publication expenses only from GRIDCO but not the application fees as that is disallowed by CERC in case of NHPC.

· 7th & 8th unit of Balimela Power House- OHPC may furnish the detailed audited accounts in support of Rs 180 Crore capitalized for 7th & 8th unit of Balimela. OHPC may clarify whether the capital cost to the extent of Rs 5.96 Crore has been reduced towards earning from infirm power or not.

·  Return on Equity is allowed only after COD of the unit. Hence, the return on Equity allowed to OHPC to COD of the plant need to be recovered & adjusted against the capital cost of the unit.

· O & M Expenses- OHPC has included corporate office expenditure amounting to Rs 16.57 Crores which has been apportioned to different units of OHPC based on the installed capacity but as per GRIDCO the corporate office expenditure is already included O & M allowed.

· OHPC has proposed for apportioning the O & M expenditure of HPS between Burla Power House & Chiplima Power House based on man power ratio of the power stations i.e. 70: 30. Since, CERC for Thermal Stations is allowing the O & M cost per MW basis, it is proposed to share the cost based on the installed capacity rather than the man power basis.

· OHPC may justify its claim towards increase in remote areas allowance of Rs 3.46 Crore in addition to the escalated O & M proposal.

· There is no justification of claiming spare cost in case of Hirakud Hydro Electric Project separately over and above the O & M cost.

· Depreciation-OHPC has recovered depreciation @ 2.57 % for Upper Kolab, Regali & Chipilima Powerhouse. For Hirakud and Balimela Power House, the depreciation along with advance depreciation have been claimed up to repayment of loan during 2010-11. As per the present regulation in force after repayment of loan the balance depreciation should be recovered equally through balance life period of the plant. Hence, for UIHEP having no loan to be recovered at present the depreciation may be calculated @ 1.16 % i. e. [90%- 5.28 * 12].
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· OHPC in its present filing has proposed 72 % NAPAF for Rengali and 55% for Chiplima. But as per the calculation, the NAPAF for Rengali comes to 78.30 %. 

· Giving allowance of 5%, as the units are old the NAPAF of 85 % may be considered for Balimela & Upper Kolab and 82 % for HHEP, Burla. However, in case of CHEP, Chiplima the renovation schemes envisage better performance and more generation of power. Hence, the availability of the units bears prime importance to utilize the discharge of Hirakud generating station and hence its NAPAF may be allowed as 80 %.

· In case of Machkund Hydroelectric (Joint) Project the cost determined by the Commission is a tentative cost to enable both GRIDCO & OHPC to recover its expenditure through ARR. 
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