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1
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3
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4
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5
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6
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7
Shri Ramesh Ch. Satpathy, Plot, Bhubaneswar

8
NESCO,Corporate Office, Januganj, Balasore 

9
SOUTHCO,Corporate Office, Courtpeta, Berhampur
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WESCO,Corporate Office, Burla, Sambalpur

Objections against ARR and Transmission Tariff Application of OPTCL for FY 2010-11
Case No. – 145/2009
1. Sambalpur District Consumers Federation 

· OPTCL should conduct the Transmission Planning study for OPTCL EHT transmission system in coordination & consultation with GRIDCO and DISCOMs.
· No other specific observation against the ARR and transmission tariff application of OPTCL for FY 11.

2. M/s. Indian Metals & Ferro Alloys Ltd. (IMFA)

· M/s IMFA states that there is actually no transmission of electricity from the point of injection (i.e. from Choudwar) to the point of delivery at Therubali. The power supplied by IMFA is being transmitted through the method of displacement and so the proposed transmission charge is not applicable to them. 

· IMFA has suggested that the proposed transmission charge @Rs.300399.53/MW/Month or @ 68.72 Paise / KWh is not applicable to the power supplied by IMFA to the grid at Choudwar from its CGP meant for wheeling to be utilized at IMFA factory premises at Theruvalli .
· IMFA states that as per National Electricity Policy the tariff should be sensitive to distance, direction and related to quantum of power flow. But the proposed transmission charge estimated by OPTCL based on Postage Stamp Method which is not applicable to the electricity supplied by the Objector to the grid at Chowdwar. 
3. Confederation of Indian Industry (CII), Orissa

· OPTCL has submitted the ARR for FY 2010-11 based on the Commission’s approved figures for different components for 2008-09 & FY 2009-10.The applicant may be asked  to furnish at least the provisional expenditure figures under different heads for 2008-09 and estimated figures for 2009-10 for computation of their ARR for FY 2010-11.

· For the FY 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08, the audited actual expenditure figures vary widely from the approved amount by the Commission and the Commission is requested to treat any expenditure above the approved amount as unauthorized and non-prudent expenditure and should not be accepted.

· The objector has furnished details of the capital expenditure under head CAPEX which is an expenditure of capital nature and should not be considered as a part of the annual revenue requirement for computation of the transmission tariff and Open Access Charges.

· The R&M expenditures for the years 2010-11 should be computed based on the actual expenditures of the past years and the proposed figures in their ARR should not be accepted.

· Interest on the working capital should not be allowed to the licensee. 

· The National Tariff Policy in para 5.3 (c) lays down that there is no need for advance against depreciation and hence it should not be allowed.

· CII is of the opinion that the National Tariff Policy does not support inclusion of Contingency Reserve in Transmission Tariff calculation and hence this should be disallowed. 

· The Commission may approve the transmission loss at the level of 3% for FY 2010-11.

· The applicant has not been able to improve the reliability of the transmission system.

· The complaints of the large and power intensive industries of not getting uninterrupted and quality power have not been addressed.

· The total quantum of energy to be handled during the year 2009-10 will be less due to power cuts and load shedding.

· The applicant expects to receive capital assistance from the State Government in the form of share capital and also expects to receive financial subsidy from the State Government. So, these should be considered during finalization of ARR for FY 2010-11.

4. M/s. Ferro Alloys Corporation Ltd., Bhubaneswar

· No improvement in the quality of transmission and reduction in the transmission loss.

· Any increase in BSP which includes Transmission Tariff and Transmission Loss will have direct bearing on RST and in the past the burden of BSP increase was loaded on H.T. and E.H.T. consumers.

· OPTCL in its application proposing an increase in the Transmission Tariff to 68.72 paise/unit from 01.4.2010 against the Transmission Tariff of 20.5 paise/unit approved by OERC for the year 2008-09 without any improvement in the quality of transmission and reduction in the transmission loss.

· The Commission should scrutinize the Transmission cost proposed by OPTCL critically and reduce the transmission tariff compared to the last year.

· The Commission not to allow transmission loss more than 3% at least from this year onwards.

5. Shri R.P. Mohapatra, Bhubaneswar

· The Objector is of the view that the Commission may allow recovery of R&M expenditure in full in one year in Tariff Order for FY 2010-11 as it will have small impact on the tariff.

· The Objector has pointed out that OPTCL in its ARR has proposed expenditure of Rs.98.14 crore towards maintenance of lines and sub-stations during FY 2010-11 which includes a lot of capital equipments and these equipments cannot be treated as spare parts under R&M expenses. The capital expenditure on new and original equipments is to be capitalized and the interest and depreciation charges shall only be allowed in the ARR.

· The Objector suggests that OPTCL should prepare a Comprehensive Renovation Scheme (CRS) for sub-stations of more than 20 years old and arrange funding from Financial Institutions (FIs).

· The provision under O&M may be equal or less than that as per CERC norms.

· The proposed transmission tariff of 68.72 paise/unit for the FY 2010-11 is 335% of the approved Transmission Charge of 20.5 p/u for the FY 2009-10. This is totally unacceptable.

· The Objector is of the view that OPTCL has failed in commissioning some of the major new transmission lines within the targeted time resulting in abnormal delay exceeding 10 years at times. Hence, the objector requests the Commission to approve the original capital cost along with IDC for the scheduled period of completion only. The interest, depreciation and O&M charges on such value should be considered while approving ARR..

· The transmission loss has been projected as 4.30% for the year 2010-11, against 4.0% approved by the Commission for the current year. The approved transmission losses may be limited to 3.7% for the ensuing year.

· The Objector is of the view that there is no justification to claim supervision charges @ 16% by OPTCL for the lines and sub-stations constructed by the EHT consumers of the State as the entire employee cost and A&G expenses are being allowed by the Commission in the ARR to OPTCL. If such supervision charges are allowed to the licensee, the Commission may reduce in the ARR of OPTCL to the extent of the collection of supervision charges by OPTCL. 

· The Objector is of the view that the separation of OPTCL from GRIDCO from 2005 till now is only cosmetic. Hence the Commission may direct to OPTCL to function as an independent Engineering Organization with independent Board of Directors. 
· The charges payable to PGCIL should not form part of the ARR. OPTCL has recently been off loading the work of preparation of specifications, tender documents, submission of recommendations for Vendor selection, on outside agencies. Similarly a lot of other works are also being entrusted to the outside agencies. Such action is seriously reducing the core competency of the licensee and should be avoided.

· The Objector has pointed out that many industries in the State availing power at 132 KV since long, will terminate their speech and data communication links at the 220 KV Sub-station. OPTCL should indicate the date of commissioning of SCADA interface equipments in each of the 220 KV Sub-stations (Total time is 3 years for all sub-stations) so that the industries can plan their work accordingly. No useful purpose will be served by installation of equipment by the industries / generators unless the OPTCL SCADA interface is in place. 

· The Objector suggests that OPTCL should state the reasons as to why speech and data communication equipments were not provided for 29 Nos. of 132 KV sub-stations under OPTCL when OGC Regulation provides for installation of such equipments.

6. The Utkal Chamber of Commerce & Industry (UCCI) 

· Same as FACOR (Sl. No 4)

7. Shri Ramesh Ch. Satpathy, Bhubaneswar:

· OERC may direct OPTCL to give an undertaking through Affidavit that it will supply the quality power at proper voltage to all the consumers of the State. as many  areas of the State are under brown-out due to want of proper voltage in FY09-10.

· The Objector wants that OPTCL has to furnish the information regarding OERC approved and actual annual R&M and A&G expenses from FY 01 to FY 10.

· The ARR application of OPTCL should not be accepted till the company fulfills the requirement of the consumer such as the transmission availability which should be 98% but it is less than 90% at present.

· The Objector has stated that the Govt. of India and the State Govt. have announced to give electricity to all through Rajib Gandhi Gramin Bidyut Yojana & Biju Jyoti Yojana programme under grid connected route by 2012 and wants OPTCL to state the action taken for improvement of intra-state transmission system and the required transmission connectivity to meet such additional demand.

· The transmission loss of 4.5% is still continuing since 2001. The OPTCL has not taken any action as per the Soven Kanungo Committee report i.e., reduction of transmission loss 0.3% per year.

· OPTCL has to produce the status report of the installation of capacitor banks in 23 Nos. of GRID sub-stations as per order of the  Commission.

· OPTCL has to produce all relevant papers regarding how many lines and sub-stations are not completed in schedule time and who will be accountable for this in action for OPTCL.

· The management of OPTCL has to produce the up-to-date status report of 400 KV Ib Thermal to Meramundali line under construction.

8. M/s NESCO, Balasore

· The employee cost of OPTCL may be allowed at Rs.540 crore subject to prudence checks of the computation of terminal benefit.

· The R&M expenses for FY 11 ought to be Rs.18.94 crore and that the same can be trued up as and when actual expenditures are submitted after necessary prudence checks.

· OPTCL may be allowed an amount of Rs.18.46 crore towards the A&G expenses for FY 11.

· The finance charge projected by OPTCL is Rs.15.26 crore which is unreasonably high and without any details. Hence, the same may not be allowed.

· The interest on loan for new projects may not be allowed. Since the details of which are not available for scrutiny .Hence, the same is considered at nil as against the claim of Rs.38.39 crore.

· As the sector has not yet turned around, the Commission may adopt the same principle for calculation of depreciation as followed for previous year. As per NESCO’s calculation, the Depreciation may be considered at Rs.153.31 crore.

· NESCO submitted that the Capital Expenditure Schemes ought to be filed separately and should be detailed in nature and should include the Cost–Benefit Analysis so that the same can be scrutinized.

· NESCO proposes to exclude the special appropriation in computation of the OPTCL ARR for 2011.

· The Commission may formulate the guidelines on contingencies as per the National Tariff Policy.

· As the sector has not yet turned around, zero reasonable return may be allowed on the similar lines as the  Commission has decided ARR and tariff order for OPTCL in previous years.

· The truing up exercise needs to be conducted for OPTCL and after prudent checking of all the components of the ARR, expenses on account of uncontrollable factors may be allowed and that truing up on select heads is not proper.

· The Commission should consider an amount of Rs.17.50 crore towards income from Inter State Wheeling for FY 2010-11 in line with the order of ATE.

· The transmission loss should be less than 4%. In this context it is pertinent to mention here that during 2009-10 more energy is to be handled with high voltage transmission system i.e. 400 kV and 220 kV as new EHT consumers has under taken to draw power in 220 kV. Thus, it is expected that the loss would be less than 4%. 

9. M/s SOUTHCO, Berhampur

· Same as NESCO (Sl. No 8)

10. WESCO, Burla

· Same as NESCO (Sl. No 8)
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