List of Objectors against OPTCL’s ARR and Transmission Tariff Application for FY 2011-12
Case No :-145/2010
1. Shri G.N. Agrawal, Advocate, Convener-cum-Gen. Secretary, Sambalpur District Consumers Federation, Balajee Mandir Bhawan, Khetrajpur, Sambalpur-768003

2. Sri M.V. Rao, Resident Manager, M/s Ferro Alloys Corporation Ltd., 102-B, Kalinga Enclave, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar-12, Khurda.

3. Mr. Bibhu Charan Swain, M/s Power Tech Consultants, 1-A, /6, Swati Villa, Surya Vihar, Link Road, Cuttack-753012.

4. Shri Ramesh Ch. Satpathy, Plot No.302(B), Beherasahi, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar-751012

5. R.P. Mahapatra, Retd. Chief Engineer& Member(Gen.),OSEB, Plot No.775 (PT), Lane-3, Jayadev Vihar, Bhubaneswar-751013

6. Shri M.V. Rao, Chairman, Power Committee, The Utkal Chamber of Commerce & Industry, N/6, IRC Village, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar-751015

7. Chief Executive Officer (Comm), NESCO, WESCO & SOUTHCO, Regd. Office- Plot No. N-1/22, IRC Village, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar-15.

8. Pradeep Kumar Nath, Chief Manager (E), NALCO,  Jaydev Vihar, Bhubaneswar.

Objections against ARR and Transmission Tariff Application of OPTCL for FY 2011-12
Case No. – 145/2010
1. Sambalpur District Consumers Federation 

· OPTCL should conduct the Transmission Planning study for OPTCL EHT transmission system in coordination & consultation with GRIDCO and DISCOMs.
· There are great resentments expressed on voltage problem in the State, which needs to be curbed.

· Augmentation and completion of transmission projects in time are necessary in the backdrop of load growth expected due to rapid industrialization and implementation of RGGVY and BGJY in the state in addition to normal growth. 

· DISCOMs are also to be intimated beforehand so that they should be prepared for receiving power from new/augmented grid S/S and accordingly build their downstream distribution lines for evacuation of power.

· No other specific observation against the ARR and transmission tariff application of OPTCL for FY 11.

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

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

· OPTCL was repeating their proposal based on their application for the FY 2010-11 to misguide the Commission as well as the Objectors. We, therefore, request the Commission to scrutinize the Transmission cost proposed by OPTCL critically and reduce the transmission tariff compared to the last year.

· The Commission should scrutinize the Transmission cost proposed by OPTCL critically and reduce the transmission tariff to 20 Paisa/Unit.

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

3. M/s Power Tech Consultants,
· The projected revenue requirement of OPTCL would be Rs.1573.69 cr. during FY 2011-12 which is about 177% percent more than as approved for FY 2010-11.

· Pass through of previous loss and liabilities would certainly impose burden on the consumers and therefore, should be adjusted in steps in different years.

· Increase in A&G cost seems to be high in the range of 635% as compared to the previous year approved figure.

· The actual R&M expenditure for each financial year is always less than the approved figure, indicating that OPTCL has not taken any action to spend the required amount on R&M as approved by the Commission.

· OPTCL should explain the significant increase in interest component. Is there any abnormal delay in the completion of any ongoing projects, which has added to the interest? The delaying agencies like PGCIL should bear the interest burden.

· It may be seen that by handing over the project to PGCIL, OPTCL has to incur additional expenditure of Rs.7.9 crores. The Commission should not consider such amount in ARR, as this will result in additional financial burden on the consumers.
· OPTCL needs to reduce the transmission loss significantly.

· OPTCL have not yet identified the areas where loss is maximum, so as to formulate action plans for loss reduction. OPTCL should inform the methodology adopted to estimate the transmission loss for every year.

· OPTCL should have under taken energy audit of lines and sub-stations to know the quantum of transmission loss in the system and the said works may be assigned to energy auditing firms/certified energy auditor.
· The Standard of performance  of  OPTCL transmission system should be monitored by third party auditor.
4. 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 FY 2010-11.

· The Objector wants that OPTCL has to furnish all relevant document regarding OERC approved and actual annual R&M and A&G expenses from FY 01 to FY 11.
· The sub-stations and lines of OPTCL are not properly maintained by the authority in-charge due to want of required number of skilled manpower. 

· OPTCL has to appoint skilled labourers in the sub-station maintenance work. A clear-cut guideline should be issued to the official in charge of sub-station and lines.

· 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.

· Some objectors had expressed their concern that OPTCL had not outlined any action plan as yet for evacuation of power from 21 nos. of Mega Thermal Power Plants coming up in Odisha for which 13 nos. of IPPs and 8 nos. MPPs have signed MoUs with Govt. of Odisha for installation of about 28000 MW.

· The important issues raised by the objectors on the matter of ensuring adequate transmission corridors for both drawal of power for State use and evacuation of power for the consumers outside the State from the proposed IPPs, need to be addressed by OPTCL in  its submission of prospective action plan.
5. Shri R.P. Mohapatra, Bhubaneswar

· The equipments of capital nature like circuit breakers, station batteries, CTs, PTs/ CVTs, Las, energy meters, station transformers, CR panels, DG sets, restoration of 132 KV feeders are capital works in nature and should not be included in the R&M expenditure.

· 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).
· OPTCL should confirm that equipment for online data transmission to SLDC from the EHT feeders of all EHT substations have been provided. If not the present status.

· The Cost over run & time over run due to delay in completion of projects should be not allowed in the ARR. 

· 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. 

· OPTCL is recovering the capital cost of the Apex meters from the EHT consumers. The reasons for claiming Rs.2000 per month towards meter charges has not been indicated.

· 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.
· OPTCL is depending on PGCIL to execute not only the 400 KV system but also 132 KV lines and substations, and even telecom works. 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, and 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. 

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

· Same as M/s. Ferro Alloys Corporation Ltd. (Sl. No 2)

7. CEO (Comm.), NESCO, WESCO & SOUTHCO
· DISCOMs submitted that there will be revenue surplus of Rs.204.57 Crore during FY 11-12 instead of the Revenue Gap of Rs.1035.04 Crore proposed by OPTCL base on existing transmission tariff of 23.50 paise per unit .

· The employee cost of OPTCL may be allowed at Rs.326.33 crore subject to prudence checks of the computation of terminal benefit.

· The R&M expenses for FY 2011-12 ought to be Rs.20.07 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.16.00 crore towards the A&G expenses for FY 2011-12 i.e escalations of 5.5% allowed over the approved figure of current year.
· The finance charge projected by OPTCL is Rs.14.62 crore which is unreasonably high and without any details. Hence, the same may not be allowed.

· The interest on loan of Rs.68.94 Crore for new projects of Rs.903.82 Crore .may not be allowed. Since the details of which are not available for scrutiny .Hence, the same is considered at nil.
· As the sector has not yet turned around, the Commission may adopt the same principle for calculation of depreciation as followed for previous year. DISCOMs submitted that the depreciation may be consider at Rs.93.65 Crore.

· DISCOMs proposed to exclude the special appropriation in computation of the OPTCL ARR for 2011-12.

· 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. 

· The State Govt. had agreed to finance transmission projects in remote areas to the extent of Rs.100 Crores by way of equity contribution. Till date OPTCL has received only Rs.28.05 Crore from the State Govt. Therefore DISCOMs submit that the return @ 15.5% on the equity value of Rs.28.5 Cr. may be allowed i.e. Rs.4.35 Cr. Since OPTCL has not given the proof or submitted the audited balance sheet for the receipt of balance amount of Rs.71.94 Cr. the return on the same should not be allowed.
· DISCOMs submit that transmission charge of OPTCL is recovered as first charge from monthly BSP bill. So interest on working capital may not be allowed. 
· Contingence reserve claimed by OPTCL should not be allowed. 
· Provision for bad and doubtful debt has no merit and the claim of OPTCL for Rs.0.10 Cr. should not be allowed.

· The claim of OPTCL for Rs.127.25 Cr. as past through in the ARR has no merit and should not be allowed.

· In absence of any audit figure, DISCOMs project the misc. receipt of 48.30 Cr. as approved by the Commission in FY 11 for the FY 2011-12.
· The Commission should consider an amount of Rs.17.50 crore towards income from Inter State Wheeling for FY 2011-12 in line with the order of ATE.
· DISCOMs submit that, the actual whiling of power to the entities would be on the higher side and more than the projection made by OPTCL. The higher quantum of power whiled by the entities  may be taken in the ARR of OPTCL.
· DISCOMs of the view that the truing of exercise may be done by the Commission keeping in view of the above data  vis-à-vis the approved figure for FY 2010-11 and the resultant benefit if any may be passed on to the consumer.
8. Pradeep Kumar Nath, Chief Manager(E), NALCO
· The proposed transmission tariff of 68.68 paise/unit for the FY 2011-12 against existing rate of 23.5P/U  is arbitrary and without any basis. This is totally unacceptable and needs further clarification.

· The transmission loss has been projected as 3.9% for the year 2011-12, against 4.0% approved by the Commission for the current year. The proposed transmission loss is also quite high and unreasonable. This needs to reduce further.
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