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~ Impact of Prior Period Issues
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2. Impact of Prior Period Issues:

After issuance of last Tariff Order in March 2018, the Hon'ble Commission has settled some of
the following issues and agreed to allow the financial .impact of these issues in the ensuing
tariff ordef. Thus, financial Impact of these issues are corhputed and sought folf truing up in

the ensuing Tariff Order as given below:

Table 2.1: Impact of Previous year Issues already settled or agreed to be settle . (Rs Cr.

| Allowance of
10% of pending

REC's
Note 1

- - - - - - - - 25.13

Allowance of

‘Income Tax 28.70 - - . . . - .
Note 2

Street Light

Incentive written | 463" | 0g9 | 101 | 108 | 128 | - A . ;
back . _ _ - _ _

Note 3

Reversal of
disallowance of o . _
.Anta Autiya and _ _ _ . L ' .

Padri from FY | | o 26.84 35,28 .30.82 32.53
12-13 onwards .
Noted . . =~

23.02

Reversal of
disallowance of o ‘ :
Merit Order BC CE - - - 45.80 0.04 -
Scheduling -~ ' : .
Note5

156

| Differential
"| amount of : - ‘ A ‘ _
Truing up of - - .. 11.80 66.05 | BB.84 96.32 82.08 81.05

Rithala
Note 6

80.78

Reversal of
Trading Margin . _ S }
paid to TPTCL FY A - - - 0.144 - - - .
11-12 ' '

Note 7

Impact of

Review Order : :
against TO 28 - - - oo - 2.35 - - -
march 2018 : ' : _
Note 8

156.34

261.70

Total 29.33 | 0.69 1.01 | 12,88 | 97.47 | 118.03 | 177.40 | 112.94 | 138.71

Opening balance 33.05# | 67.44 75.80 84.57 | 106.92 | 223.38 | 374.68 607.13 799.57

1,043.24

Addition 29.33 0.69 . 1.01 12.88 97.47 118.03 | 177,40 112.94 138,71

261.70

Carrying €ost - | 40,610 | 11.32% | 10.17% | 1041% | 12.20% | 11.78% | 11.88% | 11.98% | 12.08%

12.08%

rate
Carn}ing Cost . 5.06 7.67 7.76 . | - 9.47 18.99 33.27 55.05 79,50 104,97

141.83

Closing Value * | 67.44 | 75.80 84.57 | 106.92 | 223.38 | 374.68 | 607.13 | 799.57 | 1,043.24

1,446.77

# Balance carried over from Note 2 Table no 2.3 of this Petition
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Note 1:

Compliance Mth RPO Ohﬁigajﬁons {From FY 2012-13 to FY 2015-16)

While Truing up the ARR for FY 2015-16, the Hon'ble Commission in its Tariff Order dated
August, 2017, had deducted Rs 25.13 Cr. from the True. up Aggregate Revenue Requirement
for FY 2015- 16 (refer Table 210 of Tariff Order Aug, 2017) on account of non-fulfilment of
RPO obhg_a.tlon,.by_ the Petitioner-from FY- 2012-13-onwards to FY 2015-16." = o

The Pet|t|oner has filed a Pe’utlon no 50 of 2017 before the Hon'ble Commission against such
deduction and also submltted in its subm|53|ons that it shail comply all its pending RPO
obllgatlon (1 e. from FY 2012 13 to FY 2015- 16) in FY 2017-18,

Thus, based on the Petitioner submisSions in Petition no 50 of 2017, it has decided by the
Hon’ble Commlssu)n to allow 10% of the cost of pending RE Ceth cates which was disallowed
in Tariff Order dated 31.08. 2017

E.Relevaht .extrac'tuofcthe.-..-Hon’ble Commassmn Order dated 28.02. 2018 is reproduced below:;

"12. In view of the foregorng a’/scussmn, all the facts and the efforts made by the petitioner
| fo c/ear the back /og afAnnua/ RPO targets th/s Commfssvan has reached to a considered
decision to a//ow 10% of the cost of REC to a tune of Rs. 25,13 crore, which was disallowed
in the Tariff Order dated 31. 08 2017 for underach/evement af RPO targets by the

Pefitioner, The afaresald amount of Rs 25.13 crore shalf be considered in th
. A

next Tariff Order for the Petltmnen "
SeSRadi Lraer Tor Uhe Petitioner, |

It is worth to mentlon that the Petltloner has procured RE certificates of Rs. 315.84 Cr (Refer
Table no .5’ 15 of this Tariff Pef/t/on) in order to comply all its pending RPO obllgatlons

Based on above submission it is requested to the Hon'ble Commission to allow the amount
of Rs 25.13 Cr deducted in trued up ARR of FY 2015-16 along with carrymg cost in the ensumg
Tariff Order.
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MNote 2:

Ailowahc_e of Incremental Income Tax related to Policy Direction Period

The Hon'ble APTEL in its Judgment against Appeal_no 271 of 2013 has decided the issue in
favor of the Petitioners by relying on the Hon'ble Commission’s own submissions, Le. "7he
fearned Delli Commission in the impugned Order has given a clarification that if the tax

- assassed-orpaid-in any financial yea}' ishigher than the tax actial allowed die to the reason ™~

that a higher tax Is on account of any arrears of income tax pertaining to the past years, the
utilities like DISCOM/ appellant herein, may claim the same in the ARR for the refevant year,
subject to producing documentary evidence establishing the claim toWards arrears. "

With respect to the implementation of the above judgment, the Hon'ble Commission in its Tariff
Order for FY 2017-18 has sought.some additional information from the Petitioner. The
- Petitioner vide its letter dated March 16, 2018 had already submltted the said information to
the Hon’ble Commlsswn thus, seekmg for trumg up of Income Tax on account of
a) Tax pursuant to change in section 115 JB of Income Tax Act

-...b) Tax paid.on .accpunt of depreciation of policy direction period allowed.in FY 08

- - .The.detailed point wise information towards income tax claim is given below

A)-  The Section 1151B of Income Tax. (amended by the Fmance (No. 2) Act, 2009) was
‘made effective retrospectively from 01.04. 2002 Interms of the said amendment Provision for
doubtful debts were required to be added back while ca!culatln_g book profits for the purpose
of co'mpdting income tax 'under MAT.- ‘

It is submitted that_during the policy direction period, the truing up of all the expenses 'including
Income Tax was allowed on actual basis and most of the above liability pertains to Policy
Direction Penod i.e. FY 2002 03 to FY 2006-07. As the prowsmn for doubtful debts which was
_ not added at the time of computa’uon of MAT in earlier years was added back pursuant to
' retrospective change in law resulting in additional liability of Income Tax (including interest of
234 A/B/C) as given below. '
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Table 2.2: Impact of Additional Income Tax _ ' l (Rs Cr.)

FY 02-03 . ' 5.52
FY 03-04 : : NIl
FY 04-05 - "Nl
FY 05-06 : o 22.60
Total Income tax towards for pomt “a” _ 28.74

WIT Act alon

Opening balance - ‘ 5.52

Addition 5.52 . - - 22.60 0.62
Carrying cost rate - ' 9.00% ' 9.00% 9.00% 9.00% 9.00%
Carrying Cost : - 0.50 0.54 0.59 2,68
Closing Value -~ : 5.52 6.02 - 6.56 29.75 33.05#

FurEher, with respect to the Income'Tax claim sought towards‘point (b} above, it' is again
resubmitted that in order to comply with the judgment of Supreme Court, the'-Hon’bIe |
-:Commission has_allowed the additional deprematlon pertaining to the: pollcy direction period -
in its MYT order dated February 2008 resulting into additional Income of Rs 253.33 Cr. in FY
- 2007 08.-Due to this additional mcome Tata Power- DDL has to pay additional Income Tax of
. - Rs ,28.70 Cr, which has to be allowed on actual basis as the same i pertaining to the lmpact
given for policy direction period. Compu_tation of additional income tax for Policy Direction
Period due to issuance of MYT Order dated Feb, 2008 is given below.

of Poll

: », Wm«-

Openmg Tarrﬁ’ Adjustment a/c payabfe in books of accounts A o | ) 114.39
' Add- Revenue Gap approved in MYT order dated, Feb 2008 : 138.94
Total Income.on which additional Income Tax has been paid dunng FY 2007-08 - | 253.33
Income Tax Rate — 11.33% . - ' 11,33%
Income Tax liability pertaining to Policy Direction Perlod (b) : S 28.70

- Based on the above submission it is reqoésted to the Hon'ble Commission to allow the
additional Income Tax along with carrying cost.
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Note 3;

Allowance of Street Light Incentive inadvertently considered as a part of Non-

Tariff Income in 15 MYT Control Period

The Petitioner filed a Petition No. 49/2013 before the Hon'ble Commission seeking allowance

of'incent_ives ear_ned from efficient performance of the Petitioner in maintenance of street

,....l_ig_tits__,vvork,,s,tcatrie__d.__o.u.t.iini its.area of su pply. for.the_period .of. 2007-2012 and.consequently. . - ...

“correction of NTT amounts in various ARR's/True up Orders, A brief of said appeal and relevant
extract of the Judgment of the Hon'ble Commission is given below:

- The Hon'ble Commission is well awara that the petitioner is engaged in maintaining the street

lights belonging to various civic _agencies' which_ are installed in its area of supply; and in order
to evolve a performance driven system the Hon'ble Commission vide its order dated
05.03.2'00»_4_has put up the incentiVe/disincentive m:echanism‘for maintaining street lights. The

: Order' aisofprovides that the incentive or disincentive would not'be_a pass through in the
calculation of the ARR.' Aithough the said incentive as earned by the petition'er vvas not meant _
to-'be' passed dn in‘its ARR, ‘however the same has been inadvertentiy passed by the Petitioner '

smrithe ARR for-the FY 2007-08, 2008- 09 and 2009-10 under the head street Ilght malntenance

- income which head also mcludes the “amount earned on account of incentive” also

* Against the submissions of the Petitioner, the Hon'ble Commission has examined and found

that as the amounts of Incentive baoked and offered in ARR have not been reflected sepa rately

either in the Audited Financial Statements or in the Tar'iﬁ’ Petitions for the respective financial
years except in the Tariff Petition for the FY 2010- 11 hence, the Hon'ble Commission decided

to conSIder the amount of mcentlve of Rs.4,64, 74 741/ which is accepted and verifi ed by

NDMC through an affi dawt

Based on the above facts and submissmn the Hon’ble Commission had issued an Order dated ‘
17, 05 2018 and demded to allow Rs 4.64 Cr on account of mcentive to the Petltloner Relevant _

~ extract of the said Order | is given below;
%9, In view of the above, an amount of Rs.4, 54 74 741/~ earned and received as incentive for
a period from 2007 to 2012 shall be allowed to the Petitioner in term of order dated 05.,03.2004

which provides that the incentive or disincentive would not be a pass through in the ca/cu/at/on :

of the ARR and it sha// not be treated as non-tariff income. “
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Thus, the Petitioner is now se_eking the implementation of aforesaid Order and requesting the

Hon'ble Commission to allow year wise amount of incentive along with carrying cost.

‘Noted:

Reversal of disallowance of Anta Amiya and Dadri from FY 12-13 onwards

N '___The Petitioner_has.submitted. Petition No 34/2018 before the Hon'ble Commission in. .

pursuant to the hberty granted by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India by the Order dated
21.05.2018 passed in the 1A No. 62763 of 2018 while disposing of the Civil Appeal No.
- 7362 of 2016 directlng as under:’

"Considering the assertions made in the applications, the applicants are permitted to withdraw
the Civil Appeal No. 7362 of 2016 and Civil Appeal Nos. 11106-11107/2016, with liberty to
puirsue the matter before the Delhi Electricity Regulatory Commission. We make it clear that
we are not expressmg an y opinion on the merits of the controver:sy and all quesr/ons are left

_open.”

- The Petitioner has submitted that it entered into a supplementary PPA dated 22.03.2012

--',v'_vith' NTPC. 'Vidé‘the,. SUppleme-ntary PPA, the term of prc}curément, from the gas based

- stationsj of NTPC and from the other stations'cont_airied ih Clause 13.1°(A) of the PPA
dated 08_.05.2008 was increased beyohd their respective expiry dates to the end of useful
life of the respective expiry dated to the end of useful life of the respective station
considere’d,in the tariff orders or Regu-lat'ions' issued by CERC or Gol allocations whichever
is later. The s_upplementary_a'greement was aiso_ on the same terms and conditions as the
PPA‘or'iginalIy entered into between the Petitioner and NTPC.

On 12.06.2015, the Hon'ble Commission has disallowed the poWer purchase adjustment
' costs towards'Anta', Auraiya and Dadri plants of NTPC. The same was challenged before
the Hon’ble Appellate Tribunal for Electricity (APTEL) in Appeal No. 186 of 2015. The
Hon'ble APTEL by ju'dgrﬁent dated 01.06.2016 had_ dismissed the said Appeal. Thereafter,
the Petitioner filed the Civil Appeal No. 7326 of 2016 against the said judgment under
Section 125 of the Flectricity Act, 2003 before the Hon'ble Supreme Court. On 21.05.2018,
the Hon’bie Supreme Court passed an Order in the JA No. 62763 of 2018 filed by the
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Petitioner granting Ilberty to the Petitioner to pursue the matter before this Hon'ble

~ Commission.,

Thus the Petitioner filed the Petition for reconsideration of the disailowance done by the
Hon'ble Commission by the Tariff Order dated 29 09.2015 and subsequent Tariff Orders

dated 31 08 2017 and 28 03 2018 whrle trumg upthe accounts for relevant ﬁnandal years o

- has consrdered all power. scheduled from Anta, Auraiya and Dadri Stations for the past
years, i.e., FY 2012- 13, FY 2013 14,_ FY 2014-15, FY 2015-16 and FY 2016-17 on the basis
of the same was procured by the Petitioner through shb_rt'term sources. Therefore, the
cost of procurement of .this power has been limited to the monthly average rate of
exchange of Northern Regioh (N2) as determined by the Hon'ble Commissibn, thereby
causing'a-substantial adverse financial impact on the revenues of the Petitioner as the
shott term market rates are much’ Iower from the actual power purchase costs borne by'
the Petltloner for power scheduled from Anta, Auraiya and Dadri plants of NTPC.

- - Based- ohthe.-sdbmission,made in Peti.ti.on, the Hon'ble C'or_nm_iSsidn vide its Order dated
| ~04.07.2018 has decided to consider this Petition as a 'sbecial case and thus agreed to
S ,7allew the cost. of these power p]ants which was dlsallowed in earlier years. Relevant

. extract of the said Order is glven below:
"3, £} In view of the aforesaid discussions.as a speaa/ case the Peﬂnoner is allowed the
cost of power purchase from FY 2012-13 till FY 2016-17 on the principle of Merit Order.”

Based on above submission, the Petitioner'is now seeking the implementation of aforesaid
Order and requesting to the Hon'ble Commlssmn to allow the entire dlsallowed cost of
Anta Aurlya and Dadri Gas based p!ants from FY 2012-13 onwards.

‘Notes: .

Differential amount of Truing up of Rithala Power Plant

As per Para 27(a) of the Rithala Order dated 31.08.2017, the Hoh’ble Commission has allowed
the cost of the plant upto Mareh 2018 meaning thereby that the Hon’bIe Co_mmissioh shall fix
the tariff for Rith.ala Plant upto FY 2017-18. It is also directed to the Petitioner that it shall file
true up Petition since operati'on of this plant till FY 2016-17 before the Hon'ble Commission..




In order to comply with the said directive, Without prejudice to the its rights and contentions
the Petitioner has filed True up Petition No 51 of 2017 for seeking True Up of expenses for FY
2010-11to FY 2016-17 and ARR for FY 2017-18 in terms of appflicable Tariff Regulations
(2007 & 2011) read with Delhi Electriaty Regulatory Commission Comprehenswe (Conduct of
Busmess) Regulatlons 2001

"“During the prudence check of this Petition the Hon'ble Commission has also directed to the
Petitioner to file true up Petition for Rithala plant for FY 2017-18 also. The Petitioner has filed

an interim application dated 7t Sep, 2018 has requested to the Hon'ble Commission - for
consideration of Rithala ARR of FY 2017-18 as a true up Petition for FY 2017-18.

The Petitioner would like to mention that as the Hon'ble Commission is doing truing up of FY
2017-18, hence it is requested to the Hon'ble Commission to allow the differential impact of
thha[a Power Plant (i. e. Amount Sought in the True up Petition minus amount already allowed
- on Prowsmnal basns) along W|th the carrylng cost. The Computatlon of year on year dlfferentaal

amount is given below

' O&M expenses ; . :
Depreciat_ion o 207 |- 2_0,.69 2593 | 2595 ‘ 25,97 2599 | 2599 | 2599 .
Interest on Loans ' 1,11 .9.96 1135 | 3.51 5.65 2.79 0.68
Return on Equity 089 | 672 | 832 | 833 | 833 | 833 | 833 | 833
Interest on Working Capital 0.93 -77.52. 9.97 | 10.02 10.07 10,17 10.28 7.95
Income Tax — 0.26 2,57 3.38 338 |- 3.38 345 | 3.45 - ~R26%

Sub- Total - A 6.20

T

ikt R
Mri%";%«m

“Fuel Cost 9331

Ship or pay charges : - 2.59 14,78 - 12,72 - - -

Sub-Total - B | 1576 | 108.00 | 44.64 | 13.00] © 0 0 6
Total (A+B) : 21.96 | 165.69 | 125.24 | 96.32 | 82.08 81.05 | 80.78 | 78.42
Less-- Allowed by DERC-C 10.16 69.64 40.40 e - - -
Differential amount now 11.80 | 96.05 88.84 | 96.32 | 82.08 | £81.05 | 80.78 | 78.42

sought for truing up {(A+B-C)

¥Amount sought as a part of Power Purchase Cost for FY 2017-18
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Note 6:

Reversa! of Trading Margin pai‘d fo TPTCL

The Hon’ble APTEL in 1ts Judgment agaznst Appeal no 0 271 of 2013 agamst the Tariff Order
dated July 2013 has held that _
713.2) Since the fearned Delpi Commission has given clear liberty and clearly provided that

- ~the trading-margin-is-provisionally disaflowed but-the same would be considered I the final

true up. We hope the /earned Delhi Commission would consider the same at the final truing
up stage, hence, in view of this we do not find any p@fvemty in the Impugned Order and this
" jssue s deaded agalnst the appe//am‘ "

Based on the above, the Petitioner is requesting the Hon'ble Commission to allow the said

tradingj margin of Rs 0.144 Cr along with carrying cost, which was disallowed on provisional
- basis in FY 2011-12,

) uote7
Adherence to Merlt Order Schedulmg _ -
= The Hon’ble DERC durmg the past 4 years from FY 2013-14 to FY 2016 17 has made

«+ disallowances - .on account: of alleged “Merit Order Vlolatlon” The same has been appended

* below for ready reference:’

“Table 2.6: Allowance of disallowed amount of Merit Order Scheduling o " {Rs Cr.

1 Amouht Disallowed .

2 Less- Already Allowed : 3.31% - L .
3 Differential amount now sought ) ‘ 45.80 | 0.04 - 0.000 1.56

*An amaunt of Rs. 3 31 Crores was aflowed for FY 2013-14 in Tariff order dated 28""’ March 2018,

In this regard, we wou.ld Iike_ to make the following s_ubmissions:-‘

| A .On "numerous occasmns the individual plant wise reql.:|5|t|ons of the beneficiaries are
|gnored and power schedulrng is done by NRLDC & Delhi SLDC considering the larger
issues like Grid Stability/Security, transmission constraints arising due to tripping/outage
of inter-regional transmission links, line loading & other operational and commercial
' constraints at any given point of time. In such a scenario violation in “Merit Order

Scheduling” takes place which Is beyond the control of Tata Power-DDL and we request
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the Hon'ble Commrssion to consider the same and not impose penalty upon Tata Power-
DDL towards the same. A detailed submission on the same is already a part of Tata Power-
DDL petition before Hon'ble Commission (Petition No. 10 of 2014: Tata Power-DDL vs.
Delhi SLDC). The issue of force scheduling has also been mentioned by Hon'ble DERC as
part of its ROP dated 9 Aug'2018 in Petition number 10 of 2014,

Stations, wherein, time and again costly power from Delhi State Generattng Stations
(espeC|aIIy GT & Pragatl) is scheduled forcefully crtlng the reasons of line Ioadlng and Grid
constraints by De[hl SLDC. On numerous occasions it has been nhoted that the Generatron

-Capacrty having the lower cost is not being utilized fully and at the same time higher cost

Generatrng Statlons are being schedufed For example on 201 Feb 2018, GT against an
offered capacrty of 80 MW at Rs, 3.76/unit was operatrng only at 38 MW, whereas Pragati
against an offered capacity of 265 MW at Rs. 4.50 Junit was operatlng at 275 Mw.
Srmultaneously, Bawana offermg a capacrty of 325 MW at a per unit cost of Rs. 4.00 was

- being run at only 249 MW thus resulting |nto non utilization of ‘around 75 MW of fow cost
LPOWET from Delhr ‘Genco| itself, Accordmgly, we requested Delhi SLDC through emails dated _
.20t“ Feb’ 2018, 22“d Feb’ 2018, 23" Feb’ 2018 & 27t Feb’ 2018 and telephonic discussion
~.-to close down the generatlon from Pragati (being the costllest) or schedule the power
from Pragati only to the Discoms who require power from it, and operate GT at a full

offered capacity of 80 MW. However, no response to the above was rece[ved‘from SLDC,

‘We had highlighted simifar instances in past also through our letters addressed to Delhi
SLDC, hewever, no reply to the same was provided by them., Owing to no response being .
received from Delhi SLDC, we had also raised the above issue of suboptimal scheduling of

Delhi Gencos in OCC (Operatlon Co—ordtnatlon Commrttee) meetlng held on 21st Feb

2018 The matter was deliberated |n presence of Officials of Delhl SLDC and SLDC was -

advised to communicate the desrred/relevant information to respective Discoms, however
no response to the same was received from Delhi SLDC.

~ The matter of scheduling of Costly Power from Delhi State Generating Stations was also

discussed in the DPPG meeting held on 9% May 2018. The relevant extracts of Minutes of
Meeting dated 9" May 2018 has been reproduced - below for reference“De/hi SLOC
intimated that the "Scheduling of Costly Power from Delfi Genco fike PPCL-1, PPCL-3 &
GT is_done 'to maintain the line loading of the system within permissible fimits for qrid

. There have been instances on a daily basis being faced with Delhi State Generating
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stability and securiggl and such scheduling should not be considered under MOD. Delhi
SLOC fnformed that scheduling of costly power Is done as and when required dute to arid
stability and security, the same is also informed fo DISCOMS for booking such costly
_ powers, Delfi SLOC also copfirmed that the information regarding booking of costly power
is also confirmed to DERC when sought from DERC”, |

Accordlﬁgly,we request thatscheduhngofpowerfromDeihlGencoshould be exduded

from the pool of Generators cdhsidered for "Merit order Schedulihg”

C. Apart from the above there are various other instahces of “Merit Order Violation” faced by
' Tata Power-DDL during Financial Year 2017-18.

- The details of the same have been highlighted to Delhi SLDC With a copy to Hon'ble DERC

vide our letter number TATA Power—DDL/PMG/SLDC/l3082018 dated 13% Aug’ 2018.

- D. From the _above} it is evident that there are numerous instances for “"Merit Order violation”

e smswhich have taketi place due to “reasons beyond the control of the Discoms”, The same is

. happening [e_g_l__J_l_aﬂy even today also. Hence, Hon'ble Comnmiission is requested that during _

- truing up exercise for FY-'2017'_18, the effect of factors beyond control of the Discoms may -

- :".be considered accordingly and no penalty on account of the same on ADSM & Merit order
scheduling be levied upon TATA Power-DDL.

E. Tata Powef—DDL would also like to submit that station such as Hydro, Renewable & Nuclear
are must run stations and cannot be scheduled/backed down on the basis of Merit Order
Dispatch. '

F. Further, as per minutes of meeting issued by SLDC dated 14.09.2018 to the DISCOMs
stating that SLDC has schedule the power based on must run plants.

‘Based on above submissions and letter of SLDC, Tata Power DDL requested to the Hon'ble

‘Commission to re\'/erse‘back the said disallowances done on account of non-following of merit

order dispatch guidelines.
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Note 8

Impact of the Review Petition no 32/2018

'The Petitioner has filed review petition for review/revision/clarification for some of the issues
against the Hon'ble ‘Commission’s Tariff Order dated 28.03.2018 in Petition No. 67 of 2017.
The Hon'ble Commlssmn vide Its Order dated 24, 09 2018 has disposed off the said Petition i in

_favour of the. Pet:tloner Relevant-extract of the Order is given be|OW' S

"5 The Pet/t/on is cﬁsposed of as per the mrect/ons and decisions contamed in the paragraph ,

dofthis order which would be given effect to in the subsequent Tariff Order.”

Based on above Otder issUe wise impact is‘computecl below and submitted to the Hon'ble
Commission to. conSIder before issulng the next tariff order. Item wise impact of the Review
' Order is gsven beiow '

_Table 2.7: Impact of Rewew Order in Review Petition no 32/2018

. | 'Differéntial of LPSC financing costfor_ 2012-13 . ' : E 2.35
2 Ir_npaot of C_arr;ting Cost rate of 11.98% instead. of 12.08% for FY 2016-17 _ 0.25
3 'Réver'sélﬂofulireg"atitfé-Powe'r iﬁntoha'se Cost for.‘Rithola Power Plant 128.18
- 4 Non;ali.owanoe of Income Tax \nhile approving the Income from other Business; . 5.03
5 Differential Income Tax due to Income Tax rate of 33.99% instead of 34.61%; 0.93
6 Difference of Revenue Bllled mstead of Revenue Realized/Coliected while computtng 10.84

the Revenue Gap/Surplus for the year

| Non-consideration of Depreciatlon towards retrred/de capltallzed assets while

7 Not considered
computing Regulated Rate Base ("RRB") for FY 2016- 17 here as the
8 ‘ Inadvertent consideration of AR instead of Revenue Billed for the purpose of samte I;Fzgl.ated
: computing 2 months Receivables; and 0 .
9 Difference in collected amount of 8% surcharge for the purpose of computation of 75 '
| Revenue Gap/Surplus for the FY 2016-17 ‘ .
“10 Revised Truing up of actual Aggregate Technical and Commercial (AT&C) ioss for ‘ 361
- FY 2016-17; and :
Already
11 Clanflcatlon of disallowance of Rs. 1.56 crores for FY 2016-17 on account of Merit considered
Order Violation. . under merit

order schedulin_g
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Inadvertent omission of FY 2012-13 for allowances of Financing Cost at the
approved working capital rate of 11.62%.

The Hon’ble_ CQmmissien in‘para' 4.1.3 of the Order has stated that “The LPSC rate for the

entire control period is at the same rate as the rate appmved for working capital for the control

period. Accordmgly, the impact on account of LPSC Flnancmg Cost for FY 2013 14 to FY 2015- -~

16 has already been considered in Tariff Orders dated 31.08.2017 and 28.03.2018. As much
as it _as related to FY 2012-13, shaII also be at 11.62%." '

Thus the Petitioner has recomputed the LPSC fi inancing cost considering the interest rate of

'11.62% and sought dlfferentlal amount of Rs 2.35 Cr towards LPSC financing cost to be
retained by the Petltloner '

TInadvertent Error in computation of Carrying Cost at the rate of 11.98% instead
of 12.08% for FY 2016-17 while computing Prior Period Claim,

";;}The‘He'n’ble“‘Comhiissiﬁn in para. 4, 2.4 has stafed that in table no. 146 of the Tariff Order

dated 28. 03 2018 of TPDDL the rate of carrying cost for FY,2016-17 has been considered as

- 12,08%: whereas in Tab!e at Page No 111, the rate of carrying cost for FY 2016-17 has been

= -con5|dered as 11, 98%,--wh1ch is an inadvertent error. Accordingly, the carrying cost rate of FY
2016-17 in table at page 111 shal] be read as 12.08% and the :mpact of the same shall be
considered in the subsequent Tariff Order. '

Thus the'Petitioner has computed the differential amount of Rs 0.25 Cr towards carrying cost.

Inadvertent consideration of negative Power Purchase Cost for Rithala Power
Plant whiie truing up of Power Purchase Cost for FY 2016-17,

* The Hon'ble Commission in para 4,3.11 has stated that “In view of the above and considering
the certification from the Auditor, the cost of Rs. 128.18 Cr. for Rithala Power Plant is allowed.”

Thus the Petitioner has seekmg an amount of Rs 128.18 Cr to be allowed as a Power Purchase
cost of the Petitioner for FY 2016-17.
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Non asiowanoe'of Irncome tax while apprwing the Income from Other Business.
Petitioner’s Submission: '

The Hon'ble Commission in para no 4.5.6 stated that “Further, maximum tax which can be
paid on account of Income Tax from other Business is the difference between actual tax paid
& tax already allowed on Return on Equity (ROE). In the instant case the amount of actual

“'ta paid s RS. 57.48 and the tax allowed is Rs, 52.45 Cr, which includes 0.93 Cr. allowed

under |ssue No.6 hereafter, Therefore an amount of Rs. 5. 03 Cris a!lowed on account of

Income Tax on Income from other Business.”

Thus the Petlt|oner has seeking an amount of Rs 5.03 Cr to be allowed as Income Tax for FY
2016 17. ' '

Error in submitting the rate of Income Tax as 33,99% in Tariff Petition instead of
. 34.61%. o | .

CELETHE Hon’ble Commission-in: para no 4.6. 6 has stated that “TPDDL vide |ts reply recelved on
03 08.2018 has submltted the cletanled computatlon of Income Tax Rate of 34.61% along-

:with relevant- documents -of Income Tax Deparcment Therefore, the impact on account of
Income Tax Rate of 34 61% for FY 2016-17 may be allowed to TPDDL. Therefore, conseduent
upon revision of the rate of Income Tax from 33.99% to 34,61%, an amount of Rs. 0 93 Cr.

~is allowed to the petltloner "

“Thus the P_etitioner_ has seeking differential amount' of Rs 0.93 Cr to be allowed as Income Tax
on ROE for FY 2016-17. ‘ | |

'Inadve,rt."ent oonsi_deration of amount of Revenue Billed inetead of Revenue

'Realized/ Cdller_:ted Whi_lle computing the Revenue Gap/ Surplus for FY 20'1_6-17.

The Hon'ble Commission in para no 4.7.4 has stated that “It is observed that inadvertent'[y'

the Revenue Billed has been considered instead of Revenue collected for computing of

Re\fenue Gap for TPDDL. Th,erefore, the amount of Revenue collected is rectified to Rs.
6,118.98 Cr. against Rs. 6,129.82 Cr. as has been considered in the Tariff Order.”
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Thus the Petitioner is réquesting the Hon'ble Commission to consider the differential amount

of Rs. 10.84 Cr by increasing the Revenue Gap.

Inadvertent'consideration of collected amount of 8% surcharge for the purpose of
computation of Revenue Gap/Surplus for the FY 2016-17. - '

e Hoble Cormmission i para o 4103 has staed that "As per Note 47.2 o the audited

accounts for FY 2016-17, the amount collected through 8% surcharge is Rs. 491.03 Cr. against
Rs. 498.53 Cr. considered in the Tariff Order da‘ted 28.03.2018. In view of the above, the 8%
surcharge amount of Rs. 491,03 Cr. shall be read in the relevant place against Rs. 498.53 Cr.”
- Thus the Pefitioner is requesting the Hon'ble Commission to consider the differential amount
of Rs. 7.50 Cr by mcreasmg the Revenue Gap.

Inadvertent cons:deratlon of Gross Energy Input for the purpose of Trumg up of
actual AT&C loss for FY 2016 17.

mrprmal TﬁéﬁEHIOnfble_-Go_m'mis_si'_e_niin :par—a--nb 4.13.5 has stated that “TPDDL has also furnished a letter .
from SLDC dated 28.05.2018, wheréin it is indicated that the energy input of 9,062.97 MU for

ey .;@L;JP_DQL;_fp__r_.; Ey_;ZOl-G-,iZ_;ine!udes energy consumption by open access consumers. Based on the

| ‘.cla‘riﬁcation-by.SLDC:the impact of dpen access consumption is allowed to the Petitioner.”

Thus computation of ad_difio'nal return on account of overachievement in AT&C is given below:
ht for FY 2016-17 (Rs Cr,

Table 2.8: Dié lal amount of overachievement ATEC Incentive sou

| ,3427

Unit Billed 825372 | §,253.72

, Amount billed 612982| . T 612982
Distribution loss 8.93% 8.64%
Amount collected 6,118.98 : 6,118[98
Collaction efficiency 99.82% . 99.82%"
Units realized 823912 BEFCET)
ATBC loss level 9.09% | - 8.80%
Previous year Target 11.00% | ' 11.00%
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*igures may be changed based on final truing up of capitalization
A Input is net of cpen Access umits as certified by SLDC

. Thus the Petitioner is requesting the Hon'ble Commission to allow the differential amount of
Rs. 3.61 Cr towards the overachievement incentive. ‘ |

Current year Target 11.50% . | 11.50%
Additional return on Equity 3.82% _ _‘ 4.40%
RRB ' 2,638.41 2,638.41
| Average Equity _ 625.28 , 625.28
| Average Debt - -+ e Ce e 201343 ._2’01,3..13,‘ .
ROE , N ' . ~ 16% o 16%
Effective ROE I N ' 08| ' 20.40%
Cost of Debt ' — 1040% | 710,40%
WACC N ' _ S nesw| T 1277%
ROCE S | | ‘ 333.29 336.91
Impact of ROE - : . - 3.61*

~
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