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To,

Shri Harpreet Singh Pruthi

Secretary

Central Electricity Regulatory Commission
6th, 7th & 8th Floors, Tower B

World Trade Centre, Nauroji Nagar

New Delhi — 110029

Respected Sir,

At the outset, ArcelorMittal Nippon Steel India Pvt Limited (AMNSIPL) appreciates the opportunity to submit its comments on the matter
pertaining to the draft procedure for levying compensation charges for permitting additional time to achieve milestones under the Central
Electricity Regulatory Commission (Connectivity and General Network Access to the inter-State Transmission System) Regulations, 2022
proposed under Petition No. 5/SM/2026.

By way of a brief introduction, AMNSIPL is a joint venture between two of the world’s leading steel manufacturers namely, ArcelorMittal of
Luxembourg and Nippon Steel Corporation of Japan. It is one of the largest integrated flat-carbon steel producers in India and operates a world-
class integrated steel plant at Hazira, Gujarat, with a current crude steel capacity of 9.6 million tonnes per annum. AMNSIPL represents a
flagship success story of the IBC, having revived the erstwhile Essar Steel India Limited (“ESIL”) through a transparent and time-bound
corporate insolvency resolution process.

Being a major steel producer, AMNSIPL is also a bulk consumer and often procures power through open access, not only for its Hazira plant but
also at other locations across India. In a similar vein, given the quantum of electricity required to operate these steel plants, AMNSIPL has also
(directly or through sister concerns) set up renewable power plants. To that end, as a consumer and a generator, AMNSIPL is governed by the
GNA Regulations for its GNA and Connectivity issues. Therefore, as an active participant in the renewable energy sector and a GNA /
Connectivity grantee, AMNSIPL is directly affected by the Proposal and is accordingly submitting the present representation.

AM/NS India supports the Hon’ble Commission’s overarching objective of ensuring efficient and transparent utilisation of scarce ISTS
connectivity and discouraging speculative hoarding. The introduction of a structured framework for milestone compliance, along with defined
eligibility criteria, is a progressive step towards enhancing regulatory certainty and discipline.

However, we respectfully submit that the proposed Milestone Extension Charges (MEC) framework, in its current form, appears calibrated
primarily for renewable energy project structures and may have unintended adverse implications for large, capital-intensive industrial consumers
such as integrated steel plants.

1. Sectoral Differentiation — Captive Industrial Consumers vs RE Developers

The current framework applies a uniform approach across all categories of connectivity grantees. However, captive power requirements of
integrated steel plants differ fundamentally from renewable energy projects in terms of scale, project lifecycle, land footprint, financial closure
structures, and commissioning dependencies.

AM/NS India is currently executing multiple large-scale projects, including:
e Hazira expansion to 15 MTPA (target completion H2 2026)
¢ Rajayyapeta Integrated Steel Plant in Andhra Pradesh
e QOdisha greenfield development

Each project entails substantial captive power requirements linked to long-term industrial production rather than merchant power supply.
Applying uniform MEC rates (Rs 3000-Rs 6000/MW/day) to such projects may result in disproportionately high financial exposure for delays
not attributable to the developer.

Accordingly, we request the Commission to consider a separate or differentiated framework for captive industrial consumers under its
powers vested in Regulation 41 (Power to Relax).

2. Clarification on Treatment of Additional Timelines and Adequacy of 12-Month Cap
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It is respectfully submitted that the proposed procedure under Petition No. 5/SM/2026 requires explicit clarification on the treatment of
“additional timelines” vis-a-vis the existing regulatory framework under the GNA Regulations notified by the Central Electricity Regulatory
Commission. In particular, Regulation 24.6(1)(a)(ii)) of the GNA Regulations already provides a 6-month buffer period beyond the
scheduled/firm Start Date of Connectivity before revocation of connectivity is triggered. However, the present Proposal, while introducing a
graded Milestone Extension Charges (MEC) framework with a maximum extension of up to 12 months, does not clarify whether such additional
timelines are inclusive of or over and above the existing 6-month regulatory buffer.

This ambiguity has material implications. If the proposed additional timelines are intended to be inclusive of the existing 6-month buffer, then the
levy of MEC during this period may be inconsistent with the extant regulatory framework, which does not prescribe any such financial burden
during the said buffer period. On the other hand, if the additional timelines are over and above the existing 6 months, this position requires
explicit articulation to ensure uniform interpretation and avoid implementation disputes. In this context, it is prayed that the Hon’ble Commission
may kindly clarify the interplay between the proposed MEC-linked extension timelines and the existing regulatory buffer under Regulation 24.6.

Further, it is submitted that the proposed cap of 12 months for extension of timelines does not adequately account for delays arising from
transmission infrastructure readiness, which are typically beyond the control of the Connectivity Grantee. In several instances, delays in
substation energisation, transmission line commissioning, bay readiness, and grid synchronisation directly impact the ability of a project
to achieve connectivity and declare commercial operation. These elements fall within the domain of transmission licensees (including
CTU/PGCIL) and are external to the project developer’s scope of execution.

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that the proposed 12-month cap should exclude periods attributable to transmission-side
delays, where such delays are demonstrably beyond the control of the Connectivity Grantee. A clear mechanism for exclusion of time or
grant of commensurate extension in such cases may be incorporated in the final procedure. This would ensure that developers are not
penalised for systemic or infrastructure-related delays, thereby maintaining regulatory fairness while still upholding the objective of
efficient utilisation of ISTS connectivity.

Overall, such clarification and calibration would enhance regulatory certainty, reduce the potential for disputes, and align the
implementation of the MEC framework with principles of equity and practicality.

3. Disproportionate Financial Impact of MEC Rates

The proposed Milestone Extension Charges (MEC) framework, particularly for delay in achieving CoD, results in significant financial exposure
even at base rates, which may become disproportionate for large-capacity industrial or utility-scale projects.

Illustration (as per proposed rates of Central Electricity Regulatory Commission):

e MEC for CoD delay: Rs 3000/MW/day (base rate)

e For a 500 MW project:
o Daily MEC = 500 x 3000 = Rs 15 lakh/day
o For 6 months (180 days) = Rs 15 lakh x 180 = Rs 27 crore

e Under escalated slabs (Rs 6000/MW/day):
o Daily MEC = Rs 30 lakh/day
o For 6 months = Rs 54 crore

While the above illustration reflects a single project tranche, large industrial projects (including integrated steel plants and hybrid RE portfolios)
typically involve:

e Phased commissioning across multiple units, and/or
e Aggregate connectivity requirements of 500-1000+ MW

As aresult, cumulative MEC exposure across phases can become materially high, particularly where delays are not attributable to the project
developer.

Further, the current methodology:

e Links MEC to BG-derived constructs rather than actual ISTS cost of stranded capacity
e Results in charges that are disproportionate to the underlying system impact
e Risks distorting project economics, especially for capital-intensive sectors

Recommendations:

1. Rationalisation of MEC Rates
MEC should be benchmarked to actual ISTS transmission charges rather than BG-linked, ensuring cost
reflectivity.

2. Introduction of an Exposure Cap
For large-capacity projects, an upper cap on total MEC liability may be considered to avoid disproportionate
financial burden.



3. Avoidance of Escalatory Over-Penalisation
The current escalation up to 200% of base rate (Rs 6000/MW/day) may be moderated to prevent excessive penal
outcomes.

4. Extension of Post-GNA No-MEC Window

The proposal provides a 2-month period post GNA operationalisation without MEC to facilitate trial runs and pre-commissioning activities.
However, for integrated steel plants with complex captive power systems (including Captive Power Plants, Waste Heat Recovery systems, and
process-linked generation), commissioning timelines are inherently longer.

We request that this window be extended to 6 months for large industrial projects, in line with practical commissioning requirements
and the Commission’s flexibility under Regulation 41.

5. Operational Feasibility of Advance Payment Requirement
The requirement for payment of MEC 15 days in advance, failing which connectivity may be revoked, poses operational challenges for large
industrial organisations involving multiple internal approvals.

We would request CERC to:
e Extend the advance payment period to 30 days, and
¢ Provide a reasonable cure period (e.g., 7 days post notice) before any revocation action.

With sincere regards,
Rohan Sarin
DGM- Public Policy and Affairs

AMV/NS India Pvt. Limited

4th Floor, DLF Centre,

Sansad Marg,

New Delhi-110001

Opp. Park Hotel

M: +91 9999293221

E: rohan.sarin@amns.in | www.amns.in
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