
Comments of PSPCL on Draft CERC (Terms and Conditions of Tariff) Regulations, 2024

	Sr. No. 
	Regulations
	Clause as per Draft Regulation 
	Suggestions/Comments

	1. 
	Regulation 3 (Definitions)

	(a) As per Clause 67 of  Regulation 3 of draft regulation, ‘Reference Rate of Interest’ means the one year marginal cost of funds based lending rate (MCLR) of the State Bank of India (SBI) issued from time to time plus 325 basis points; 













(b) In Clause 88 of Regulation 3 of draft regulation, the definition of “Useful Life” in draft regulation proposes that in the case of coal/lignite based thermal generating stations and hydro generating stations, the Operational Life may be 35 years and 50 years, respectively.

	Section 62 is cost plus regime, where assured return on equity (ROE) pre tax has been allowed to the generator and transmission companies. So, the other component must be determined in such way so that no inefficiency of such companies shifted to consumer though efficiency may be shared. However, in case of Interest on working capital, rates have been fixed at much higher rates than the actual cost incurred by these companies. Most of the cost plus contract companies (section 62) are PSUs which have an access to funds at cheaper rates for working capital. Allowing higher rates than actual cost to them is against the interest of the end consumers in cost plus contracts. It is requested that a detailed study may be conducted to assess the actual interest rate on working capital.
In current scenario, even discoms, whose balance sheets are very weaker than PSU generating/transmission companies, are not paying more than 10.00 to 10.50 % for working capital requirement. So, there is no merit in allowing interest on working capital on the basis of MCLR of the State Bank of India (SBI) issued from time to time +350 basis point.
As such, it is requested that margin may please be reduced to 200 basis point and interest on working capital may be worked out on actual weighted average interest rate actually paid subject to maximum Reference rate prescribed in Tariff regulation.
Keeping in view above 'Reference Rate of Interest' may be taken as one year marginal cost of funds based lending rate (MCLR) of the State Bank of India (SBI) issued from time to time plus 200 basis points.

The extension of useful life to 35/ 50 years should not imply the extension of PPA durations, and beneficiaries should continue to have a say in whether they want to procure power from the plant during the project’s extended life.

Regulation 3 (88) provides for useful life of assets at 25 to 40 years. However financial institutions/banks provide capex loans for a maximum period of 15 years only (this includes 3 years moratorium).  
As such the utilities find it difficult to repay said loans out of the depreciation amount approved through tariff. There always remains a gap between the actual amount paid against debt service and the amount allowed for repayment of loans through depreciation.
As such, while approving the tariff, actual amount paid for debt repayment may be considered instead of depreciation as per useful life of the asset.
Advance against depreciation can be one way to fill this gap.


	2. 
	Regulation 9 (Application for determination of tariff)

	The draft regulation proposes filing of Generation Tariff petition within 90 days from the actual date of commercial operation (instead of 60 days of the anticipated date of commercial operation as per prevailing Tariff Regulations 2019)

	As per the PPAs executed between the generating companies and beneficiaries/ distribution licensees, the liability of beneficiaries/ distribution licensees to offtake/ schedule power from the generating stations starts w.e.f. the COD of generating station, failing which the beneficiaries/ distribution licensees are generally made liable for payment of fixed/ capacity charges in case of thermal generating stations and payment of difference between the tariff as per PPA and revenue earned by generating station by sale of un-requisitioned power.

The power procurement by the distribution licensees has to be got approved from the concerned State Electricity Regulatory Commission (SERC), which generally awaits the vetting of cost/ tariff at completion by CEA or determination of tariff by CERC. In case the Generator Tariff petition is allowed to be filed after COD instead of before COD, there may be delay in getting approval of power procurement from SERC and the liability of distribution licensees to offtake/ schedule power w.e.f. COD of generating station in such cases will be required to be taken care of.

As such, it is requested that the existing provision of filing of Generation Tariff petition within 60 days of the anticipated date of commercial operation, may be retained.


	3. 
	Regulation 10 (Determination of tariff)

	The clause 7 of Regulation 10 of draft regulation clarifies that no interest shall be allowed or levied during the period of six-monthly instalments and in case where money is to be refunded and there is a delay in the raising of bills by the generating company or transmission licensees beyond 30 days from the issuance of the Order, it shall attract a late payment surcharge as applicable in accordance with these regulations.

	PSPCL appreciates the clarification issued by Hon’ble CERC that no interest shall be allowed or levied during the period of six-monthly instalments and for proposing a deterrent for delay in raising refund bill/ credit note by the generating companies.


	4. 
	Regulation 17 (Special Provisions for Tariff for Thermal Generating Station which have Completed 25 Years of Operation from Date of Commercial Operation)


	The draft regulation proposes deletion of Regulation 17 (2) of prevailing Tariff Regulations 2019.

	As per Regulation 17 (2) of prevailing Tariff Regulations 2019, the beneficiaries are allowed with the first right of refusal to enter into an arrangement (where in addition to the energy charge, capacity charges determined under these regulations shall also be recovered based on scheduled generation) and can exit from the ongoing PPA.

With proposed review of Regulation 17 (2), discom may lose its right to exit from PPAs and same will not be equitable for discoms. For example, in certain Power Purchase Agreements signed by PSPCL with thermal generating companies (especially NTPC), there is a clause with heading: Effective Date and Duration of Agreement and the same read as under:

“The Agreement shall come into force from the date of signing of this Agreement for all purposes and intent and shall remain operative upto completion of Twenty Five (25) years from the date of commercial operation of last unit of generating station provided that this Agreement may be mutually extended, renewed or replaced by another Agreement on such terms and for such further period of time as the parties may mutually agree. In case Bulk Power Customer continue to get power from generating station even after expiry of this Agreement without further renewal or formal extension thereof then all the provisions of this Agreement shall continue to operate till this Agreement is formally renewed, extended or replaced.”

After deletion of Regulation 17 (2), the above highlighted condition from PPA may be mis-utilized by generation companies, which may force discoms to pay fixed costs of plants who have already recovered their capex and depreciated their assets. 

So Regulation -17 (2) may be kept intact/ reviewed in such a manner that Discoms are not compelled to relinquish their cheaper power after a period of 25 years simply to keep expensive generating units afloat through pooling. 

It is further submitted that the review of Regulation 17 (with deletion of Regulation 17 (2)) was initially proposed by Ministry of Power, Govt. Of India, in view of the implementation of the Scheme for Pooling of Tariff of those plants whose PPA have expired notified on 20.04.2023 (and planned to be implemented w.e.f. 01.07.2023). However, the said MoP scheme was challenged by M.P. Power Management Company Ltd. in Delhi High Court (vide W.P. No. 8653/2023) and by TANGEDCO in Madras High Court (vide W.P.No.21963 of 2023). It is worth mentioning that during the proceedings in the later petition, the Additional Solicitor General also submitted that the amendment will not be carried out and the notification will not be enforced for the present (copy of ROP dated 02.08.23 enclosed for reference).

In view of above and due to the matter being under adjudication, it is requested that the Regulation 17(2) may be kept intact to enable the beneficiaries explore more efficient/ renewable energy sources/ environment friendly options and save on the fixed charge obligations of old/ inefficient sources and continue scheduling of power from cheaper power plants, thus minimizing the overall power purchase cost and tariff passed on to consumers.

	5. 
	Regulation 19 (Capital Cost)

	Clause 3 (c) of Regulation 19 of draft regulation proposes that in case of hydro generating station, Expenditure incurred towards developing local infrastructure not exceeding Rs. 10 lakh/MW in the vicinity of the power plant approved in original scheme if funding is not provided for under “Budgetary Support for Flood Moderation and for Budgetary support for enabling infrastructure”.
	It is submitted that the 13% free energy to home state of Hydro Electric Generating Stations (including 1% free energy as Local Area Development Fund (LADF)) is already adequate for ensuring development of local infrastructure in the vicinity of the power plant, at the cost of beneficiaries/ distribution licensees. 

It is requested that any expenditure incurred towards developing local infrastructure in the vicinity of the power plant may only be allowed through funding by Govt. of India/ respective State Govt. and shall not be passed on to the beneficiaries (and their end consumers) vide determination of Generation Tariff, in order to avoid additional financial implications to beneficiaries/ distribution licensees and its end consumers.


	6. 
	Regulation 21 (Interest During Construction (IDC) and Incidental Expenditure during Construction (IEDC))

	The draft regulation proposes allowing IDC and IEDC upto actual COD (instead of SCOD as per prevailing Tariff Regulations 2019).

	It is requested that the existing provisions in Tariff Regulations 2019 i.e. allowing IDC & IEDC upto SCOD may be retained, so as to penalize generating companies for delay in actual COD beyond SCOD and to avoid passing on the expenditures beyond SCOD to beneficiaries and the ultimate end consumers.


	7. 
	Regulation 24 (Additional Capitalisation within the original scope and up to the cut-off date)

	The clause 1 (f) of Regulation 24 of the draft regulation proposes that in case of hydro generating station, expenditure incurred towards developing local infrastructure in the vicinity of the power plant not exceeding Rs. 10 lakh/MW if funding is not provided for under “Budgetary Support for Flood Moderation and for Budgetary support for enabling infrastructure”; Provided that such funds shall be allowed only if the funds are spent through Indian Governmental Instrumentality.

	It is submitted that the 13% free energy to home state of Hydro Electric Generating Stations (including 1% free energy as Local Area Development Fund (LADF)) is already adequate for developing local infrastructure in the vicinity of the power plant, at the cost of beneficiaries/ distribution licensees. 

It is requested that any expenditure incurred towards developing local infrastructure in the vicinity of the power plant may only be allowed through funding by Govt. of India/ respective State Govt. and shall not be passed on to the beneficiaries (and their end consumers) vide determination of Generation Tariff, in order to avoid additional financial implications to beneficiaries/ distribution licensees and its end consumers.


	8. 
	Regulation 26 (Additional Capitalisation beyond the original scope)

	Clause (1) (h) and 1 (i) of Regulation 26 of draft regulation allows expenses for works pertaining to Railway Infrastructure and its augmentation for transportation of coal up to the receiving end of the generating station (excluding any transportation cost and any other appurtenant cost paid to railways) that are not covered under Regulation 24, 25 and 27, but shall result in better fuel management and can lead to a reduction in operation costs, or shall have other tangible benefits and any additional capital expenditure which has become necessary for efficient operation of generating station or transmission system as the case may be, including the works required towards projects acquired through NCLT process. 

	It is requested that such expenses may only be allowed if they have any significant impact in reduction of tariff (due to reduction in costs/ due to tangible benefits), so that the benefits arising from such additional expenditure may be passed to the beneficiaries and ultimate end consumers.


	9. 
	Regulation 30 (Return on Equity (RoE))

	(a) Clause 2 of Regulation 30 of draft regulation proposes (for existing projects) 15.50% RoE for Thermal Generating Stations, transmission system including communication system and run-of- river hydro generating station and at the base rate of 16.50% for storage type hydro generating stations, pumped storage hydro generating stations and run-of- river generating station with pondage. 
(b) Clause 3 of Regulation 30 of draft regulation proposes (for new projects achieving COD on or after 01.04.2024) 17.00% RoE (instead of present 16.50%) for storage type hydro generating stations, pumped storage hydro generating stations and run-of-river generating station with pondage, achieving COD on or after 01.04.2024.

	The present rate of Return on Equity (RoE) i.e. 15.50% is very high when compared with prevailing market interest rates. As such, it is proposed that the rate of RoR may be reduced to atleast 12% based on the soft loans available in market for equity funding of utilities.











It is requested that the Return on Equity (RoE) for all hydro generating stations (with or without pondage/ storage) may be allowed at par with the thermal generating stations, so as to protect the financial interest of beneficiaries and consumers.

Further, Lower RoE should be used to penalise delays in project construction, especially for hydro projects, to ensure accountability of the project while encouraging timely completion.








	10. 
	Regulation 31 (Tax on Return on Equity)

	As per Regulation 31 of draft regulation, Return on Equity determined as per the Regulation 30 shall be grossed up by the tax rate determined under this clause. To determine the tax rate income from relevant business of generation/transmission and actual tax paid is required to be taken. The rate determined under this clause shall be used to get the rate of pre tax return on equity as per the following formula:-
Rate of Pre tax return on equity = Base rate/1-t
(Where t = tax rate calculated under this clause)

	 
In present regulation main emphasis has been given to tax rate applicable in respective year and no consideration has been given to the absolute amount of income tax paid by generating/transmission company. By doing this in  some cases the tax amount allowed to these companies in a particular year becomes higher than the actual tax paid. The Basic reason behind it is that as per CERC regulations fixed rate of return on equity in percentage term is allowed whereas the actual rate of return, earned by these companies on equity is lesser than return determined under these regulations. The Income tax is required to be paid on actual profits earned by these companies and not on the notional profit/Return allowed to these companies under CERC regulations. In our views the income tax grossing up must be restricted up to the actual tax paid by these companies in respective year.
Our point can be better understand by the example given below:
Exp: A generating company invested 1,000 crore as equity and same is allowed as per the regulation.

	Return on Equity allowed
	15.5%

	Actual Return on Equity
	110 crore 

	Income tax paid
	22 Crore

	Income tax rate as per regulation 31
	22/110*100=20%

	Rate of pre tax return on equity
	15.5/1-20% = 19.375

	Absolute return on equity
	1,000 crore *15.5% = 155 crore

	Pre tax return on equity
	1,000 crore * 19.375% = 193.75 crore

	Tax allowed as per current provisions
	193.75 - 155 = 38.75 crore


	Actual tax paid
	22 crore

	Excess allowed under these provisions
	38.75 - 22 = 16.75 crore



Accordingly, as per example given above the actual tax paid by the generating company is 22 crore whereas allowed under these regulation is 38.75 crore. In our views the total tax on return on equity must not be more than actual tax paid by the company. As the tax is an uncontrollable factor, So no benefits must be accrue to the generating/transmission company on account of tax paid by them. Hence the regulation may be amended accordingly.
Further as per Income tax act, companies pay Income tax/Advance Tax periodically, whereas tax allowed being a part of tariff accrues to generating/transmission companies on monthly basis, So some credit due to saving of interest accrues to this companies may also be passed on to Discoms.

	11. 
	Regulation 34 (Interest on Working Capital)

	(a) As per Clause 1 of Regulation 34 (Clause 1 (a)(vi), 1(b)(iii), 1(c)(iv)) of draft regulation, Receivables equivalent to 45 days of capacity charge and energy charge for sale of electricity are calculated. 












(b) Clause 3 of Regulation 34 of draft regulation proposes that the Rate of interest on working capital shall be on a normative basis and shall be considered at the Reference Rate of Interest as on 1st April of the year.

	This method is hold good and near to actual if plant load factor (PLF) is near to NAPAF. But actually the PLF of Thermal plants are on very much lower side. General NAPAF rates is fixed at 83 as per Tariff regulation, 2019, where as average Actual PLF is in the range of 55-60%. Further, PLF factor for those plant who does Not fall in merit in MoD (merit order dispatch) is much lower due to Higher variable cost (energy charges) . This has allowed undue benefited to inefficient plants due to lower PLF as per prevalent regulations. Moreover, this scenario is not expected to change in the near future as renewable energy will be available at much lesser rates than coal/gas based thermal power. 
Moreover, there are many gas based plants, whose energy charges /variable cost are higher, which results in to non scheduling by the Discoms, hence such plants are not able to achieve even 20 % PLF. Whereas, generic NAPAF of Gap based stations is 85%. So calculation of working capital requirement for fuel stock and energy charge on the basis of normative availability is not in the interest of the end consumer and undue benefit to the generators must be reversed forthwith. There is 10-11% excess Annual Fixed Cost (AFC) paid only due to calculation of working capital requirement based on NAPAF than actual PLF.
Our suggestion in this regard that working capital requirement (Stock as well as Debtors) must be calculated as per PLF likely to be achieved by the plant in tariff period on the basis of past performance and must be trued up to the actual at the end of tariff period.

It is submitted that Section 62 is cost plus regime, where assured return on equity (ROE) pre-tax has been allowed to the generator and transmission companies. So, the other component must be on determined in such way so that no inefficiency of such companies shifted to consumer, though efficiency may be shared. However, in case of Interest on working capital, rates have been fixed at much higher rates than the actual cost incurred by these companies. Most of the cost-plus contract companies (section 62) are PSUs which have an access to funds at cheaper rates for working capital. Allowing higher rates than actual cost to them is against the interest of the end consumers in cost plus contracts. It is requested that a detailed study may be conducted to assess the actual interest rate on working capital.
In current scenario, even discoms, whose balance sheets are very weaker than PSU generating/transmission companies, are not paying more than 10.00 to 10.50 % for working capital requirement. So there is no merit in allowing interest on working capital on the basis of MCLR+325 basis point.
As such, it is requested that margin may please be reduced to 200 basis point and interest on working capital may be worked out on actual weighted average interest rate actually paid subject to maximum Reference Rate of Interest prescribed in Tariff regulation.

	12. 
	Regulation 35 (De-Commissioning)

	As per Regulation 35 of draft regulation, in case a generating station or unit thereof, or a transmission system including communication systems or element thereof after it is certified by CEA or CTU or any other statutory authority, that any asset cannot be operated or needs to be replaced on account of environmental concerns or safety issues or system upgradation or a combination of these factors not attributable to generating company or a transmission licensee, the unrecovered depreciable value may be allowed to be recovered on a case-to-case basis after duly adjusting the actual salvage value post disposal of such project. 

	It is Requested that the unrecovered depreciable value after decommissioning (after duly adjusting the actual salvage value post disposal) may not be allowed to be recovered from the beneficiaries. At the most, a fixed share of upto 50% may be allowed to be recovered and the rest may be borne by the generator, similar to the sharing of gains between the beneficiaries and generators.


	13. 
	Regulation 36 (Operation and Maintenance Expenses)

	(a) 2nd proviso of Clause 1(1) of Regulation 36 of draft regulation
(b) 3rd proviso under Clause 3 (a) of Regulation 36 of draft regulation provides that the O&M expenses for Transmission Licensees whose transmission assets are located solely in NE Region, States of Uttarakhand and Himachal Pradesh, the Union Territories of Jammu and Kashmir and Ladakh shall be worked out by multiplying 1.50 to the normative O&M expenses prescribed above.
	“Punjab Reorganization Act, 1996” may be read as “Punjab Reorganization Act, 1966”.


Though it is agreed that the expenses/ costs associated with transmission projects are higher in the NER region and hilly terrains than compared to other regions, yet the proposed multiplying factor of 1.50 is on higher side. The same may be reduced to 1.20 in order to avoid passing on of financial implication due to additional O&M expenses to the beneficiaries/ distribution licensees. Further, such incentive needs to be linked with the availability of transmission system.


	14. 
	Regulation 60 (Gross Calorific Value of Primary Fuel)

	(a) Clause 1 under Regulation 60 of draft regulation provides for gross calorific value for computation of energy charges in accordance with 'GCV as Received’, provided that the generating station shall have third party sampling done at the billing end and the receiving end through an agency certified by the Ministry of Coal.

 As per the 2nd proviso of Clause 1 under Regulation 60 of draft regulation, in the absence of any third party sampling through an agency certified by the Ministry of Coal, the GCV shall be considered on the basis of ‘as billed’ by the Supplier less Actual loss in calorific value of coal between as billed by the supplier and as received at the generating station, subject to maximum loss in calorific value of 300 kCal/kg for Pit-head based generating stations or generating stations with Integrated mine and 600 kCal/kg for Non-Pit Head based generating stations. No loss in calorific value between ‘GCV as billed’ and ‘GCV as received' is admissible for generating stations procuring coal from Integrated mines or through the import of coal.

(b) The 3rd proviso under Clause (2) of Regulation 40 provides that copies of the bills and details of parameters of GCV and price of fuel such as domestic coal, imported coal, e-auction coal, lignite, natural gas, RLNG, liquid fuel, details of blending ratio of the imported coal with domestic coal, the proportion of e-auction coal shall also be displayed on the website of the generating company.
	It is submitted that the capping of 300 kCal/kg for Pit-head based generating stations or generating stations with Integrated mine and 600 kCal/kg for Non-Pit Head based generating stations is on higher side, especially when the actual loss in calorific value of coal between as billed by the supplier and as received at the generating station shall be at the discretion of the generating station due to non-sampling by third party. Moreover, some penalty/ deterrent is required to be provided for the generating station to ensure that the third party sampling is done by the generator. 
Further, it may be provided that the GCV in case of Pit-head based generating stations in all cases shall be considered on the basis of ‘as billed’ by the Supplier (due to less distance between the mine and station). Further, in the absence of any third party sampling through an agency certified by the Ministry of Coal, the GCV in case of Non-Pit head based generating stations may be considered on the basis of ‘as billed’ by the Supplier less Actual loss in calorific value of coal between as billed by the supplier and as received at the generating station, subject to maximum loss in calorific value of 300 kCal/kg. 
As no loss in calorific value between ‘GCV as billed’ and ‘GCV as received' is admissible for generating stations procuring coal from Integrated mines or through the import of coal, no capping for Integrated mines is required.
It is further requested that capping may also be made applicable, where third party sampling is done at the billing end and the receiving end through an agency certified by the Ministry of Coal, so as to curb higher variations in coal grade and corresponding variation in tariff owing to grade slippage. In addition to above, Hon’ble CERC may also consider capping the loss of GCV to a normative value, which may be worked out based on studies/ historical data.
Further, there is a need for fixing the responsibility of coal companies, railways, third parties, and generating companies with regard to loss in GCV and the Generating Companies need to be given a target for reducing the GCV loss from the mine to the boiler. 










It is submitted that the tariff regulations must ensure data reporting by the generators happens periodically to ensure transparency in the sector and accountability of operations. Unfortunately, even now generators do not report data pertaining to GCV, price of fuel, blending ratio, etc. on their website even though this is mandated as per second proviso of Regulation 40 (2) of the CERC MYT Regulations 2019. The Commission may establish a mechanism/ deterrent to ensure that generators adhere to such regulations.



	15. 
	Regulation 62 (Computation and Payment of Capacity Charge for Thermal Generating Stations)

	(a) The draft regulation proposes computation and recovery of AFC/ Capacity Charges in  two parts, viz., Capacity Charge for Peak Hours of the month and Capacity Charge for Off- Peak Hours of the month instead of four parts / two segments of the year, i.e. High Demand Season (period of three months) and Low Demand Season (period of remaining nine months), and within each season in two parts viz., Capacity Charge for Peak Hours of the month and Capacity Charge for Off-Peak Hours of the month.





















(b) Further, Clause 5 of Regulation 62 of draft regulation proposes additional incentive for the thermal generating station up to 1.00% of AFC approved for a given year, which shall be billed monthly as per the following. 
Incentive = (1.00% x ß x CCy)/12 
Where, ß = Average Monthly Frequency Response Performance for that generating station, as certified by RPCs, which shall be computed by considering primary response as per the methodology prescribed by the NLDC and shall range between 0 to 1.
CCy= Capacity Charges for the Year.




 (c)Clause 6 of Regulation 62 of draft regulation proposes to increase the incentive for scheduled energy during peak hours in excess of energy corresponding to NAPLF achieved on a cumulative basis, from 65 paise/ kWh to 75 paise/ kWh.

	The existing methodology for working out and recovering capacity charges separately for Peak and Off-Peak Hours of High Demand Season and Low Demand Season (as provided in Tariff Regulations 2019) may be continued.
If the recovery of annual fixed charges is based on cumulative availability during the year, there may be a chance of declaring lower availability by generating station during the peak demand period when the beneficiaries may be required to resort to procurement from short term market to meet their demand. However, during low demand period, the generating station may declare higher availability so as to achieve the target cumulative availability on annual basis to recover the full annual fixed charges. In this process, the beneficiaries may not get the electricity when required at the time of high demand.
This issue was considered and taken care of by Hon’ble CERC in Tariff Regulations 2019, which was welcomed by all States/ beneficiaries and it was acknowledged that a generating station can fully recover its fixed cost, if it achieves the normative level of availability of 85% over the year. This allows the generating station with the flexibility to make up for the lower availability for a part of the year, by achieving increased availability during the remaining part of the year, in order to achieve cumulative normative availability mark for the year.
The State of Punjab, being an agrarian State with bell shaped demand curve (high demand during 4 months of paddy season i.e. June to September and low demand during balance 8 months of the year) requires maximum availability of power during paddy/ high demand season (which also coincides with the High Demand Season of Northern Region), which can only be assured if the capacity charges are computed/ recovered separately for High Demand Season.

Though, it is agreed that the Generating Companies may have difficulty meeting the availability requirement of States coinciding with State peak due to the wide diversity of peak in different States, yet the availability requirement of Region as a whole coinciding with Regional peak may be met, based on the High Demand Season and Low Demand Season of the Region declared by concerned RLDC. In such cases, the beneficiaries/ States with their peak coinciding with Regional Peak can be benefitted. Grid-India (NLDC) may also consider specifying Generating Station-wise peak based on the Peak of State(s) with highest share/ entitlement in the Generating Station.

As such, the existing methodology for working out and recovering capacity charges separately for Peak and Off-Peak Hours of High Demand Season and Low Demand Season, as provided in Tariff Regulations, 2019, may be continued in order to ensure maximum availability of power during high demand season and to avoid/ reduce costlier short term purchases by beneficiaries/ distribution licensees during high demand season.

In this regard, it is submitted that the CERC (Ancillary Services) Regulations, 2022 already provides for incentive to generating stations for their Frequency Response Performance (Secondary Response/ AGC), which is paid through Deviation and Ancillary Services Pool Account.
Moreover, the Indian Electricity Grid Code also mandates providing of adequate Primary frequency response by all generating stations for ensuring grid security & stability, irrespective of the incentive.
Providing Additional incentive for Frequency Response Performance of Thermal generating stations in terms of fixed charges is not justifiable, as the same will put additional financial burden on the distribution licensees, which shall be in turn passed on to the end consumers in terms of hike in tariff.

Further, as the frequency response is meant to ensure grid security, it is proposed that any incentive proposed for frequency response may be proposed under Ancillary Services Regulations (without linking with AFC) and settled through Deviation and Ancillary Services Pool Account (Similar to SRAS/ TRAS) instead of passing on the same to beneficiaries and their end consumers.

Moreover, it is also submitted that as Section 62 is cost plus regime and all expenditure are allowed on normative basis, if any kind of such incentive is to be allowed, some penalty should also be imposed on the generating station in case of poor Average Monthly Frequency Response Performance.

In this regard, it is submitted that the existing incentives for scheduled energy in excess of energy corresponding to NAPLF achieved on a cumulative basis may be continued, as the increase in such incentives will put additional financial burden on the distribution licensees, which shall be in turn passed on to the end consumers in terms of hike in tariff.
Moreover, it is proposed that the scheduled energy in excess of energy corresponding to NAPLF achieved on a cumulative basis, may be continued to be worked out separately for Peak and Off-Peak Hours in each Season (High Demand Season or Low Demand Season) and incentive for excess energy during Off-Peak Hours should only be allowed during High Demand Season.


	16. 
	Regulation 63 (Computation and Payment of Supplementary Capacity Charge for Coal or Lignite based Thermal Generating Stations)

	
	As elaborated at Sr.No. 16 above, the existing methodology for working out and recovering Supplementary capacity charges separately for Peak and Off-Peak Hours of High Demand Season and Low Demand Season may be continued.


	17. 
	Regulation 64 (Computation and Payment of Energy Charge for Thermal Generating Stations and Supplementary Energy Charge for Coal or Lignite based Thermal Generating Stations)

	(a) Clause 3 (a) of Regulation 64 of draft regulation provides formula of ECR for coal based and lignite fired stations as:
ECR = {(SHR - SFC x CVSF) x LPPF / (CVPF + SFC x LPSFi + LC x LPL} x 100 /(100 - AUX)

(b) Clause 4 of Regulation 64 of draft regulation allows the use of an alternative source of fuel supply to generating station up to a maximum of 6% blending by weight.

	It is submitted that there is ambiguity in ECR formula. In the above formula, a small bracket i.e. “(“ starts before “CVPF + SFC x LPSFi + LC x LPL”, but the close of this bracket has not been specified in the formulae and medium bracket i.e. “}“ closes after words “LPL” in formula. If it is assumed that small bracket i.e. “)“ also closes after words “LPL” before close of medium bracket i.e. “}“ in the formula, there is difference in ECR. So the formulae should be corrected.


It is submitted that the provision was initially amended vide CERC order dated 14.02.23 in Petition No. 2/SM/2023 to allow blending upto 6% by weight GENCO wise from alternate sources of fuel supply including imported coal, while the second and third provio were kept in abeyance.

Now the draft Tariff Regulation 2024 proposes to delete the proviso altogether, which provided that the weighted average price of alternative source of fuel shall not exceed 30% of base price of fuel.

Since the impact of such procurement will affect what consumers ultimately pay for electricity, the impact on energy charge rate should be the basis of seeking such consent from beneficiaries instead of the blending %.

It is further submitted that the blending with imported coal is severely increasing the ECR of generating stations and the same may be permitted only in exceptional circumstances (there have been significant improvements in domestic coal supply). Inserting a % blending in the Tariff regulations shall provide open option of blending to all generating station without any repercussion on account of hike in ECR beyond 30% of base rate.

The provisions of blending thus needs to be reviewed (to be allowed in exception circumstances only by separate notification) and the provisions related to hike in ECR beyond 30% may be retained.

If at all import blending is considered, the consent of beneficiaries should be obtained before such procurement.


	18. 
	Regulation 65 (Computation and Payment of Capacity Charge and Energy Charge for Hydro Generating Stations)

	(a) As per Clause (2) of Regulation 65 of draft regulation, the capacity charge (inclusive of incentive) payable to a hydro generating station for a calendar month shall be: 

AFC x 0.5 x NDM / NDY x (PAFM / NAPAF) 
(in Rupees) 
Where, 
AFC = Annual fixed cost specified for the year, in Rupees 
NAPAF = Normative plant availability factor in percentage 
NDM = Number of days in the month 
NDY = Number of days in the year 
PAFM = Plant availability factor achieved during the month, in percentage





















(b) As per clause 3 of Regulation 65 of draft regulation, the PAFM shall be computed in accordance with the following formula: 
[image: ]
Where 

DCi = Declared capacity (in ex-bus MW) for the 1st day of the month, which the station can deliver for at least three (3) hours, as certified by the nodal load dispatch centre after the day is over.

(c) As per clause 4 of Regulation 65 of draft regulation, an additional incentive has been allowed to the hydro generating station up to 4% of the Capacity Charge approved for a given year which shall be billed monthly as per the following. 

Incentive = (4% x ß x CCy)/12 

Where, 
ß = Average Monthly Frequency Response Performance for that generating station, as certified by RPCs, which shall be computed by considering primary response as per the methodology prescribed by the NLDC and shall range between 0 to 1. 
CCy= Capacity Charges for the Year

(d) As per clause 7 of Regulation 65 of draft regulation, it has been clarified that the DSM energy shall be adjusted while working out the shortfall energy charges. 





(e) Clause 10 of Regulation 65 of draft regulation allows for an additional incentive to a ROR Hydro generating station @ 50 paise/ kWh corresponding to the saleable scheduled energy during peak hours of the day in excess of average saleable scheduled energy during the day (24 hours).

























	It has been noticed that the NAPAF (Normative Plant availability factor in percentage), of hydroelectric plants (HEPs) in many cases is being fixed at a much lower level due to which they are able to recover additional fixed charges/ capacity charges as the actual PAFM is higher than NAPAF at the detriment of consumers.

As per the prevailing mechanism, HEPs are allowed Declared Capacity (DC) based on 3 hours peaking period generation (out of 24 hours of a day), due to which they are able to maintain higher PAFs for a month.
Over the time hydrology of the HEPs is consistently improving thus beneficiaries are paying huge amount as an incentive to the generating companies. In fact, Punjab discom has been bringing this to the notice of the Hon’ble Commission in numerous petitions. There are many HEPs for which NAPAF fixed in the Tariff Regulations are 10 % to 30% lower than the actual annual PAF of the past few years. The high incentives to these HEPs are burdening the beneficiaries discoms and their end consumers. 
	
Further, in view of the fact that the Plant Availability Factor (PAF) of HEPs is generally very high (80% to 100%) as compared to Plant Load Factor (PLF) (30% to 60%), as the same is worked out considering DC given by HEPs for 3 hours only, while the availability/ generation for balance 21 hours of the day is very less, Hon’ble CERC may consider allowing any incentive on the basis of Plant Load Factor (PLF) instead of Plant Availability Factor (PAF).

Due to lower NAPAF fixed by Hon’ble CERC in tariff regulations, the incentive in capacity charges to HEPs owing to the higher actual PAFM (in the incentive factor of PAFM/ NAPAF) is abruptly high.

For example: From FY 2019-20 to FY 22-23, PSPCL has paid around Rs. 331.15 Cr. as Capacity Charges including incentive for Salal HEP, against Rs. 228.74 Cr. to be recoverable as Capacity Charges only (without incentive). Thus, PSPCL has paid around 45% more Capacity Charges as incentive only. Even, the total annual incentive earned by Salal HEP on account of PAF higher than NAPAF is to the tune of Rs. 90-100 Cr. against AFC of around Rs.400 Crores i.e. around 25% of AFC and 50% of Capacity Charges.

As such, it is requested to consider capping of the incentive being given to HEPs by capping the factor of PAFM/ NAPAF in the capacity charges of HEPs in order to avoid additional financial implications to beneficiaries/ distribution licensees and its end consumers on this account. The incentive factor (PAFM/ NAPAF) may be capped upto 1.05 i.e. 5% incentive.
For example:-
If the incentive is restricted to a fixed percentage e.g. 5% (i.e. PAFM/ NAPAF =1.05) and if NAPAF of HEP is fixed at 60%, then they will be allowed incentive up to actual PAFM only up to 60%+5% of 60% = 63%.

It is submitted that DCi should be “Declared capacity (in ex-bus MW) for the ith day (instead 1st day) of the month, which the station can deliver for at least six (6) hours (instead of three (3) hours).
Further it is worth mentioning that availability for a day in case of Hydro Electric Plants (HEPs) is fixed/determined on the basis of Declared Capacity (DC) based on 3 hours peaking period generation (out of 24 hours of a day). HEPs for that 3 hours declare the DC over 100% and for rest of 21 hours their DC falls drastically at the level below 50-60%.

Considering the Plant Load Factor of HEPs to be around 50%, PSPCL is of the view that Declared capacity (in ex-bus MW) for the any day of the month be revised and considered on the basis of at least Six (6) hours, as certified by the nodal load dispatch centre after the day is over.






In this regard, it is submitted that the CERC (Ancillary Services) Regulations, 2022 already provides for incentive to generating stations for their Frequency Response Performance (Secondary Response/ AGC), which is paid through Deviation and Ancillary Services Pool Account.
Moreover, the Indian Electricity Grid Code also mandates providing of adequate Primary frequency response by all generating stations for ensuring grid security & stability, irrespective of the incentive.
Providing Additional incentive for Frequency Response Performance of Hydro generating stations in terms of fixed charges is not justifiable, as the same will put additional financial burden on the distribution licensees, which shall be in turn passed on to the end consumers in terms of hike in tariff.
Further, as the frequency response is meant to ensure grid security, it is proposed that any incentive proposed for frequency response may be proposed under Ancillary Services Regulations (without linking with AFC) and settled through Deviation and Ancillary Services Pool Account (Similar to SRAS/ TRAS) instead of passing on the same to beneficiaries and their end consumers.

Moreover, it is also submitted that as Section 62 is cost plus regime and all expenditure are allowed on normative basis, if any kind of such incentive is to be allowed, some penalty should also be imposed on the generating station in case of poor Average Monthly Frequency Response Performance.

The Hon’ble Commission has done away with the mandate on the HEPs to file an application for getting the reasons for shortfall in energy generation verified. This would be a dangerous situation since the beneficiaries would have no other option but to accept the quantum of shortfall as informed by the HEPs. In the past, in numerous applications filed by the HEPs it has come to light that diversion of power towards the DSM is not the only reason for shortfall. For e.g., unit outages etc., have been held to be within the control of the HEPs. In case the mandate of filing an application is done away with, then effectively there would not be any checks left on the claims of the HEPs. Thus, the Hon’ble Commission may kindly retain the mandate of filing an application.


It is submitted that, Availability for a day in case of Hydro Electric Plants (HEPs) is fixed/determined on the basis of Declared Capacity (DC) based on 3 hours peaking period generation (out of 24 hours of a day). HEPs for that 3 hours declare the DC over 100% and for rest of 21 hours their DC falls drastically at the level below 50-60%. Further, Since HEPs are already incentivized for DC over NAPAF, suggesting the incentive over and above already incentivized parameters does not seem balanced approach for end consumers.

Moreover, as most of the ROR Hydro generating stations have minimum 3 hours pondage (in order to ensure 100% DC during 3 hours peaking), the energy of ROR Hydro generating station during the peak hours of the day is likely to remain much higher than the average energy during the day and such incentive amount shall be huge, which shall burden the beneficiaries/ distribution licensees and its ultimate end consumers. 

Further, as the maximum DC is generally declared by hydro stations (ROR with pondage) during 3 peaking hours (in order to ensure higher PAFM), they are likely to inject maximum energy during such hours, irrespective of the newly proposed incentive. As far as ROR stations without pondage are concerned, they are likely to inject energy irrespective of the peaking period, as they have no pondage to manage their generation during peaking period. As such, the proposed incentive will be irrelevant in most of the cases, as it will not encourage the HEPs to do something (i.e. operate as peaking plant), which they are already doing (ROR with pondage) or which they are unable to do (ROR without pondage).

In addition to above, it is also observed that DC/PAF for a month of any HEPs remains over and above NAPAF fixed by CERC. HEPs are already getting incentives for declaring DC/PAF over and above NAPAF even in the lean season. As such, no additional incentive should be allowed to ROR Hydro Generating Stations.
In case Hon’ble CERC wants to incentivize the generation by hydro generating stations to operate as peaking plants by allowing additional incentive for the saleable scheduled energy during peak hours of the day, the incentive already applicable for hydro generating stations in terms of higher capacity charges for availability (PAFM) exceeding NAPAF, may be withdrawn first, keeping in view the financial implications to beneficiaries and consumers.


	19. 
	Regulation 70 (Norms of operation for thermal generating station)

	(a) Clause (A) (b) of Regulation 70 of draft regulation provides for 80% NAPAF for coal and lignite based generating stations completing 30 years from COD as on 31.03.2024.




(b) Clause (B) (b) of Regulation 70 of draft regulation provides for 80% NAPLF for coal and lignite based generating stations completing 30 years from COD as on 31.03.2024.

	It is submitted that coal and lignite based generating stations, who have completed 30 years from COD, e.g. Singrauli, Rihand, Unchahar etc. have been consistently maintaining PAF around 90%. Proposing reduction of NAPAF from 85% to 80% for such generating stations is not justified.
The reduced NAPAF (80%) may only be considered in cases, where no R&M of the generating station has been done and the technology has become obsolete, resulting in inefficient operations of generating station. Further, Past data of actual PAF of previous year(s) may also be considered for fixing NAPAF.


It is submitted that coal and lignite based generating stations, who have completed 30 years from COD, e.g. Singrauli, Rihand, Unchahar etc. have been consistently maintaining PLF above 90%. Proposing reduction of NAPLF from 85% to 80% for such generating stations will result in huge incentives to such generating stations at cost of beneficiaries/ distribution licensees and its end consumers.

The reduced NAPLF (80%) may only be considered in cases, where no R&M of the generating station has been done and the technology has become obsolete, resulting in inefficient operations of generating station and lower actual PLF. Further, Past data of actual PLF of previous year(s) may also be considered for fixing NAPLF.

It is submitted that the focus shall be more on improving PLFs and generation from the existing and upcoming capacity to meet the overall demand of the Country. Also, for those plants whose PLFs are already on higher side, normative PLFs may be increased to a higher level depending on the historical trend observed, so that generators are encouraged to achieve even higher PLFs.

Further, such generating stations, who have completed their useful life, have already recovered their capital investment by way of Depreciation and they have already paid their debts also. The only expenses which these stations are incurring is O&M expenses and Cost of Working capital. Any revenue earned by these plants will totally turn out into profits after deducting this expenses. Therefore, it is illogical to provide additional incentive to this plants in terms of lower NAPLF. 


	20. 
	Regulation 71 (Norms of Operation for Hydro Generating Stations)

	Clause 4 of Regulation 71 of draft regulation provides the Normative annual plant availability factor (NAPAF) of the hydro generating stations already in operation.

	In this regard, it has been noticed that hydro-electric plants (HEPs) in many cases are able to get fixed a lower NAPAF (Normative Plant availability factor in percentage), due to which they are able to recover additional fixed charges/ capacity charges as the actual PAFM is higher than NAPAF. 

As per the prevailing mechanism, HEPs are allowed Declared Capacity (DC) based on 3 hours peaking period generation (out of 24 hours of a day), due to which they are able to maintain higher PAFs for a month.

The NAPAF for any HEP is being determined in CERC Tariff Regulation for 5 years on the basis of previous years data submitted by the generating company of HEP, which varies from year to year. Further, the data perused at the time of determination of NAPAF is not up to date, mainly has a gap of 2-3 years (old data), due to which NAPAF determined/notified in CERC Tariff regulation seems to have huge variation from the actual PAF. 

Over the time hydrology of the HEPs are improving thus beneficiaries are paying huge amount as an incentive to the generating companies.

Some examples of HEPs having consistently higher PAF than Normative PAF are as under:-

· Salal HEP (of NHPC) having annual PAF of over 90% against NAPAF of 64% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.
· Tanakpur HEP (of NHPC) having annual PAF of in the range of 80 to 85% against NAPAF of 59% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.
· Uri-I HEP (of NHPC) having PAF of annual over 90% against NAPAF of 74% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.
· Dhauliganga HEP (of NHPC) having annual PAF of over 95% against NAPAF of 78% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.
· Uri-II HEP (of NHPC) having annual PAF of over 91% against NAPAF of 70% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.
· Rampur HEP (of SJVNL) having annual PAF of over 105% against NAPAF of 85% during FY 2019-20, 2020-21, 2021-22 & 2022-23.

Further, others HEPs for which NAPAF of 90% are fixed in the Tariff Regulations are having annual PAF of over 100% for the past few years.

The aforementioned issue has been repeatedly highlighted by PSPCL in its reply to Hon’ble CERC in various Generation Tariff (GT) petitions filed by above said generators from time to time e.g., Petition No. 28/GT/2020, Petition No. 144/GT/2020, Petition No. 229/GT/2020, Petition No. 255/GT/2020 etc. CERC vide its orders have rejected the submissions of PSPCL and stated that if the submission of the PSPCL is accepted, it would amount to review of the said regulation, which is not permissible in tariff determination proceedings.

Though, the contention of PSPCL has been addressed to some extent by Hon’ble CERC in draft Tariff Regulation 2024, wherein the NAPAF have been revised (from 64% to 75% for Salal HEP, 59 % to 70% for Tanakpur, 74% to 80% for Uri-I, 78% to 85% for DhauliGanga and 70% to 80% for Uri-II). However, the NAPAF is still on much lower side as compared to actual PAF of these HEPs, ensuring high incentives to these HEPs. 
For example: From FY 2019-20 to FY 22-23, PSPCL has paid around Rs. 331.15 Cr. as Capacity Charges including incentive for Salal HEP, against Rs. 228.74 Cr. to be recoverable as Capacity Charges only (without incentive). Thus, PSPCL has paid around 45% more Capacity Charges as incentive only. Even, the total annual incentive earned by Salal HEP on account of PAF higher than NAPAF is to the tune of Rs. 90-100 Cr. against AFC of around Rs.400 Crores i.e. around 25% of AFC and 50% of Capacity Charges.
Therefore, Hon’ble CERC may review its methodology for determination of NAPAF by considering the past year(s)/ historical actual PAF data and consider capping of incentive on account of higher PAFM, as proposed at Sr.No. 18(a). 


	21. 
	Regulation 76 (Billing and Payment of charges) and Regulation 80 (Late Payment Surcharge)

	
	It may be clarified that the date of presentation of bill shall be either the date of receipt of physical copy of bill by the Beneficiary or the date of receipt of scanned copy of Original Bill through official email ID of the Authorised Signatory of the Generating Company or the Transmission Licensee, as the case may be.
Provided that such physical copy or scanned copy of bill is received within the official working hours of the beneficiary.
 

	22. 
	Regulation 79 (Rebate)

	(a) “Explanation” under Clause (1) of Regulation 79 of draft regulation.


(b) Clause (2) of Regulation 79 of draft regulation







	It is submitted that as provided in Explanation, the sentence: “However, in case the last day or day is an official holiday” may be replaced by “However, in case the last day is an official holiday”. 


In order to reduce dispute regarding rebate this clause may be elaborated also with following explanation:
Explanation: In case of computation of '30 days', the number of days shall be counted consecutively without considering any holiday. However, in case the last day is an official holiday, the 30th day for the purpose of Rebate shall be construed as the immediate succeeding working day (as per the official State Government's calendar, where the Office of the Authorised Signatory or Representative of the Beneficiary, for the purpose of receipt or acknowledgement of Bill is situated)

	23. 
	Regulation 80 (Late Payment Surcharge)

	(a) As per 1st proviso under Clause (1) of Regulation 80 of draft regulation, in case a different LPS mechanism is provided in the PPA, the same shall be governed by the provisions of the PPA.

(b) As per Clause (2) of Regulation 80 of draft regulation, unless otherwise agreed by the parties, the charges payable by a beneficiary or long term customer shall be first adjusted towards a late payment surcharge on the outstanding charges and, thereafter, towards monthly charges billed by the generating company or the transmission licensee, as the case may be, starting from the longest overdue bill.
	Since Electricity (Late Payment Surcharge and Related Matters) Rules, 2022 supersede the LPS as per PPA, this explanation should be replaced by “Provided that the rate, at which Late Payment Surcharge shall be payable, shall not be higher than the rate of Late Payment Surcharge Specified in the agreement if any”.



Since LPS is to be calculated after payment of specific bill, so the charges payable by a beneficiary or long term customer shall be first adjusted towards a late payment surcharge on the outstanding charges and, thereafter, towards next month monthly charges billed by the generating company or the transmission licensee, as the case may be, starting from the longest overdue bill.

	24. 
	Regulation 82 (Sharing of savings in interest due to re-financing or restructuring of loan)

	As per Clause (2) of Regulation 80 of draft regulation, if re-financing or restructuring of loan by the generating company or the transmission licensee, as the case may be, results in net savings on interest after accounting for cost associated with such refinancing or restructuring, the same shall be shared between the generating company or the transmission licensee and the beneficiaries, as the case may be, in the ratio of 1:1.
	The saving in interest to re-financing or restructuring of loan relates to particular Tariff block period of five years. Therefore, it should be clarified in new tariff regulation that these net saving sharing regulations apply to tariff period or to remaining period of debt since at start of tariff period all costs are taken on the basis of true up values of last tariff period.
 
In second alternate of remaining period of debt, it should be clarified that re-financing or restructuring of loan during previous block period should be governed by corresponding regulation of that block period for remaining tenure of loan whether it falls in next tariff block period.


	25. 
	Regulation 89 (Deferred Tax liability with respect to the previous tariff period)

	Deferred tax liabilities for the period up to 31st March 2009, whenever they materialise, shall be recoverable directly by the generating companies or transmission licensees from the then beneficiaries or long term customers, as the case may be. Deferred tax liabilities for the period arising from 1.4.2009 to 31.3.2024, if any, shall not be recoverable from the beneficiaries or the long term customers, as the case may be.



	As per above said regulation, Deferred tax liability for the period up to 31st march 2009 wherever materialized shall be recoverable by the generating /transmission licensee from the beneficiaries. Identical clause was provided in Regulation 49 of CERC tariff regulation 2014 Regulation 35 of CERC tariff regulation 2009. 
However, it has been noticed that generating companies are misinterpreting these clauses and while recovering the deferred tax liability for the period up to 31st march 2009, materialized during the relevant previous year, wrong grossing up the tax at the prevalent income tax rate has been done on the amount due under this clause in the relevant previous year. It is brought to your kind information that as per the present/purposed regulations grossing up of the deferred tax liability materialized in the relevant year is not allowed, hence due clarification that grossing up of the deferred tax is not allowed may be added/inserted in the regulation 89. Further while truing up the account of the generation /transmission companies data for recovery of deferred tax liability by generation/transmission companies from beneficiaries for the period 2009-2010 to 2019-2024 may please be sought and wherever the recovery done by these companies is not as per the regulations, companies may be directed to refund the excess recovered amount on account of wrong grossing up of the deferred tax liabilities, along with interest. 


	26. 
	Regulation 99 (Special Provisions relating to BBMB and SSP)

	
	Punjab Reorganization Act, 1996 may be read as Punjab Reorganization Act, 1966


	27. 
	Additional Comments:

	
	Due date should be defined as per clause 2(f) of Electricity (Late Payment Surcharge and Related Matters) Rules, 2022 as follows:
"due date" means the date by which the bill for the charges for power supplied by the generating company or electricity trading licensee or for the transmission service provided by a transmission licensee are to be paid, in accordance with the agreement, as the case may be, and if not specified in the agreement, forty-five days from the date of presentation of the bill by such generating company, electricity trading licensee or transmission licensee:
Provided that if due date for payment of any invoice falls on a bank non-working day, the 
next bank working day shall be considered as due date for payment.

It is submitted that the sole purpose of the Tariff Regulations should not be to incentivise the generating companies so that they run efficiently. It shall also focus on penalty mechanism for generators so that they can be penalised as and when performance parameters are not met. The financial implications to the beneficiaries/ discoms may also be kept in mind while allowing incentives, as the same will be ultimately passed down to the end consumers in form of hike in tariff.





	Chief Engineer/ARR&TR,
PSPCL, Patiala.
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