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O R D E R

An Application was filed by APTRANSCO by letter No.CE/Comml/A2/Captive Policy/D.No.1160/99, dated 23-09-1999 on the matter of levy of Grid Support Charge (GSC) on HT Industrial Consumers for the Captive Generating Units operating in parallel with APTRANSCO’s Grid.  The A.P Electricity Regulatory Commission (“the Commission”), after duly taking into consideration the written objections received from interested                H.T Consumers and also oral submissions made during the hearing on 08-12-1999, made out a draft Order (Annexure – ‘A’).

2).
The Commission considered it necessary to ascertain the reaction of the Consumers who will be affected by this draft Order.  A notice was published in English and Telugu Newspapers on 22-01-2001 and 23-01-2001, inviting comments in writing from such affected Consumers, so as to reach the Commission by 05-02-2001 (Annexure – ‘B’).

3).
In response to this notice, thirty one (31) HT Consumers (Annexure – ‘C’) submitted written representations.  Out of these 31, the following five (5) requested to be heard in person.

 (i).
M/s. Zuari Cements Ltd.

(ii).
M/s. Priyadarshini Cements

           (iii).
M/s. Confederation of Indian Industry

                       (iv).
M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd

(v).
M/s. Sudha Agro Oil & Chemical Industries Ltd

4).
The Commission on receipt of these representations and requests for personal hearing, considered the matter and issued a further Public Notice published in Newspapers on              05-03-2001 informing that the Commission proposed to hear the H.T Consumers, who desired to be heard on 15-03-2001 (Annexure ‘D’).  Apart from the Public Notice, all the Parties were also informed individually.

5).
A copy of the written responses from the 31 H.T Consumers was sent to APTRANSCO by the Consumers themselves.

6).
During personal hearing on 15-03-2001, in addition to the four objectors (M/s. Sudha Agro Oil & Chemical Industries Ltd., did not attend), seven more objectors listed [on the title page at Sl.Nos. (v) to (xi)] made their submissions. 

7).
The Commission directed APTRANSCO to furnish their further comments on the points raised by the eleven Objectors, (in addition to what they furnished earlier through their written representations to the Commission) by 23-03-2001 with a copy to the Objectors.

8).
APTRANSCO, by letter dated 27-03-2001, gave its response to the points raised in case of M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys and the Confederation of Indian Industries, who made elaborate submissions during personal hearing on 15-03-2001. By letter dated 21-04-2001, APTRANSCO gave its response to the objections of others.

9).
Copy of this response of APTRANSCO dated 27-03-2001 was sent to                     M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Limited and the Confederation of Indian Industry and the letter dt.21-04-2001 to all others, including those who submitted written objections earlier.

10).
With reference to APTRANSCO’s letter dated 27-03-2001, there have been two further responses: one from the Confederation of Indian Industry and the other from                   M/s. Priyadarshini Cement Limited.

11).
The process of eliciting the views of the affected Parties was thus concluded, the Commission having had the benefit of views from various types of Industries: Cement, Paper Mills, Fertilizers, Ferro Alloys etc.

12).
Dealing first with the written representations from 31 Objectors, there are no new points other than those already covered in Para (12) of the Draft Order.   Some of them expressed their desire to opt out of Parallel Operation.   Sugar Mills stated that they might be kept out of this proposed change as their Industry was seasonal.  M/s. Rashtriya Ispat Nigam, (Visakhapatnam Steel Plant) stated that Captive Power Plants (CPPs) exporting Power may be excluded.  M/s. Rayalaseema Alkalies opposed the charge and cited the Karnataka Electricity Regulatory Commission’s rejection of the proposal of Karnataka Power Transmission Corporation to levy similar charges.  

However, there are a few suggestions on the quantum and manner of computation of the GSC.

(i).
While computing the CPP capacity, the total rated capacity should not be considered.  Due to deration, on account of ageing and other factors, only 70 % to 80% of the total rated capacity might be considered.

(ii).
Delivered capacity from APGPCL, the Mini Hydel plants, Wind plants should not be taken into consideration while arriving at the Contracted Max. Demand (C.M.D).

(iii).
Levy of the charge should be nominal and not equivalent to Demand Charges.

(iv).
Instead of levying GSC, CMD may be specified to be at a minimum level of 25% of the CPP Capacity.  Some suggested that this level should be at 50%.

13).
During hearing on 15-03-2001, the following are the main points submitted by the different Objectors

1. M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd

(i).
 Even though their CPP capacity is 50 MWs, the drawal of Power Supply from APTRANSCO to the extent of 5 MVA is for start-up power and for utilisaton in critical auxillaries. They do not require any grid support and they are in fact, exporting Power.  Even if the capacity earmarked for export is subtracted, levy of Grid Support Charges will “mulct” them.


(ii).
Drastic reduction of CMD by H.T. Consumers is the provocation for this proposal.

(iii).
The view that Grid Support Charge is in the nature of capacity charge is not justified.

(iv).
Maximum Demand is defined in Terms and Conditions of Supply and the Consumer can avail instantaneous demand as long as it is within 15 or 20 minutes of time period, without paying extra charges.

(v).
APTRANSCO can provide protection or segregate its equipment, if the entire CPP loads fall on the Grid.

(vi).
Expert opinion of Sri. K. Balarama Reddy, Former Chairman of APSEB mentioned in the Draft Order is not given due consideration.

2. Confederation of Indian Industries:

(i).
 Spinning Reserve available with the utility can take on sudden imposition of load on Grid due to tripping of CPPs.  Hence, no extra service is rendered.


(ii).
The effect of tripping of CPPs on Utility’s Grid has the same effect as tripping of APGENCO’s Generating Units on Southern Grid.

(iii).
As it is, Industrial Tariff in A.P. is the highest in the country.

(iv).
The Charge should not be at the level of Demand Charge.  It is mentioned that Maharashtra levies Rs. 20/kVA/month for availing parallel operation and Gujarat discontinued levy of Grid Support Charges from 28-01-2001.  Karanataka Regulatory Commission rejected the proposal of the Utility.  The Draft Order did not consider these facts.

(v).
The expert opinion of Sri. K. Balarama Reddy, Former Chairman of APSE Board had not been properly considered.

(vi).
With the State-of-the-art metering available, it should be possible to record even instantaneous Demands.


Other Objectors requested the Commission to take into consideration their written submissions and stated that they had no additional points to make other than those covered by the above two Objectors.



APTRANSCO, by letter dated 27-03-2001 made the following submissions on each of the averments of M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd., and Confederation of Indian Industry.

1.
Response on the averments of M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd

(i).
 Though the CMD of 5 MVA may be meant for starting and utilisation in the auxiliaries, the fact remains that the 50 MW CPP and the Grid operate in parallel to feed furnace loads of about 60 MVA.  Hence, the industry attracts the proposed levy of Grid Support Charges.  


However, in this specific case, as APTRANSCO has entered into an Agreement for purchase of Power for 2 years from 08-11-2000, the capacity corresponding to 170 MU per year @85% PLF will be considered for reduction from the capacity of CPP.

(ii).
Though drastic reduction of CMD of many HT consumers having parallel operation of CPPs is one of the grounds for the proposal of levy of Grid Support Charges, the main ground for the proposal is that these Consumers enjoy an extra service by way of facility of parallel operation vis-à-vis other HT Consumers, who are restrained to operate the CPP’s only during outage of Grid Supply.


(iii).
No separate quantification of Grid Support Charges is required as the charge is proposed at the level of existing demand charges.  The quantification of this charge is limited to difference between CPP capacity and Contracted Demand from all sources.  Further, the demand charges at Rs. 165/kVA/month as per the present tariff do not really cover the full fixed charges per kVA of Demand. Thus, APTRANSCO has proposed quantification of GSC as a moiety of the fixed charges, for the difference between CPP capacity and CMD from all sources. 

(iv).
Even-though in the definition of Maximum Demand in Terms and Conditions of Supply (TCS), the CMD is calculated on a 15 or 30 minute integration, it cannot be construed that the industry has a right for causing/raising unlimited instantaneous demand.  This is a legal fiction sought to be created by learned Counsel for the consumers.  



The TCS stipulate the limitation on the starting current of motors under     Clause (38) of TCS.  These restrictions form the basis for the instantaneous demands though they are not specifically mentioned in the context of Maximum Demand. 



(v).
The Counsel made a proposition that the Utility can provide protection to its equipment by disconnecting the same in the event of instantaneous demand on account of failure of CPPs.  This proposition is not acceptable to APTRANSCO, as large number of other consumers cannot be made to suffer on account of default of a single consumer.


(vi).
The opinion of Sri. K. Balarama Reddy, Former Chairman of APSE Board is dealt with under the averments of CII.

2.
Response of APTRANSCO on the averments of Confederation of Indian Industry (CII):

(i).
The theory of spinning reserve is totally irrelevant and it is not correct on the part of CII to demand spinning reserve for the comfort of a few industries enjoying parallel facility, while thousands of other industries are required to use CPP only as stand-by source.  


(ii).
The CPP of a consumer can not claim parity with the Units of Generating Company or APTRANSCO.  The duties and responsibilities of APTRANSCO or Generating Companies are governed by the Provisions under specific laws, while there is no such statutory prescription of rules for CPPs.



Utilities like APTRANSCO and Generating Companies supply power to consumers, while CPP supplies power to itself.


(iii).
That the Tariff Rates in Andhra Pradesh are the highest in the country is refuted by APTRANSCO.  


(iv).
The Demand Charges of Rs. 165/- kVA/Month do not cover full fixed costs as contended by CII.  The full fixed Costs for the year 2001-02 are estimated to be             Rs. 618/KW/Month.  Thus, the contention of CII is totally baseless.  


(v).
The views of APTRANSCO on the opinion of Sri. K. Balarama Reddy, Para-wise are furnished hereunder

	Para
	Sri. K. Balarama Reddy’s Opinion
	APTRANSCO’s View

	1.
	Gist of Proposals
	No Comments

	2.
	Features of Southern Region Power System


	No Comments



	3.


	Tripping of small CPPs of 1 to 30 MW capacity will not have any impact on the Southern Region Grid of 22,000 MW capacity.
	The APTRANSCO’s proposal does not pertain to the issues concerning the stability of SR Grid and strain on Regional Grid.  The concern is for the strain on the nearest system of APTRANSCO, which responds to the fluctuations, and tripping of CPP.  Comparison to 22,000 MW Regional Grid is an over simplification of the matter.

	4.
	It is possible that the transient load may cause severe loading of power transformer depending on the load on the transformer at the particular time.  However, the power system is designed to tolerate such loads 
	It is significant that instantaneous over loading of power transformers due to the transients caused by tripping of CPPs is admitted by Sri. K. Balarama Reddy.  Though the system is designed to tolerate the transients occurring in power system operations, the utility need not increase the burden of transients to be multiplied by allowing parallel operation of the CPPs without any extra cost.

	5.
	The consumers having parallel operation facility of CPP are also having some CMD with APTRANSCO.  The transient load will be covered by CMD with APTRANSCO. 
	The CMD with APTRANSCO for many of these consumers is very low when compared to the CPP capacities.  Some examples are given hereunder.


	SlNo
	Name of the Consumer
	CMD prior to 1998 kVA
	CMD after deration in 98,99 & 2k KVA
	Capacity of CPP with parallel operation facility KVA

	1.
	M/s. Coromondal Fertilizers Ltd
	22000
	5000
	24500

	2.
	M/s. FACOR, Garividi
	25000
	2000
	37500

	3.
	M/s Andhra Sugars Ltd., Kovvur
	20000
	1000
	10080

	4.
	M/s. Sirpur Paper Mills, Sirpurkagaznagar
	10000
	3500
	28125

	5.
	M/s. Sree Rayalaseema Alkalies & Allied Chemicals, Kurnool
	8000
	2000
	38590

	6.
	M/s. Jindal Ferro Alloys, Vizianagaram
	6300
	1000
	15500

	7.
	M/s. Kesoram Cement, Karimnagar
	21000
	3700
	18750

	8.
	M/s. Raasi Cements Ltd., Nalgonda
	32000
	13000
	38170

	9.
	M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys, Khammam
	32000
	5000
	62500

	10.
	M/s. Vishnu Cements Ltd
	18500
	5000
	23000

	11.
	M/s. Madras Cements Ltd
	16500
	7500
	21000

	12.
	M/s. Godavari Fertilisers Ltd
	6000
	1000
	4000



All these consumers had derated their CMD drastically after May’98, when the power cuts were lifted
. Till May’98, all these consumers were having substantial CMD with APTRANSCO.


The Expert opinion does not take into account the present factual position.

14).
On the above response of APTRANSCO, M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd., submitted their rejoinder on 04-04-2001.  While reiterating their earlier stand on the various issues, an additional point was brought with reference to the charges levied by Maharastra and Gujarat.  A comparative statement of the burden on their industry by the proposed charge, is as stated to be follows:

	
	Maharastra
	Gujarat
	Andhra Pradesh

	Basis of charge
	Additional demand charges of Rs. 20/- per kVA of CMD per month for consumers allowed parallel operation facility
	If capacity of CPP above 50 MVA, @ 2.5% of the demand charges of                     Rs. 205/kVA on the CPP capacity or                Rs. 4,43,575 per month, whichever higher, with a ceiling of 8,00,000 per month
	As proposed: Rs. 170/- per kVA per month for the difference of CPP capacity and CMD

	Calculation of charge in the facts of           M/s. Nava Bharath Ferro Alloys.
	5000 X 20
	62500 X .025 X 205
	(62500 – 5000 – 1000)  X 170

	Amount of Charge per month
	Rs. 1,00,000
	Rs. 3,20,312
	Rs. 96,05,000


M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd., also referred to the Karnataka Regulatory Commission’s decision on a similar proposal.  The relevant passage is reproduced below:

“KPTCL has proceeded on the ground that consumers who synchronize with the grid derive some benefits thereby.  The Commission, however, does not think that this is a valid basis for tariff determination.  In the Commission’s opinion, tariffs have to be determined on the basis of identifiable costs that the KPTCL incurs in providing a service.  Benefits that the consumer gets from out of the connection or utilisation of electricity are matters which are extraneous to tariff determination.  The Commission is therefore unable to accept KPTCL’s proposal for levy of Grid Support Charges for captive generation sets.  This will be considered separately by the Commission after due examination of the entire issue”. 


Rejoinders were received on APTRANSCO’s response from other Consumers also, which ran on lines similar to those of M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd.   However, M/s. Deccan Cements Ltd., by their letter dated 02-05-2001 requested that the Delivered Capacity from other sources like AP Gas Power Corp. Ltd., Wind Energy, should be ignored for the purpose of GSC. 


M/s. Priyadarshini Cements Ltd., by their letter dated 16-05-2001, while stating their objections, which are almost similar to those of M/s. Navabharath Ferro Alloys Ltd., made an observation that “Nobody can object for APTRANSCO’s suggestion that there shall be some nexus between CMD of consumer with APTRANSCO and CPP for sanction for parallel operation.  As suggested by APTRANSCO in response No.6, a percentage of  40% - 50 % of CPP under parallel operation shall be the minimum CMD. It is a good suggestion and acceptable to us which will relieve the industrial consumers from the threatened levy of Grid Support Charges which is not meaningful to be viewed from any angle except the desire of APTRANSCO to boost up its HT sales to earn more revenue only to meet the theft of energy and the cost of other misplaced philanthropies under the guise of policy directions of Govt. of A.P which are always politically motivated throughout the history of 50 years of Electricity Board Supplies”.  

“APTRANSCO response No.6” referred to by M/s. Priyadharshini Cements Ltd., inter-alia reads “The CII should have come out with a proposal that every industry should have a minimum CMD to the extent of 50% of CPP capacity with APTRANSCO and then seek relief on the proposal of Grid Support Charges”.

15).
After careful consideration of the arguments and counter arguments of the Parties (on the issues examined by the Commission as set out in Para (16) of the Draft Order), the Commission is of the view that no new ground is raised by the Objectors on the issue of APTRANSCO’s proposal to levy Grid Support Charges.  The two issues which have been addressed are:

(a) Whether the Grid Support is a valuable service rendered by APTRANSCO and the person availing such services including the objectors derive benefits from such support; and 

(b) If the answer to issue (a) is ‘yes’, what should be the fair charges which APTRANSCO is entitled to recover for such support.

That Grid Supply support is useful and necessary is evident from the fact that the Objectors sought for and obtained it to run their CPPs in parallel with Grid Supply and it is also clear that the APTRANSCO is also not un-willing to continue the facility of parallel operation but are only asking for compensation for the service rendered.  Except a few, none stated that they would opt out of the Parallel Operation facility.  Moreover, as per Practice Directions of the Commission for regulation of CPPs (No.1 dated 08-10-1999 and No.7 dated 20-02-2001), only Stand-by operation of CPP is permitted generally, which means that the entire Power requirement ought to be met basically from the Grid and the CPP is to be used only in times of Grid failure.  

Parallel Operation for existing CPPs is allowed as permitted by the then APSE Board earlier without reference to the CMD and for new units, such permission is given by the Commission on examination of the need of the Applicant in each case. 

The objections on all the technical points given by APTRANSCO by way of justification while submitting the proposal were discussed in Para (17) of the Draft Order. 

After taking into consideration the justification furnished by APTRANSCO, objections raised by the Objectors before issue of Draft Order and also the objections raised again on the findings of Commission as given in Paras (17) and (18) of Draft Order during the present hearing, the Commission is satisfied that industries which operate their CPPs in parallel with Grid Supply do get a valuable service from the Licensee. The Commission notes that despite the derating of the CMD, the Grid transformer and the nearby network equipment have to meet the enhanced fault duty on the network on account of the presence of the CPP in the network.  They derive the following benefits of interconnection with the Grid:

(i).
Grid provides the required fault level in the industrial plant for starting large motors in the industry, and also provides the initial active and reactive components of starting current.  Without Grid Support, there will be dip in voltage, resulting in tripping of other motors in the industry on low voltage, dip in frequency and fluctuation in power output of CPPs.

(ii).
Whenever there is a large load throw-off or incidence in the industry, Grid initially absorbs the shock and minimizes the chance of tripping of CPPs. 


(iii).
The high fault level offered by the Grid acts as a supporting system for successful operation of CPPs in the industry in terms of electrical performance.


(iv).
Grid also helps in stabilising fluctuating loads like those in steel mills and arc furnaces.


Apropos the views expressed by Sri. K. Balaramareddy and the replies given by APTRANSCO, the Commission feels it necessary to make a few points to put the matter in the right perspective.  The Commission is inclined to agree that the consumer can avail instantaneous demand in excess of the CMD without paying extra charges as long as such demand is within the 15 or 30 minute integration period under the existing metering arrangements.  Having said that the Commission also feels that the situation of the CPPs and the nature of the burden imposed by them on the Grid system is different from that of the other H.T.consumers who have no captive generation integrated with the Grid in that the connected generation and load is several times more than CMD.  Thus there is justification for treating the two differently. The expert opinion of Sri. K. Bala Rama Reddy concedes that the transient load may cause severe loading of the Power transformer.  If it is just an occasional transient load the grid system might be able to tolerate such load.  But, it is possible for such overload to persist for a considerable period of time of several minutes without the consumer exceeding the CMD within the integrating time of 15 or 30 minutes as the case may be due to the averaging of the integrating period. Such overloads can also occur sometimes one following the other in successive integration intervals. This may cause substantial damage to the licencee’s equipment (reducing its over-all life) not noticeable immediately. For safety, the licensee will have to rate his connecting equipment liberally to met the additional onerous duty. As a response, the Licensees may consider adopting a rolling / sliding window method of MD measurement wherein successive MD intervals (of 15 or 30 minutes as the case may be) are spaced every 5 minutes (or even less)
.  

The licensee may also consider proposals for reduction of MD integration period to 8 to 10 minutes in place of 15 minutes and 10 to 15 minutes in case of 30 minutes integration, with a sliding window method.  The new electronic meters may have facilities for this. 


It is true that the load and the stress incident on the System due to a captive power plant is negligible compared to the combined capacity of the Southern Grid.  But one has to consider that the AP Grid and Southern Grid networks are very much deficient in capacity as is evident from the poor voltages, frequent Grid collapses and high line losses etc.  The  Grid System is like a big container into which milk from various sources is poured.  If someone doesn’t put milk but prefers to pour water into it, it may not matter much but if every one seeks to pour water in it, it will lead to an unacceptable dilution of quality.  The Grid system is mainly intended for service to the large volume of its native consumers
 including                   HT Consumers without captive generation.  The captive generators who intend to use it and benefit from the parallel operation need to compensate for its upkeep. Grid Support does not terminate with the network bit connecting the CPP with the complicated mesh of network extending from one corner of the State to the other. The services rendered by the Licensee to the CPP cannot be looked in isolation but as part of the overall system in the integrated Grid.


Another point to remember is that when there is wide divergence between the CMD and the CPP Capacity, (if the Grid transformer capacity is tailored to the CMD) and Parallel Operation with CPP is allowed there may be interruption of supply to all the consumers in the vicinity for even minor faults in the customer premises or in the Grid System.  If on the other hand the Grid transformer and the switch gear and equipment are rated to be commensurate with the CPP operated in parallel, the increased network capacity needs to be paid for commensurate with the capacity so setup.


The Commission noted that some objectors referred to the views of the Commissions of Karnataka and Gujarat on levy of these charges and also on the quantum.  These are examined below:

(i).
Karnataka Electricity Regulatory Commission (KERC) while dealing with a proposal of Karnataka Power Transmission Corporation Limited to levy similar charges (quoted in the Objection of Nava Bharat Ferro Alloys Ltd., vide para 14 above), observed in its Tariff Order dated 18-12-2000 that the proposal would be considered separately, after due examination of the entire issue and did not reject it outright.  

(ii).
Gujarat Commission’s order dated 31-08-2000 in case No. 24/2000 is in a different context.  It only quashed a circular issued by Gujarat Electricity Board (GEB) revising the parallel operation charges after the Commission came into existence and observed that it is open for GEB to approach GERC with the necessary application.

16).
Some objectors, during this hearing, questioned the locus standi of APTRANSCO to seek the imposition of these charges. While considering this objection, the Commission noted that APTRANSCO was the Bulk Supply as well as the Retail Supply Licensee as on the date of Application.  The proposal was also endorsed later on, by Distribution Companies after their formation from 01-04-2001.  Besides this, APTRANSCO is the owner and operator of the Grid System and hence is entitled to seek appropriate charges for the Grid support.

17).
Having been satisfied that there is justification for levy of Grid Support Charges, the next point to be considered is how much these charges shall be and on what basis.  In regard to the method of calculation and quantum of these charges, there have been a few suggestions from the Respondents as alternative to the one proposed by APTRANSCO.  


These are:


(i).
Grid Support Charges should be levied only in cases where the CMD is reduced below a certain level of CPP capacity. This level is mentioned as 25% by some and 50%, by others.


(ii).
These charges should be nominal as in Maharastra, as a kind of surcharge on the CMD.

18).
Before going into the above, it is necessary to consider the background for this proposal. The Commission noted from the deposition of APTRANSCO that there is drastic reduction in CMDs of Major Industries since March’1998 and in many of the cases, to a nominal level (Table in Para 13above).  This would have been possible only because the HT Consumers who were running in parallel with Grid Supply, were having sufficient CPP capacity to meet the entire power requirements of the Industry.  Some of the Objectors also recognized this fact and stated that there should be a nexus between CMD and CPP capacity. Suggestion (i) in Para (17) above is to levy these charges only if the CMD is reduced below a certain level.  As these charges are not conceived as a penalty for reduction of CMD but as charges for rendering support, this suggestion is not acceptable.

19).
In respect of suggestion at (ii) under Para (17) above, the Commission noted that in Maharastra, there is a separate category under H. T. Tariff, designated as HT – III (i.e., consumers having parallel connection) for which the Demand and Energy Charges are higher (Rs. 20 per kVA on Demand Charges and Paise 25 for Energy Charges for each unit or KWHr) than those for other categories of H.T Consumers.  Taken together, the liability on HT Consumers having parallel connection in Maharashtra does not appear to be nominal as suggested. 

20).
Having dealt with the suggestions that came from the Objectors, the question that should be settled is the basis for this levy. The basis should give APTRANSCO a fair price for the services rendered in the form of Grid Support. Some alternatives to levy these charges are (i).  Demand Charges on CMD having nexus with the CPP capacity permitted,                      (ii).  Demand Charges on CPP Capacity and (iii).  Demand Charge on the Grid transformer capacity.


Charges based on the existing CMD do not address the compensation for the Grid Support to the CPP in the absence of nexus between CMD & Capacity. The other two alternatives reflect the extent of use of the system in rendering the parallel service.  It is debatable whether the CMD should be deducted from the CPP capacity or the Grid Transformer capacity before application of Grid Support Charges.  It is a point, which the Commission does not wish to go into at the present. As mentioned earlier, some of the Objectors opined that there should be nexus between CPP capacity and the existing CMD. So the formulation of the Applicant, taking the difference between CPP capacity and the existing demand, is considered fair to both Parties. This nexus is sought to be captured in the proposal of the Applicant by levying the proposed charges on the difference between the CPP capacity (in parallel operation) and the existing CMD.  In respect of the plea that the Delivered Capacity from other sources should be ignored for the purpose of Grid Support Charges, the Commission notes that the licensee itself has proposed it.  But the Commission notes that if the location of the other source is at a different place, the T&D system necessarily carries the demand imposed by the other sources. As this demand is a burden on the grid system, there is no justification for ignoring this.  However the Commission notes that the Applicant has no objection to take into consideration Power Purchases from sources other than the licensee in computing this difference.

21).
The Commission considers that there is some force in the argument that there would be reduction in CPP capacity due to ageing. 

22).
Considering all the above factors, the last question is how much should be levied as charges?  APTRANSCO proposed that the GSC be levied at the same rate as the existing demand charge for the HT Consumers, which presently is Rs. 170 per kVA/month. Gujarat computed its GSC as a percentage of Demand Charges on total CPP capacity.  Maharastra based its GSC on higher charges for both demand and energy.  


After examining the alternatives, the Commission considers levying GSC at 50% of the subsisting Demand Charges on the difference between CPP capacity and the existing demand is fair and reasonable.  

23).
Accordingly the Commission approves the proposals of APTRANSCO to levy Grid Support Charges where parallel operation of CPPs is permitted, on the difference between the total capacity of CPP in kVA and the Contracted Maximum Demand in kVA with the Licensee and all other sources of supply, but at a rate equal to 50% of the prevailing Demand Charge for HT Consumers, (which at present is Rs. 170 per kVA/month). In case of CPPs exporting firm power to APTRANSCO, the capacity, which is dedicated to such export, will also be additionally subtracted from the CPP capacity.

THIS ORDER WILL TAKE EFFECT FROM THE BILLING MONTH OF MARCH 2002

This order is signed by the Andhra Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission on 08th February, 2002.

      (A.V.SUBBARAO)

(D.LAKSHMINARAYANA)
       (G.P.RAO)


MEMBER



MEMBER


     CHAIRMAN 






� The Billing Demand is the Max. Demand recorded during the month or 80% of the Contracted Demand whichever is higher.  During Power cut periods, however, the Billing Demand is only the Max. Demand recorded during the month.  Once the power cuts were lifted the billing reverted to the earlier method.  This may explain the deration of CMD by a large number of HT Consumers after May’98.


� Rolling/Sliding Window method of MD Computation: The Max. Demand denotes the Peak Load imposed on the system during a billing period.  (Typically a month).  It is measured on a 30-minute basis in respect of consumers having Contracted Demand of less than 4000 kVA and on a 15-minute basis for consumers having a Contracted Demand of 4,000 kVA and above.  The 30-minute or 15 minute period is generally termed as the Max. Demand integrating interval or simply Demand interval.





For computation of Max. Demand in a billing period, the demand imposed by the consumer in each demand interval during the billing period is to be computed and the max. out of all these computed readings is taken as the Max. Demand during the billing period.  Traditionally due to limitations of electro mechanical meters, the MD computation is done on a block interval basis i.e., during the billing period, every demand interval is reckoned to succeed the previous demand interval only after the previous demand interval was over i.e., a new demand interval starts only after the previous demand interval was completed.





Now with electronic meters it is possible to program the meters such that the commencement of a new demand interval need not wait until the completion of the previous interval.  A new interval can commence just after 5 minutes (it could be even less) have elapsed from the start of the previous demand interval.  In effect the demand interval windows of 15 minutes (or 30 minutes as the case may be) slides or rolls forward not after every 15 minutes but after every 5 minutes)


� Native Consumer: The term Native Consumer is used in a general sense to refer to those consumers who depend upon the Licensee for all their Power requirements, in contra-distinction to those who obtain power partially from other sources.
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