
























Objection of Sri Thimma Reddy communicated by email on 7th December 2020 

S.No Objection of Sri Thimma Reddy Response from GPPL 

Point-
1 

Gayatri Power Private Ltd (GPPL) has 
filed the petition O.P. No. 57 of 2018 
seeking determination of tariff for its 
hydel power plant with a capacity of 
2.2 MW. But the same petition is not 
accompanied by a PPA between the 
DISCOM within whose jurisdiction the 
said power plant is located – TSSPDCL 
in the present case and GPPL.   
The Commission in its letter to GPPL 
dated 20-06-2018 at Para 1 pointed 
out, “The earlier objection i.e., without 
filing the agreement copy entered by 
petitioner and respondent the petition 
is not maintainable U/s 86 (1) b. and 
R/w sec 62 of Electricity Act. Hence 
agreement to be filed.” To this GPPL 
replied through letter dated 28-06-
2018, “Petitioner is not in possession 
of any draft PPA with it. The draft PPA 
is with the respondents only. 
Therefore, if the Hon’ble Commission 
opines that the draft PPA is necessary 
for adjudication of the present 
petition, the Hon’ble Commission may 
direct the Respondents for production 
of draft PPA at the time of hearing.” 
This response of GGPL, to say the least, 
is amusing and raise the question 
whether the respondent – TSSPDCL – is 
interested in procuring power from 
this plant. It is also to be noted that 
from the present information made 
available on the website of the 
Commission counter filed by TSSPDCL 
is not included and it may be that it has 
not filed any counter. This makes it 
imperative to find whether TSSPDCL is 
interested in procuring power from 
this plant.  
If TSSPDCL is not inclined to procure 
power from this plant this exercise of 
determining tariff of this mini hydel 
power plant will be infructuous. As 
such this petition may be set aside. 

The objector seems to have no in-depth 
understanding of previous happenings in the past.   
Initially, after the formation of TSERC, a PPA was 
signed between GPPL and TSSPDCL  
Ltr No CGM (comml & RAC)/SE(IPC-1)/F. Gayatri 
Mini./DNo.1358/16 Dt.20.10.2016 which clearly 
shows the respondents inclination to have a PPA with 
GPPL. Later on, the Hon’ble Commission vide its 
letterno.TSERC/Secy/Acc/F.No.T-
55/D.No.478/17,Dt. 19.08.2017 has pointed out that 
provision for Auxiliary consumption was not 
incorporated in the already signed PPA between 
GPPL & TSSPDCL and hence directed TSSPDCL to sign 
the PPA afresh with due incorporation of Auxl 
consumption clause. 
Further TSSPDCL has asked GPL to come forward 
again to sign PPA with the amendments to the earlier 
PPA . 
Basing on directions it has received from Hon’ble 
Commission vide Letter No.T-55/JD(Law)-1 
D.No.622, Dt.17.10.2017, TSSPDCL informed GPPL 
that the Hon’ble commission has accorded its in-
principal consent to the PPA without determination 
of tariff, and TSSPDCL clearly mentioned its 
inclination to sign the final PPA once the tariff is 
determined by the hon’ble commission. vide Lt No 
CGM (comml & RAC)/SE(IPC-1)/F. Gayatri 
Mini./DNo.1116/17 Dt.08.11.2017. 
 
The above letter dated 17.10.2017 of the TSERC was 
not marked to us, hence we don’t know the content 
of the direction the TSSPDCL received from TSERC in 
the 17th October 2017 letter. This letter copy is 
available only either with TSSDPCL or TSERC JD(Law). 
 
 
How can the objector blame GPPL and says to set 
aside the petition which is totally made without 
knowing the facts and not gathering full information. 



2. In this context it is instructive to note 
para 5 of the Agreement between Non-
Conventional Energy Development 
Corporation of AP Limited (NEDCAP) 
and GPPL dated 24-07-2010, “The 
company shall abide by the 
requisitions of the Andhra Pradesh 
Electricity Regulatory Commission 
(APERC). The proceedings issued by 
the APERC shall be followed. The 
developer shall approach APERC for 
obtaining license/exemption from 
obtaining license for supply/use of 
power. In the event of APERC 
disallowing captive consumption or 
the third party sale, the developer shall 
be required to enter in to Power 
Purchase Agreement (PPA) with 
concerned DISCOM as per the 
Electricity Act 2003.  
The NEDCAP cannot guarantee either 
the power purchase price or the 
DISCOM entering into PPA as these are 
dependent upon the power supply 
position in the state at a given point of 
time and requirement of power by 
concerned DISCOM.  
The developer will be proceeding at 
his own risk with regard to either 
regulatory clearance for supply license 
or power purchase agreement with 
the concerned DISCOM.” From this 
extract it is clear that this mini hydel 
plant is primarily meant for captive 
consumption or third party sale, and 
in case the APERC did not allow this 
GPPL may try for PPA with the 
DISCOM. As GPPL is already selling 
power though power exchanges this 
PPA is not needed. 

Prior to formation of Telangana, the APERC was 
having the jurisdiction on the then APCPDCL for 
signing of the PPAs. In 2011, we have approached the 
APCPDCL for signing the draft PPA (which was 
suggested by the then APERC).  
 
The same kind of intransigency continues unabated 
even after our project achieving COD in October 2014 
and since we having invested huge amount of our 
hard-earned money in the fully constructed power 
project, started selling the generated power from our 
plant in IEX itself for mere survival and cannot afford 
to kept the plant idle or impress upon the APCPDCL 
then. 
 
The Objector shall pay attention to understand our 
predicament we were subjected to ever since the 
time of project execution and our imperativeness 
and thrusted condition to sell the power in power 
exchange. In fact, since the plant is located in 
Suryapeta town vicinity, it is also convenient for us to 
prefer to sell power to TSSDPCL but not in the 
exchange, where in there are various other forced 
additional costs to be met.  

3. Notwithstanding the above, from the 
present proceedings it is clear that 
GPPL is not in a position to submit 
draft PPA and TSSPDCL is not 
interested in placing the draft PPA 
before the Commission. Without PPA 
the tariff fixing exercise will be of no 
use as the same is not going to be 

In the year 2017 a revised draft PPA duly 
incorporating the auxiliary consumption clause was 
signed by both the parties of the agreement and 
same is very much resting with the Hon’ble 
commission in the in the month of October 2017 
itself.  
* Lt No CGM (comml & RAC)/SE(IPC-1)/F. Gayatri 
Mini./DNo.1116/17 Dt.08.11.2017. 



procured by the DISCOM. As such the 
petition requesting the Commission to 
determine tariff shall be dismissed. 

As seen from the above letter it can be construed 
that both the parties (I.e., TSSPDCL & GPPL) are have 
keen interest in entering into a final PPA once the 
much-awaited Project Specific tariff is determined & 
finalized by the Hon’ble Commission. The only 
hindrance for not having the final signed PPA is 
because of fixation of Tariff by the Commission. 
Therefore, the Objector’s contention is vague and 
not reasonable in the absence of full awareness of 
the facts happened. 

4. One of the important considerations 
to be taken into account is whether 
the power to be generated by this 
mini hydel power plant is needed in 
the state of Telangana. At present 
Telangana is facing surplus power 
situation. Also, TSDISCOMs have 
already achieved RPPO target as set 
by the Commission. In such power 
surplus situation, there is no need to 
procure power from GPPL’s mini hydel 
power plant. Hence, the present 
petition of GPPL requesting the 
Commission to fix tariff for the said 
power plant may be dismissed. 

Having the In-principle approval of the Commission  
in force to execute the revised PPA, there is no scope 
for rethinking the needs and necessity to purchase 
power from our Mini-Hydel station as there is a 
bounden obligation on both the parties to honor the 
already signed agreement for purchase of power and 
cannot go back. For which we have been 
unflinchingly putting efforts to supply power to 
TSSPDCL from October 2016 onwards.  
So, we personally feel that the Objector should have 
taken into cognizance of the previous historical 
occurrences before making a reasonable and sensible 
criticism on a sensitive issue, but not to make a 
superficial and casual comment of dismissing the 
plant. 

5.1 According to GPPL’s petition CoD of 
the mini hydel plant was achieved on 
22-10-2014. And Draft PPA with 
TSSPDCL for sale of power from this 
plant was executed in October 2016. 
In the normal course signed and 
approved PPA should have been in 
place by time CoD was achieved. But 
in the present case draft PPA was 
signed two years after CoD. In 2014 
when power shortage was there it did 
not supply power to the state through 
a PPA with the concerned DISCOM. 
GPPL might have thought that it could 
profit from power shortage situation 
in the state. But in power surplus 
situation it wants to pass on the 
burden of high cost power from this 
plant on to the DISCOMs in the state 
and in turn on electricity consumers in 
the state.   

The Detailed explanation on this issue was already 
given in elaboration at Point-1 above. The same may 
be perused as a reply for this issue. 

5.2 This becomes obvious from GPPL’s 
letter to the Commission dated 25-09-

Why M/s.GPPL had resorted to Open Access sales 
and what are the circumstances contributed to such 



2017. At Para d) it was submitted by 
GPPL thus, “The generation for the last 
3 years did not yield revenue which is 
not even to break-even level. The 
company is incurring losses for the last 
3 years and company is not getting 
return on investment by the 
promoters. Even if we assume that the 
generation of 6 million KV as per water 
discharge data of DPR, the company 
will not survive at the present tariff 
under open access system.” The 
present petition appears to be an 
attempt on the part of petitioners to 
salvage their company at the cost of 
electricity consumers in the state. In 
the interest of consumers, we request 
the Commission not to impose such 
loss-making power plant on the 
consumers. 

a predicament was already explained in elaboration 
in reply to point-1 above and the same may kindly to 
adopted here as our response to the objection. 
 

The reason why our generation did not yield 
adequate revenue is due to the kind of generation 
procedure which is in place (based on day ahead 
market quantum) and as a result any excess 
generation by over sight would not yield any kind of 
revenue and hence, we had to limit our generation 
and keeping the spare capacity left unutilized. The 
day ahead generation needs are to be predicted a 
day ahead in advance, which involves lot of 
uncertainty in predicting the required generation. 
Thereby are being subjected to huge penalties in the 
form of UI charges and other associated cost which 
are eroding our revenues leaving us in financial 
constraint. In the event of fuller capacity utilization 
of plant, it would definitely give us adequate revenue 
to sustain in the long run without any financial 
difficulty. This is possible only when the TSSPDCL 
starts buy power from our plant, which is eagerly 
awaited by us to happen. 
 

The Objector must understand these facts and 
intricacies. 

6 In the circumstances as put forth in 
the above paragraphs we request the 
Commission to set aside the petition 
filed by GPPL through O.P. No. 57 of 
2018. 

It is too early that the objector is making a haste 
conclusion without going deeper in the facts of 
occurrences.  

 



Replies to TSSPDCL Objection made on 11.12.2020 

Sl.No. Objections of TSSPDCL Replies by GPPL 

1. The CUF may be considered at 30% The CUF at 30% is not really feasible 
considering the location of the project and its 
water availability. The Objector is attempting 
to adopt the Regulation Provisions. 

2. Debt: Equity ratio may be adopted as 70:30 
as per the CERC Regulation. 

In the Tariff calculations already submitted, the 
Debt: Equity ratio adopted is at 70:30 only and 
it has not been deviated from the objector 
suggestion. 
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