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BEFORE THE HARYANA ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION AT PANCHKULA 
 

Case No. HERC/PRO- 29 of 2019 
 

Date of Hearing :                      01.10.2020 
Date of Order :                      06.11.2020 

 
In the Matter of 

Petition filed under Section 62 of the Electricity Act, 2003 for approval of tariff under 

Power Purchase Agreement dated 10.03.2014 read with Haryana Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (Terms and Conditions for determination of Tariff from Renewable 

Energy Sources, Renewable Purchase Obligation and Renewable Energy Certificate) 

Regulations, 2017 and Tariff determination for supply of power by Naraingarh Sugar 

Mills Ltd. during-off crushing season from 25 MW co-generation power projects at 

village- Banodi, Tehsil- Naraingarh, District- Ambala, Haryana. 

Petitioner   M/s. Naraingarh Sugar Mill Ltd. 
 

Respondent   Haryana Power Purchase Centre, Panchkula (HPPC) 
 

Present On behalf of the Petitioner through Video Conferencing 
1. Shri Rahul Anand, Director 

 

Present on behalf of the Respondent through Video Conferencing 
1. Smt. Sonia Madan, Advocate, HPPC 
2. Shri Aditya Grover, Advocate for HAREDA 
 

Quorum 

Shri Pravindra Singh Chauhan Member (in Chair) 
Shri Naresh Sardana  Member 

 
ORDER 

Brief Background of the case 

1. M/s. Naraingarh Sugar Mill Ltd. has filed the present petition for determination of tariff 

for supply of power from 25 MW co-generation power projects at village- Banodi, 

Tehsil- Naraingarh, District- Ambala, Haryana for running the plant on Biomass (other 

than bagasse) during off crushing days for 180 days. The petition has been filed 

under Section 62 of the Electricity Act, 2003 read with Haryana Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (Terms and Conditions for determination of Tariff from Renewable 

Energy Sources, Renewable Purchase Obligation and Renewable Energy Certificate) 

Regulations, 2017 (hereinafter referred to as “HERC RE Regulations, 2017”). 



 

Page 2 of 66 
 

2. The Respondent (HPPC) has submitted that an appeal has been filed before Hon’ble 

Appellate Tribunal for Electricity against the Order of the Commission dated 

10.01.2019 (Case No. HERC/PRO-42 of 2018), vide DFR No. 1687 of 2019. 

Therefore, the present petition for determination of tariff filed pursuant to the ibid 

Order of the Commission may be kept in abeyance till the appeal bearing DFR No. 

1687 of 2019 is decided. 

3. After holding preliminary hearing in the matter, the Commission, vide its Order dated 

11.12.2019, decided that notwithstanding the matter pending in Hon’ble Appellate 

Tribunal for Electricity, the Commission can proceed with determination of tariff 

subject to any order/directions that shall be passed by the Hon’ble APTEL in the ibid 

appeal. The Commission observes that tariff for generation of electricity during 

crushing season has already been determined in terms of PPA dated 10.03.2014. 

Further, during off crushing season, when the generator is allowed to run primarily on 

paddy straw as the fuel in terms of the Commission’s Memo no. 385-386/HERC/Tariff 

dated 11.12.2019. The Commission further allowed the request of the Petitioner to 

file revised petition on the basis of paddy straw as the primary fuel.  

4. Pursuant to the Order of the Commission dated 11.12.2019, the Petitioner filed 

revised petition, on an affidavit dated 02.03.2020. The petitioner has submitted is as 

under:-  

a) That the Commission in its Order dated 10.01.2019 (HERC/PRO-42 of 2018) had 

ordered as under:- 

“In view of the consent already accorded by HPPC to the Generator for 

purchase of power from its generating station with biomass as the fuel, it is ordered 

that the tariff shall be decided on the separate petition to be filed by Generators 

under section 62 of the Electricity Act, 2003, in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the 

main PPA dated 120.03.2014, entered into between the parties.  The tariff petition 

shall include DPR approved by HAREDA and all other relevant documents to arrive 

at the reasonable incremental capital cost to be incurred on running with biomass as 

the fuel, if any, and all other tariff components. However, as the power has already 

started flowing to the DISCOMs and the tariff determination is a long exercise 

including public proceedings, the Commission as an interim measure, approves that 

till the time final tariff is determined by the Commission upon filing of the requisite 

application by the Generator, the interim tariff shall be APPC for the power generated 

using biomass as fuel and injected into the grid subject to adjustments vis-à-vis the 

final tariff determined by the Commission.”  
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b) That, while deciding the Review Petition No. HERC/RA-4 of 2019, the Commission in 

its Order dated 26.03.2019, had decided as under:- 

“a) Filing of tariff petition by NSML in terms of the Power Purchase Agreement 

dated 10.03.2014 (hereinafter referred to as “PPA”):- 

The Commission has addressed the issue in length at para 11 in its Impugned Order 

dated 10.01.2019. The same is reproduced as under:- 

“The Commission has further taken note of the clause 2.1.1 of the main PPA dated 

10.03.2014, entered into between the parties, as under:- 

“………The fuel (biomass mix/bagasse) cost (Rs/kWH) decided by the Commission 

shall be subject to the cap of twice (2 times) the fuel cost (Rs./kWH) approved by the 

Commission for thermal power generation of HPGCL in Haryana. Beyond which the 

HPPC/Discoms shall be under no obligation to purchase power from the company. In 

such an event, the Company shall have the right to sell the entire power generated 

by them to a third party including offering power to the Discoms at the average pool 

power cost (APPC) as determined by the Commission, selling power through the 

power exchange etc.” 

In view of the consent already accorded by HPPC to the Generator for purchase of 

power from its generating station with biomass as the fuel, it is ordered that the tariff 

shall be decided on the separate petition to be filed by Generators under section 62 

of the Electricity Act, 2003, in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the main PPA dated 

120.03.2014, entered into between the parties.  The tariff petition shall include DPR 

approved by HAREDA and all other relevant documents to arrive at the reasonable 

incremental capital cost to be incurred on running with biomass as the fuel, if any, 

and all other tariff components. However, as the power has already started flowing to 

the DISCOMs and the tariff determination is a long exercise including public 

proceedings, the Commission as an interim measure, approves that till the time final 

tariff is determined by the Commission upon filing of the requisite application by the 

Generator, the interim tariff shall be APPC for the power generated using biomass as 

fuel and injected into the grid subject to adjustments vis-à-vis the final tariff 

determined by the Commission. “ 

The Commission observes that the review petitioner has prayed that clause j of 

Regulation clause no. 6(1) prohibits any project specific tariff determination of 

Biomass project based on Rankine Cycle Technology. The Review Petitioner 

therefore seeks that generic tariff determined under the RE regulations shall be 

available to it. However, the Commission observes that Proviso to Regulation Clause 
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No. 36 of HERC RE Regulations, 2017 appropriately address the current scenario of 

generation and sale of power by bagasse based co-generation projects using 

biomass as fuel using non-crushing season as under:- 

“Provided that the bagasse based co-generation projects, selling power to the 

Discoms under PPA approved by the Commission, shall be permitted to use biomass 

as fuel during the non-cane crushing season. In such cases the generators can 

approach the Commission for determination of tariff for the power generated 

using biomass as fuel. The HPPC shall not refuse purchase of such power without 

the prior approval of the Commission.“   

Further, the Commission also observes that there is merit in the submission of the 

Respondent (HPPC) that “allowing generic tariff for the whole project would mean 

that the capacity charges would be recovered twice by the Petitioner. Thus, the 

contention of the Petitioner that it should be allowed generic tariff for the entire 

project in terms of RE Regulations, 2017 is illegal, unjust and unreasonable.“ 

The Commission observes that the Commission, in the HERC RE Regulations, 2017, 

has not determined generic tariff for a plant, which run on Bagasse as the fuel source 

for some months of the year and on other Biomass as the fuel source for some other 

months of the year. Rather, generic tariff was fixed in the RE Regulations, 2017, for 

biomass based power project running on the same fuel source throughout the year.  

In view of the above submissions & discussions, the Commission is of the 

considered opinion that the issue raised is liable to be rejected as being devoid 

of merit and also beyond the scope of review jurisdiction of this Commission.”       

c) That as per DPR approved by HREDA, the feasibility of the plant is with 330 days of 

operation and sale of power. These 330 days include 150 days during crushing 

season and 180 days during off crushing season.  

d) That the plant is scheduled to be operated on bagasse during crushing days and on 

various paddy straw fuel during off crushing days. The off-crushing fuel will be 

sourced from paddy residue during crop days. 

e) That there have been fluctuations in availability of sugar cane in the crushing season. 

Therefore, depending upon the availability of cane, the number of running days i.e. 

crop days are arrived. However historical crushing data indicates that, the crop days 

has been lesser than 150 days. There has been variation in quantity of cane received 

in the last years. In case previous trend continues, there will always be less than 53% 

PLF which is required to recover full fixed cost in the year. Therefore, it is requested 

to consider and allow recovery of balance fixed cost components which could not be 
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recovered due to less PLF than 53% during crushing season in year, due to less 

crushing availability of bagasse. 

f) That during off-crushing season, apart from power plant O&M, additional operation 

and maintenance expenditure will be incurred in collecting, transporting and 

processing of paddy residue for final combustion in the boiler for power generation. 

The Petitioner has arranged to get the work of collection, transportation and 

processing of paddy residue done by engaging third party on rate contract basis. 

Therefore, fuel cost, additional O&M and working capital components for 180 days of 

off-season operation, as decided by the Commission in its Order dated 20.12.2019 in 

suo-moto petition no. HERC/PRO-53 of 2019, may be considered. 

g) That working capital will also be required to arrange for purchase, collection, 

transportation and processing of paddy residue for firing in the boiler.  

h) That HERC RE Regulations, 2017, provides that annual fixed cost (AFC) of a 

Generating Entity shall consist of the following components:- 

(a) Return on Equity (ROE) 

(b) Depreciation 

(c) Operation and Maintenance expenses. 

(d) Interest on loan  

(e) Interest of working Capital  

However, in case the plant is allowed and scheduled  and  achieves  around 53% of 

PLF during crop days, then  ROE, Depreciation,  and interest on loan is expected to 

be recovered fully as related to original plant during crushing season. However, 

operation during off season will require expenditure on O&M and working capital 

additionally. Petitioner, therefore prays and submits for recovery of only additional 

O&M and Interest of Working capital required during off season operation.  

i) O&M Expenses 

That the Commission has specified Normative Operation and Maintenance expenses 

in HERC RE 2017 for Biomass based Power Plant as  under : 

 “34. Operation and Maintenance Expenses.– 

(1) Normative O&M expenses for the first year of the Control period (i.e. FY 2017-18) 

shall be Rs. 0.40 Crore /MW. 

(2) Normative O&M expenses allowed at the commencement of the Control Period 

(i.e. FY 2017-18) under these Regulations shall be escalated at the rate of 5.72% 

per annum.” 

The Commission, in its Order dated 20.12.2019, in suo moto petition no. 

HERC/PRO-53 of 2019, has taken the same values for arriving at O&M expenses. 
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The actual expenses to be incurred under the head of O&M expenses will comprise 

of expenses like Employees Expenses, Repairs and Maintenance, Administrative 

and General Expenses, etc. This will increase  in off-crushing season as compared to 

crushing season, as those facilities which are run by manning from sugar plant will be  

required for running the power plant only.  

Apart from the above additional activities of O&M in paddy residue handling, 

maintenance of boiler and its associated auxiliaries will also be required against 

increased wear and tear of the plant and equipment. Therefore, the actual O&M for 

off crop season requirement will be much more than normative.  

Accordingly, O&M expenses for the Petitioner, for entire useful life of 180 days of off 

crushing days shall be as under:- 

Year No. Year Total O&M Expenditure (Rs. in Million) 

1 2017-18 100.00 

2 2018-19 105.72 

3 2019-20 111.76 

4 2020-21 118.16 

5 2021-22 124.92 

6 2022-23 132.06 

7 2023-24 139.61 

8 2024-25 147.60 

9 2025-26 156.04 

10 2026-27 164.97 

11 2027-28 174.41 

12 2028-29 184.38 

13 2029-30 194.93 

14 2030-31 206.08 

15 2031-32 217.87 

16 2032-33 230.33 

17 2033-34 243.50 

18 2034-35 257.43 

19 2035-36 272.16 

20 2036-37 287.73 

 
j) Depreciation 

That the Depreciation has been calculated as per HERC RE 2017, which provides as 

under:- 

“14. Depreciation. – 
(1)  The value base for the purpose of depreciation shall be the Capital Cost of the 
asset admitted by the Commission. The salvage value of the asset shall be 
considered as 10%. 
(2)  Depreciation  per  annum  shall  be   based  on  ‘Differential  Depreciation 
Approach’ over loan tenure and period beyond loan tenure over useful life computed 
on ‘Straight Line Method’. The depreciation rate for the first 13 years of the Tariff 
Period shall be 5.38% per annum and the remaining depreciation shall be spread 
over the remaining useful life of the project from 14th year onwards. 
(3) Depreciation shall be chargeable from the first year of commercial operation. 
Provided that in case of commercial operation of the asset for part of the year, 
depreciation shall be charged on pro rata basis.” 
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In case of Petitioner, the entire depreciation is recoverable during 150 days operation 

in crushing season. Accordingly, depreciation is calculated for useful life of 20 years 

recoverable during crop season operation. 

The recovery of above depreciation during crushing season will depend upon, where 

PLF has been achieved up to 53% or not. Therefore, in case of less PLF than 53%, 

the depreciation recoverable will be proportional. Petitioner therefore requests the 

Commission to allow recovery of balance depreciation during the financial year 

during off season operation. The Petitioner will not claim any other deprecation than 

the balance of crushing days.  

k) Requirement of Loan and Equity 

As per Regulation clause no. 15 of the HERC RE Regulations, 2017, the return on 

equity is calculated as under: 

“15. Return on Equity. – 
(1)      The value base for the equity shall lower of the two either 30% of the capital 
cost or actual equity (in case of project specific tariff determination) as determined 
under Regulation. 
(2) The normative Return on Equity shall be as under:- 

a) 14% per annum calculated on normative Equity Capital. 
b) MAT/Corporate Tax applicable shall be considered as pass through. 

Provided that the applicable MAT / Corporate Tax shall be separately invoiced as per 
the actual paid at the rate as declared by the Income Tax Department. The 
Generator shall raise the bill for reimbursement of MAT / Corporate Tax applicable on 
Return on Equity in 12 equal instalments which shall be payable by the 
beneficiaries.” 
 

However, in case of Petitioner, the equity is only around 10%. The recovery of above 

ROE during crushing season will depend upon, where PLF has been achieved up to 

53% or not. Therefore, in case of less PLF than 53%, the ROE recoverable will be   

proportional. Petitioner therefore requests Commission to allow recovery of balance 

ROE of the financial year during off crushing year. The petitioner will not claim any 

other ROE than the balance of crushing days. Moreover, applicable MAT/Corporate 

tax shall be separately invoiced as per the actual paid at the rate as declared by the 

Income Tax. 

l) Interest on working capital 

The provision of HERC RE Regulations, 2017 regarding Interest on working capital 

for paddy residue based Plant, is as under: 
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“16. Interest on Working Capital. – 
(1) The Working Capital requirement in respect of wind energy projects, small hydro 
power, solar PV and Solar thermal power projects and Processed Municipal Solid 
Waste (WtE) projects shall be computed in accordance with the following: - 
a)  Operation & Maintenance expenses for one month; 
b) Receivables equivalent to 2 (two) months of fixed and energy charges for sale of 
electricity calculated on the normative CUF/ PLF; 
c) Maintenance spare @ 15% of operation and maintenance expenses. 
(2) The Working Capital requirement in respect of biomass power projects (Rankine 
Cycle Technology), Biomass Gasifier / Bio gas-based projects and bagasse / non-
fossil fuel-based co-generation projects shall be computed as under: - 
a)  Fuel costs for four months at normative PLF; 
b) Operation & Maintenance expense for one month; 
c) Receivables equivalent to 2 (Two) months of fixed and variable charges for sale of 
electricity calculated on the normative PLF; 
d) Maintenance spare @ 15% of operation and maintenance expenses. 
(3)  Interest on Working Capital, for the purpose of tariff determination, shall be 
computed at the average Marginal Cost off based on lending rate (MCLR) (one year 
tenor) of SBI prevailing during the last available six months plus an appropriate 
margin not exceeding 200 basis points i.e. 2%.” 
 

However, in Annexure – A of HERC Order dated 20.12.2019 in suo-moto petition no. 

HERC/PRO-53 of 2019, the Commission has taken fuel cost for six months in case of 

paddy residue (single fuel based firing). Accordingly, the Petitioner has taken six 

months fuel cost for running the plant on paddy residue. 

Further, the paddy residue cost will be continuously increasing. The increase in 

prices of biomass has substantial impact on certain components considered in the 

computation of working capital and resultantly the interest on working capital will 

increase on year after year. The interest rate of working capital has been taken at 

9.13% as provided in the Regulations. However, MCLR will be changing on year to 

year basis, which has impact on allowed interest on working capital. Apart from this 

in case of less PLF than 53%, the Interest on working capital recoverable will be 

proportional. Therefore, the petitioner has requested to allow recovery of balance 

interest of working capital requirement in crushing season of the financial year (if 

any) during off crushing year component and interest on working capital required 

during off-crushing days. 

m) Summary of Fixed Cost for off Crushing season 

Thus, apart from unrecovered part of fixed charges as detailed above, following 

additional fixed cost will be required. Commission is therefore requested to approve 

the same:  
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Sr 

No  

Year  

O&M 

Expense

s  (Rs)  

Interest 

on 

Working 

Capital  

Fixed 

Cost  

Generat

ion 

(Million 

Units) 

Auxiliar

y Cons 

(%) 

 

Generation 

(Ex-bus 

Mllion 

Units) 

 Fixed cost  

   All figures Rs ( Million) (Rs/kWh) 

1 2017-18 100.000 22.3039 122.304 70.2 10.00% 63.18 1.936 

2 2018-19 105.720 18.9400 124.660 86.4 10.00% 77.76 1.603 

3 2019-20 111.767 19.9171 131.684 86.4 10.00% 77.76 1.693 

4 2020-21 118.160 20.9428 139.103 86.4 10.00% 77.76 1.789 

5 2021-22 124.919 22.0215 146.940 86.4 10.00% 77.76 1.890 

6 2022-23 132.064 23.1559 155.220 86.4 10.00% 77.76 1.996 

7 2023-24 139.618 24.3490 163.967 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.109 

8 2024-25 147.605 25.6037 173.208 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.227 

9 2025-26 156.048 26.9233 182.971 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.353 

10 2026-27 164.974 28.3112 193.284 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.486 

11 2027-28 174.410 29.7708 204.180 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.626 

12 2028-29 184.386 31.3059 215.692 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.774 

13 2029-30 194.933 32.9204 227.853 86.4 10.00% 77.76 2.930 

14 2030-31 206.083 34.6185 240.701 86.4 10.00% 77.76 3.095 

15 2031-32 217.871 36.4044 254.275 86.4 10.00% 77.76 3.270 

16 2032-33 230.334 38.2828 268.616 86.4 10.00% 77.76 3.454 

17 2033-34 243.509 40.2585 283.767 86.4 10.00% 77.76 3.649 

18 2034-35 257.437 42.3364 299.773 86.4 10.00% 77.76 3.855 

19 2035-36 272.163 44.5220 316.684 86.4 10.00% 77.76 4.073 

20 2036-37 287.731 46.8208 334.551 86.4 10.00% 77.76 4.302 

 

The Petitioner has requested to allow, above components of additional fixed for off 

crop days operation of 180 days.  

n) Variable Cost during off crushing season. 

A) Station Heat Rate 

In this regard it is to submit that Regulation 33 of above regulations is applicable for 

off crop season operation of the plant. The reverent provision of heat rate for paddy 

residue plant is as under:  

“33.  Station Heat Rate:- 

The Station Heat Rate for biomass power projects shall be 4126 kCal/kWh and 

4063Kcal/kWh for projects equipped with travelling grate boiler and AFBC boiler 

respectively.” 

The Petitioner has submitted that accordingly, applicable SHR for station during off 

crop season is 4063kcal/kwh. 

B) Plant Load Factor (PLF)  

As per Regulation clause 41 of HERC RE Regulations, 2017, the provision of target 

PLF for full fixed cost recovery is as under:  
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“41.  Plant Load Factor:- 
(1)       For the purpose of determining fixed charge, the plant load factor for non- 
fossil fuel-based cogeneration projects shall be computed on the basis of plant 
availability for number of operating days considering operations during crushing 
season and off-season as specified under sub-regulation (2) below and load factor 
of 92%. 
(2)   The number of operating days shall be 150 days (crushing)+ 60 days (off- 
season) =210 days operating days and the Plant Load Factor shall be 53%.” 
 

However as per DPR approved by HAREDA, the off crop operation days are 180 

days. Therefore, the variable cost parameters have been worked out accordingly as 

under:  

The parameters for off crop days are to decide for paddy residue based generation 

as per following provision:  

“31. Plant Load Factor. – 
(1)  Threshold Plant Load Factor for determining fixed charge component of 
Tariff shall be as under:- 
1. 1st Year of Operation including stabilization:  65% 
2. From 2nd Year onwards: 80 %. 

 

C) Auxiliary Power Consumption (APC) for off crop Season  

The % auxiliary power consumption will be as per following provision of 2017 

Regulations: 

“32.       Auxiliary Energy Consumption.– 
The auxiliary energy consumption shall be 10% in the case of projects equipped with 
water cooled condenser and 12% for air cooled condenser, for the purpose of tariff 
determination.” 
 
The Petitioner has submitted that accordingly, applicable APC for station during off 

crop season is 10%. 

D) Gross Generation & Net Generation has been tabulated as under:- 

Sr No Yr 
Plant Capacity 
(MW) 

PLF(%) Gross 
Generation 
(MU) 

Auxiliary 
consumption 
(%) 

Auxialiry 
consumption 
(MU) 

Net 
Generation 
(MU) 

1 2017-18 25 65 70.2 10 7.02 63.18 
2 2018-19 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
3 2019-20 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
4 2020-21 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
5 2021-22 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
6 2022-23 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
7 2023-24 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
8 2024-25 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
9 2025-26 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
10 2026-27 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
11 2027-28 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
12 2028-29 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
13 2029-30 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
14 2030-31 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
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Sr No Yr 
Plant Capacity 
(MW) 

PLF(%) Gross 
Generation 
(MU) 

Auxiliary 
consumption 
(%) 

Auxialiry 
consumption 
(MU) 

Net 
Generation 
(MU) 

15 2031-32 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
16 2032-33 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
17 2033-34 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
18 2034-35 25 80 70.2 10 8.64 77.76 
19 2035-36 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 
20 2036-37 25 80 86.4 10 8.64 77.76 

 

E) Fuel consumption for off crop days: 

Sr 
No 

Year Paddy residue @ 180 days operation 
with 4063kcal/kwh SHR and GCV of 
fuel @3100kcal/kg (MT) 

Total Fuel cost Rs Crore @5% Escalation 
@Rs3270 (Rs in million)  

1 2017-18 92007.290 300.864 
2 2018-19 113239.742 388.809 
3 2019-20 113239.742 408.249 
4 2020-21 113239.742 428.662 
5 2021-22 113239.742 450.095 
6 2022-23 113239.742 472.599 
7 2023-24 113239.742 496.229 
8 2024-25 113239.742 521.041 
9 2025-26 113239.742 547.093 
10 2026-27 113239.742 574.447 
11 2027-28 113239.742 603.170 
12 2028-29 113239.742 633.328 
13 2029-30 113239.742 664.995 
14 2030-31 113239.742 698.244 
15 2031-32 113239.742 733.157 
16 2032-33 113239.742 769.815 
17 2033-34 113239.742 808.305 
18 2034-35 113239.742 848.721 
19 2035-36 113239.742 891.157 
20 2036-37 113239.742 935.714 

 

F) Projected Fuel Cost:- 

Fuel Cost for FY 2019-20 has been calculated as per HERC RE Regulations 2017 by 

considering heat rate of 4200 kCal/kWh @ Normative PLF. The subsequent year fuel 

cost has been taken @ 5% additional of previous year. The detailed calculation of fuel 

cost  is as under:- 

Sr  Year  Generati
on (Ex-
bus 
Mllion 
Units) 

Station 
Heat Rate 
(Kcal/kWh) 

Calorific 
Value of 
fuel(Kcal/
Kg) 

Fuel 
Consumptio
n (MT)  

Cost of fuel 
per MT ` 

Total Cost 
of fuel (Rs 
Million) 

Fuel Cost 
(Rs/kWh) 

1 2017-18 63.180 4063.000 3100.000 92007.290 3270.000 300.864 4.762 
2 2018-19 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 3433.500 388.809 5.000 

3 2019-20 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 3605.61 408.298 5.251 

4 2020-21 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 3785.891 428.713 5.513 
5 2021-22 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 3975.185 450.148 5.789 

6 2022-23 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 4173.944 472.656 6.078 
7 2023-24 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 4382.641 496.298 6.382 

8 2024-25 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 4601.774 521.103 6.701 
9 2025-26 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 4831.862 547.158 7.037 

10 2026-27 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 5073.455 574.516 7.388 
11 2027-28 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 5327.128 603.242 7.758 

12 2028-29 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 5593.485 633.404 8.146 

13 2029-30 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 5873.159 665.075 8.553 
14 2030-31 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 6166.817 698.328 8.981 

15 2031-32 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 6475.158 733.245 9.430 
16 2032-33 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 6798.915 769.907 9.901 

17 2033-34 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 7138.861 808.402 10.396 
18 2034-35 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 7495.804 848.822 10.916 

19 2035-36 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 7870.594 891.264 11.462 
20 2036-37 77.760 4063.000 3100.000 113239.742 8264.124 935.827 12.035 
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The charges have been arrived at for entire useful life and PPA duration, as per 

provisions of Regulations for water cooled condenser based Rankine Cycle Paddy 

residue plant. Further, as per HERC Order dated 20.12.2019 (HERC/PRO-53 of 

2019), the cost to be recovered on year to year basis will be levelized fixed cost per 

unit plus variable charges as per actual. The relevant part of the Commission’s Order 

is reproduced as under:- 

“23. In order to arrive at the levellised tariff, the discounting factor as worked out 

earlier i.e. 11.29 % has been used in the present Order.  

Additionally, the Commission has kept in mind the following provision of regulation 38 

of the HERC Regulation in vogue. 

 

 “the Commission, for biomass / bagasse-based power project, both existing and to 

be set up, may consider two-part tariff wherein the fixed cost shall be the levelised 

tariff already determined for the existing projects and the fuel cost shall be as 

determined on a year to year basis so that the issue of fuel cost and escalation there 

to is addressed.  

 

With an objective to utilize and thereby prevent burning of paddy straw / stubble in 

the farms, the Commission would like to promote use of the same in the power 

projects. Hence, while determining fuel cost / GCV on a year to year basis applicable 

for the existing as well as to be commissioned biomass / bagasse power projects, 

appropriate price weightage could be considered. HAREDA may provide the relevant 

data collected from the field for consideration of the Commission. However, the 

details of usage of paddy straw / stubble shall be certified by the IPPs and verified by 

HPPC based on the data emanating from the local authorities concerned.  

 

Further, given the single fuel-based generation for paddy straw / stubble-based 

power projects in Haryana, working capital norms shall be accordingly determined”. 

 

 

Accordingly, final tariff has been calculated considering fixed levelized tariff over 

useful life and variable charges as per actual projected, as per Regulations. 

Accordingly, tariff for off crop seas has been worked out for entire useful life as 

under:- 
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Sr  Year  a. Fixed Cost 
(Rs/kWh) 

b. Levelised Fixed 
Cost (Rs/kWh) 

c. Fuel Cost 
(Rs/kWh) 

D (b+c) Total 
(Rs/kWh) 

1 2017-18 1.936 2.27 4.762 7.034 
2 2018-19 1.603 2.27 5.000 7.272 
3 2019-20 1.693 2.27 5.251 7.523 
4 2020-21 1.789 2.27 5.513 7.785 
5 2021-22 1.890 2.27 5.789 8.061 
6 2022-23 1.996 2.27 6.078 8.351 
7 2023-24 2.109 2.27 6.382 8.655 
8 2024-25 2.227 2.27 6.701 8.974 
9 2025-26 2.353 2.27 7.037 9.309 
10 2026-27 2.486 2.27 7.388 9.661 
11 2027-28 2.626 2.27 7.758 10.030 
12 2028-29 2.774 2.27 8.146 10.418 
13 2029-30 2.930 2.27 8.553 10.825 
14 2030-31 3.095 2.27 8.981 11.253 
15 2031-32 3.270 2.27 9.430 11.702 
16 2032-33 3.454 2.27 9.901 12.173 
17 2033-34 3.649 2.27 10.396 12.668 
18 2034-35 3.855 2.27 10.916 13.188 
19 2035-36 4.073 2.27 11.462 13.734 
20 2036-37 4.302 2.27 12.035 14.307 

 

o) Following prayers has been made:- 

a) To admit this revised petition as additional submission to Petition 

HERC/PRO-29 of 2019;  

b) To condone any inadvertent errors and allow the Petitioner to rectify the 

same; 

c) To approve the tariff for 20 years from the date of COD of the plant;  

d) To allow recovery of Balance Fixed Charges in off season operation due to 

less PLF in crop days;  

e) To relax the HERC Renewable Energy   Regulation-2017 where necessary in 

the facts and circumstances of the instant case;  

f) To permit the Petitioner to allow further submissions, addition and alteration 

to this Petition as may be necessary from time to time; and 

g) To allow recovery of additional expenditure for the period FY 2017-18, 2018-

19 & 2019-20 along with carrying cost under recovered due to difference 

arising out of issuing tariff order after disposing of present petition; 

h) Direct HPPC to allow to operate the plant and purchase the Energy at  the 

PLF level both in Season and  off Season not less than the threshold of    

viability  of the project and  Petitioner’s  ability of servicing the  availed loan 

without default ; and 
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i) Pass any other order as Commission may deem fit and appropriate under the 

circumstances of the case and in the interest of justice. 

Proceedings in the case 

5. The revised petition filed by the Petitioner, pursuant to the Order of the Commission 

dated 11.12.2019, was heard on 11.02.2020, 14.07.2020, 01.09.2020, 15.09.2020 & 

01.10.2020. The Commission vide its Interim Order dated 14.07.2020, directed the 

Petitioner to provide certain additional information with copy to the Respondent. The 

Commission received additional information/reply/rejoinder from the Petitioner, HPPC 

& HAREDA, from time to time. Accordingly, the case was finally heard on 

01.10.2020, wherein the Commission heard the arguments of all the parties at length 

and directed the Petitioner to file written submissions within one week. HPPC was 

also directed to file written submissions, if any. 

6. HPPC filed its reply on affidavit dated 08.05.2020 to the revised petition filed by the 

Petitioner, submitting as under:- 

a) That the Petitioner has already been allowed generic tariff for bagasse based co-

generation plant during the crushing season. However, now the Petitioner has 

approached this commission for determination of tariff for use of biomass/paddy 

straw for generation during off-season. This may lead to duplication of various 

expenditures in tariff. The tariff, as such, shall be determined by the commission 

afresh for the entire year keeping in consideration the yearly generation. The 

Petitioner shall be directed to submit all relevant details for the yearly generation to 

determine uniform tariff. This shall ensure there is no unjust or excess recovery by 

the generator at the cost of consumers. The instant petition, therefore, shall not be 

adjudicated upon in its present form.   

b) That the present Petition is untenable in the present form as the Petitioner has failed 

to submit any relevant documents. No bills, invoices, statement of accounts or any 

other such documentary proof of the cost being incurred by the Petitioner has been 

attached with the present petition. The Project Specific Tariff under ibid section of 

Electricity Act, 2003 can be exercised once the actual parameters are available and 

filed before this Commission. The HERC RE Regulations, 2017 categorically 

provides that the petition of determination of tariff should be accompanied with 

information in prescribed forms along with operational details, site specific aspects, 

premises for capital cost and financing plan etc. as the parameters defined in 
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Regulations are only ceiling/limiting parameters. However, in the instant case the 

Petitioner has not filed the details of the plant parameters and actual cost 

components to enable effective determination of tariff. Thus, the present Petition is 

liable to be dismissed being devoid of any specific details.  

c) That it has been submitted by the Petitioner that the feasibility of the plant is 330 

days of operation and sale of power. The same has been stated relying on the DPR. 

These 330 days, as stated by the Petitioner, include 150 days of crushing season 

and 180 days of off-crushing season. In this regard, it is submitted that the Petitioner 

has annexed a DPR prepared by MITCON Consultancy & Engineering Services Ltd. 

As per the said DPR, as can be culled from Table 3.1 of the DPR, the number of 

days for off season operation has been mentioned as 190 days. The same has been 

divided as – (a) 31 days on saved bagasse; (b) 55 days on coal and; (c) 104 days on 

biomass. In this regard it is submitted that on taking into account the industrial 

practice, it can be seen that the off-crushing season lasts for 150 to 180 days. Even 

by taking into account the DPR prepared, on analysis of Sugar Mill, the days of off-

crushing comes out to be 159 days (i.e. 55 days on coal + 104 on biomass). 

Therefore, it is apparent that as per DPR itself the average off-crushing season 

comes to be 159 days and not 180 days. Further, for the generation from bagasse, 

the Petitioner is already getting a generic tariff applicable to co-generation based 

projects commissioned during FY 2017-18. HERC RE Regulations, 2017 (Chapter 7, 

Regulation 41) provides that the crushing season is 210 days in a year. Therefore, as 

per RE Regulations, 2017, off-season period for bagasse based co-generation plant 

of the Petitioner comes out to 155 days only. Therefore, it is submitted that the tariff 

is to be determined for 155 days for off-crushing season and not 180 days as has 

been sought by the Petitioner. 

d) That the Petitioner has further requested the Commission to consider and allow 

recovery of balance fixed cost components which could not be recovered due to less 

PLF than 53% during crushing season. In this regard, it is submitted that if the PLF is 

less than 53%, the same shows the inadequacies in management and poor planning 

of the Sugar Mill. By seeking to recover the balance fixed cost component due to less 

than 53% PLF during off-crushing season would result in burdening the consumers 
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with excess cost which is against public interest, that too solely due to inadequacies 

on the part of the Petitioner Sugar Mill. Thus, the recovery of the same, as against 

the off-crushing season, cannot be permitted as it would amount to undue 

enrichment of the applicant at the costs of the consumers of State. Higher of 

Normative PLF as specified in the HERC RE Regulations, 2017 for biomass based 

plant or PLF envisaged by the Petitioner shall be taken into account for the purpose 

of tariff calculations. 

e) That further, for calculation of fuel cost, additional O&M and working capital 

components, the Petitioner has relied on the order dated 20.12.2019, passed by the 

Commission in suo-moto Petition No. HERC/PRO-53 of 2019. It is the case of the 

answering Respondent that the Petitioner cannot rely on the said order dated 

20.12.2019 as the Commission has determined tariff of various projects for the 

complete year and not for 180 days as has been sought by the Petitioner. Further, 

the same has been determined for the projects commissioned during FY 2019-20 

and 2020-21, whereas the Commercial Operation Date of the present project was 

12.01.2018 (2018-19). Even otherwise, if the said order is to be relied upon, 

proportional deductions are required to be made for arriving at the tariff for remaining 

period of 155 days for the project commissioned in the year 2018-19. The tariff 

determined as per order dated 20.12.2019 cannot be applied as it is without any 

proportional deductions. 

f) That in the present Chapter, the Petitioner has firstly, referred to the components of 

the Annual Fixed Cost (AFC) as has been specified in the RE Regulations, 2017 

being- (a) Return on Equity (ROE); (b) Depreciation; (c) Operation and Maintenance 

Expenses; (d) Interest on loan; and (e) Interest on Working Capital. Thereafter, the 

Petitioner has stated that, in case the plant achieves 53% PLF during the crushing 

season, then ROE, Depreciation and interest on loan is expected to be recovered 

fully. Despite the same, the Petitioner is seeking recovery of additional O&M 

Expenses along with Interest on Working Capital during off-crushing season. It is the 

case of the answering Respondent that the complete fixed cost has already been 

accounted for in the tariff determined for crushing season. The same has also been 

observed by the Commission at the time of passing of order dated 10.01.2019 in 
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HERC/PRO-42 of 2018 and again referred to while passing order dated 26.03.2019 

in HERC/RA-4 of 2019 as under: 

“12.…Additionally, the running of power plant of the Respondent on Biomass during 

off-crushing season is not affected by non introduction of intra- state ABT in Haryana 

/ any Regulations in this regard including the Haryana Grid Code, as the fixed cost 

of the plant is already covered in the tariff for the energy generated on Bagasse 

as the fuel. …” 

It is the case of the answering Respondent, that once the complete fixed cost 

has been accounted for in the tariff for crushing season, the same cannot once again 

be sought by the Petitioner by bifurcation of its components and seeking 

determination of certain components for off-crushing season. Such an exercise will 

result in undue enrichment of the Petitioner by calculation of the fixed cost twice. Be 

that as it may, the submission of the Respondent with respect to the different 

components of Annual Fixed Cost, is given in the paras herein below: 

a. That insofar as the Operation and Maintenance Expenses are concerned, it is 

submitted the Petitioner has taken into account the normative O&M 

expenses. It is submitted that normative expenses cannot be taken into 

account when the plant is actually running and generating electricity and the 

actual expenses are to be taken into account in such a scenario. It is further 

submitted that the plant is operational since 12.01.2018, thus, the 

documentary proof of actual expenses would be readily available with the 

Petitioner, which the Petitioner has failed to annex with the present petition. It 

is submitted that a detailed project report approved by HAREDA giving the 

actual parameters is to be taken into account instead of the normative 

expenses as have been relied upon by the Petitioner. 

Even otherwise, in case the Normative O&M Expenses are taken, the 

same have to be taken proportionally to 155 days. As per the table 3.1, the 

Petitioner has considered the O&M Expenses for the complete year whereas 

deductions in the same need to be made for arriving at the tariff for 155 days. 

Further, the Petitioner has submitted that O&M expenses for off-crop 

season would be more than the expenses in crushing season. Such a 
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submission of the Petitioner is flawed as it has been observed that the 

handling of paddy straw is less cumbersome than the handling of Bagasse. 

Thus, such a contention of the Petitioner is liable to be rejected outrightly 

being made only to mislead this Commission into believing that excess O&M 

expenses will be incurred by the Petitioner. 

b. That with regard to Depreciation and Requirement of Loan and Equity it has 

once again been stated by the Petitioner that in case the PLF is less than 

53% the depreciation will be recovered proportionally. It is reiterated that if the 

PLF is less than 53%, the same shows the inadequacies in management and 

poor planning of the Sugar Mill. It is the case of the answering Respondent 

that the inadequacies on the part of the Petitioner cannot be passed on to the 

Consumers of the State. 

c. That insofar as the Working Capital is concerned, the Petitioner has relied 

upon the order dated 20.12.2019 passed in suo-moto petition No. 

HERC/PRO-53 of 2019. In this regard it is submitted that if the order dated 

20.12.2019 has to be relied upon, the same can only be taken into account 

proportionally i.e. for 155 days and not for complete year. Further, the said 

order dated 20.12.2019 has been passed for determination of tariff for 

projects commissioned during FY 2019-20 and 2020-21, whereas the project 

of the Petitioner has been commissioned during 2018-19, therefore further 

deductions need to be made. It is reiterated that the tariff needs to be 

assessed proportionally, keeping in view that the assessment is for a period 

of 155 days of off-crushing season and not for the complete year.  

g) That the Petitioner has taken the Auxiliary Energy Consumption to be 10%, in 

consonance with Regulation 32 of the RE Regulations, 2017. It is the case of the 

answering Respondent, that as per the past experience (for instance in the case of 

Mor Bio-Energy) it has been seen that the 10% Auxiliary Consumption is on the 

higher side, whereas the actual consumption is lower than 10%. For the off-season, 

the project DPR specifies the value of Auxiliary Consumption to the tune of 9.5% 

only. Therefore, so as to ensure effective tariff determination, Auxiliary consumption 

shall be taken as lower of the actual or the normative or specified in the DPR. It is 
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therefore pertinent that actual parameters are submitted by the Petitioner for tariff 

determination.  

h) That insofar as the fuel cost is concerned, it is submitted that the Petitioner is 

required to give actual fuel cost for effective determination of tariff by the 

Commission. It is further submitted that as per the RE Regulations, 2017, the cost of 

fuel has to be considered as lowest among the normative or actual. However, no 

receipt, bills, quotations etc. have been annexed by the Petitioner in support of the 

fuel cost. The Petitioner need to submit the details of paddy straw purchased during 

FY 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20 along with the date of payment made against the 

invoices/bills. Further the reliance of the Petitioner on the order dated 20.12.2019 in 

suo-moto petition is also misplaced. Thus, without submission of any documentary 

proof in support of the actual fuel cost incurred by the Petitioner, effective tariff 

cannot be determined for off-crushing season. It  is also pertinent  to mention here 

that the Commission in its suo-motu order dated 20.12.2019 in PRO- 53 of 2019 in 

the matter of Determination of levelized tariff for Waste to Energy (WtE) projects as 

well as other RE projects viz. Biomass, Biogas & Bagasse etc. commissioned during 

the FY 2019-20 & FY 2020-21 on the basis of the parameters provided in the HERC 

RE Regulations, 2017 had inter alia considered the submissions of HAREDA on the 

market price of paddy straw. The nodal agency had submitted an average rate of Rs. 

2241.667/- per MT against the normative fuel cost of Rs. 3605.61/- MT. The 

Commission needs to ensure that the interest of consumers is not jeopardized in any 

manner while deciding the generation tariff.  Lower of actual purchase or market 

value or normative value should be considered in order to protect the interest of the 

consumers. The Commission shall ensure that the paddy straw/fuel has been 

purchased by the generator at a competitive rate through open and transparent 

bidding process under intimation to the Discoms. 

7. The Petitioner has filed its rejoinder, on an affidavit dated 03.06.2020, to the reply of 

HPPC dated 08.05.2020, submitting as under:- 

a) The Generic tariff has been allowed only for crushing season as per suo motu order 

dated 20.12.2019 of HERC. It has also been directed by the Commission to file 

separate petition for determination of tariff for the off-crushing season. Therefore, 

submission of the respondent is false and out of context. More ever there will be no 
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duplication as apprehended by respondent. All Commissions are deciding tariff on an 

annual basis even for part period operation of the plant. In the present case two 

annualized tariffs will be applicable. For crushing season, Generic annualized tariff 

will be applicable, however for the off season period, annualized tariff order as to be 

decided by HERC on disposal of present petition will be applicable. 

b) That the crushing season tariff has already been decided by HERC. Therefore, as 

per direction, the revised petition has been filed for tariff determination for Off-

crushing period. In the petition, it has been apprehended that due to reasons of less 

crop days and also other reasons which maybe attributable to Respondent HPPC, 

Petitioners plant may not be able to achieve the Target 53% of PLF during crop days, 

then  ROE, Depreciation,  and interest on loan etc. will not  be recovered fully during 

crushing season. Therefore, petitioner requested to allow the balance of above 

during the off-crushing season. However, in the normal course of operation 

achievement of PLF of 53%, only expenditure on O&M and working capital 

additionally will be claimed during the Off-crushing season. Petitioner therefore 

prayed for recovery of only additional O&M and Interest of Working capital required 

during off season operation.  

c) The submission of the respondent is incorrect that the present petition is not tenable 

as no documents have been submitted along with tariff petition. In this regard it is to 

submit that the tariff petition has been submitted taking only those values which are 

allowed by HERC wide Suo motu order dated 20-12-2019 by considering the 

normative figures which have been reached by the Commission after due 

deliberation. Petitioner in normal course will be claiming only O&M and Interest on 

working capital during off season. These figures have been derived based upon 

allowable parameters and related values of the biomass tariff orders passed by the 

Commission. Further, by submitting the deviations in the O&M and working capital 

Interest, the Commission has been requested to look into the changed conditions of 

Off season operation as compared to crushing season while deciding values of O&M 

and Interest on working capital.  

d) The petitioner will incur capital expenditure, Heat rate and APC of the plant, which 

are rather higher than allowed in generic tariff. Therefore, once tariff and related 

operational parameters has been limited through generic tariff, Petitioner has no 

choice and has taken same for Off-crushing season while filing present petition. 

Therefore, there is no need for submission of actual values of capital expenditure etc 

as submitted by HPPC. Also this will be the first year when the petitioner will be 

running the plant on Paddy Straw as primary fuel. The actual statements of expenses 

are mostly still to be incurred and can only be submitted once the off-season 
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generation has happened. Further contrary to the claim of Respondent, the project 

DPR referenced table has mention of 330 days in year operation for viability of the 

plant. The narration of respondent on the matter is selective and incomplete to draw 

the conclusion that for feasibility of the plant less than 330 days a year operation is 

sufficient.  

e) Contrary to the claim of the Respondent, Petitioner has requested only to allow 

recovery of part recovered tariff components which remains unrecovered due to less 

PLF on account of reasons explained above, during crushing season. Petitioner once 

again undertakes to declare that petitioner meant the same, contrary to submission 

of Respondent.  

f) The power plant of M/s. Mor Bio Energy Pvt Ltd is different and works on different 

technology. Bagasse and Biomass power plants are Energy and auxiliary intensive. 

Petitioner has taken normative values as allowed in Generic tariff for its plant during 

the Off season. The power plant auxiliary operation during off crushing season will be 

no less than crop season operation.  

g) As per HERC regulation, the Fuel cost is pass through. The present petition has 

been filed based upon the values taken by the commission in its order dated 

20.12.2019. In compliance of PPA provision, Petitioner is already sharing audited fuel 

statement with Respondent as per agreed proforma, on a regular basis. The HERC 

values taken in the suo motu Order are up to date.  

 

8. In response to the Interim Orders of the Commission, the Petitioner filed additional 

documents, on an affidavit dated 27.07.2020, submitting as under:- 

a) That as per DPR of the plant approved by HAREDA, the feasibility of the plant is 330 

days of operation. These 330 days include 150 days during crushing season 

Operation and 180 days during Off-crushing season Operation. Petitioner in its 

rejoinder has already submitted that Petitioner has incurred capital expenditure and 

got project financed based on the above DPR. Various Operational parameters of the 

plant are rather higher than allowed in generic tariff. However, while filing tariff 

petition for off crushing season, petitioner has restricted to normative parameters in 

line with Generic tariff in crushing season. Accordingly, petitioner felt no need for 

submission of actual values of capital expenditure, SHR, APC and fuel cost etc. 

However, petitioner promised to submit the relevant data along with proof to the 

Commission on demand. Now, the same are being submitted, in compliance of the 

Order of the Commission, dated 14-07-2020. 

b) Fuel Cost: The Petitioner has collected 90000 MT’s of paddy straw out of which 

around 45100 MT’s have been received and being utilized. Balance material is lying 
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at our respective vendors storage places and will be received to our Power Plant as 

and when required. In addition to the above, petitioner has planned to collect further 

25000 MT so as to reach the collection target of 150000 MT (Paddy Straw & 

Biomass) for the Off season during the year. In the said quantity, around 35000 MT 

shall be Biomass (Rice Husk, Pattakutti, Cornstover etc.) and will be blended along 

with Paddy straw in the ratio of 75:25. The weighted average cost of blended fuel is 

around Rs 3800/- per Ton. The details of arrived landed fuel cost along with copies of 

invoices of purchase are enclosed. The landed fuel cost includes transportation, 

processing, and storage cost.  

c) Details of actual O&M: The details of O&M cost along with payment to Employees, 

payment to contractor and repair and maintenance are enclosed with details of 

Additional O & M expenses for boiler maintenance in Off season, Additional wages 

and salaries during off seasons, Insurance for power plant, Addl. Contract charges 

for internal transportation of parali / biomass within the premises and Additional cost 

towards manual parali feeding to the boiler respectively. Accordingly, overall 

additional O&M cost for operation in off season is Rs 13.38 Crores. 

d) Incremental Cost of Boiler Modification: The details of incremental capital cost along 

with copies of payment /purchase are enclosed with details of cost of Boiler 

Modification and capex items proposed for further boiler modifications respectively. 

Accordingly, total additional capital Cost in boiler modification for enabling it for 

biomass burning is Rs 6.80 Crores. The Commission is therefore requested to add 

the same in total capital cost while arriving various components of fixed cost.  

e) Details of APC: That during FY 2018-19 plant was run only two months during off 

season and FY 2019-20 plant could not be operated during off crushing season as 

same could not be scheduled by HPPC. The values for FY 2020-21 for the month of 

June only available for non-crushing season. The details along with total Energy 

generation, Energy consumed in various segments have been enclosed with details 

of Auxiliary Power / captive power Consumptions and details of Auxiliary motors 

connected load respectively. The APC for plant during June 2020 is 15.83%, which is 

higher than Normative APC allowed by the Commission in Generic tariff. The 

Commission is therefore requested to consider APC as per actual at for off crushing 

season.  

f) GCV of Fuel and SHR of the station: That the details are enclosed with separate 

details of Actual GCV of Bagasse/ Biomass, GCV Values as per Labs report, GCV of 

Boiler & Turbine specifications as per manufacturer and GCV and SHR of the power 

Plant respectively. 
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9. HPPC filed its written submissions on affidavit dated 31.08.2020, on the 

submissions/additional documents submitted by the Petitioner, submitting as under:- 

a) That the Commission vide Order dated 14.07.2020, had asked the Petitioner to place 

on record following documents/ information –  

“ i) Fuel cost with evidence of actual payments made.  

ii) Details of actual O&M expenses along with verifiable supporting documents.  

iii) Details of incremental cost of boiler modification and any other associated 

equipments along with supporting documents i.e. work order / purchase order.  

iv) Details of Auxiliary energy consumption during off season i.e. gross generation, 

energy injected in the grid. Details may be provided regarding auxiliary motors and its 

rating thereto as well as energy captively consumed for colony/office lightings.  

v) GCV of fuel and SHR of the power station with supporting details.”  

b) That any unsubstantiated details provided by the Petitioner without valid 

documentary evidence in support has no credence in the eye of law. In response to 

documents/ information sought by the Commission, the Petitioner, at many places, 

has submitted unsubstantiated information or improper documentation in the form of 

self-serving tabular statements/ figures/ data or computerized invoices without any 

signature/attestation. Reliance on self-serving tabular statements or fabricated 

documentation in this regard is no substitute for cogent evidence. It is a well-settled 

rule of law that a claim which is not supported by evidence is not payable. In view of 

the well-established principles of Evidence Act governing the legal framework of our 

country, in the absence of any cogent evidence, adverse inference has to be drawn 

against the Petitioner.  

c) That by taking into account the DPR prepared, on analysis of Sugar Mill, the days of 

off-crushing comes out to be 159 days (i.e. 55 days on coal + 104 on biomass). Also 

as per HERC RE Regulations, 2017, off-season period for bagasse based co-

generation plant of the Petitioner comes out to 155 days. Accordingly, tariff is to be 

determined for 155 days for off-crushing season and not 180 days as has been 

sought by the Petitioner. The said contention of the Respondent also finds mentioned 

in the Order of the Commission dated 14.07.2020. In response to the said contention 

of the Respondent, Petitioner in its Written Submission dated had vaguely submitted 

as per DPR of the Plant, the non-crushing season is for 180 days. The said 

contention of the Petitioner is incorrect and contrary to the assumptions made in the 

DPR. It is relevant here to refer to Clause2.4.2 (b)(i) of the DPR, which mentions as 

under –  
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“Proposed Cogen Project will operate for 330 days in a year. The bagasse from 

NSML will be available for 171 days operation. For balance 159 days, the alternative 

fuel such as indigenous coal & biomass will be required.” 

Further, Clause 3.3 (d) reads as under –  

“As bagasse generated during crushing season is sufficient for 140 season days and 

31 days of off-season operation, for balance 159 days of operation alternative fuels 

like indigenous coal & biomass will have to be used.” 

In view of the design parameters submitted in the DPR and parameters notified by 

this Commission in RE Regulations, the off-crushing season shall be taken as 155 

days for determination of tariff. 

d) That the DPR submitted by the Petitioner provided installation of Plant, which is 

suitable for operation with fuels like saved bagasse, coal and biomass.  Clause 2.4.2 

(v) of the DPR specifically assured suitability of design of boiler for use of multiple 

fuels, which reads as under –  

“Due to availability of variety of fuels, the boiler is designed for the multi fuel firing 

type for the proposed Cogen Project.” 

Further, Clause 4.1.2 b) of the DPR provides as under – 

“The fuel to be handled for the off season operation of the plant shall be saved 

bagasse, coal and biomass which shall be fed through the system provided for the 

handling of fuel.” 

e) That based on aforesaid assurances, PPA was executed between the parties, which 

specifically provided that the Plant had to be designed and installed as suitable for 

generation of electricity on biomass fuel including paddy straw. To fortify the same, 

the definition of Biomass provided in the PPA under Article-1 is reproduced 

hereunder for ready reference –  

“Biomass” means wastes produced during agricultural and forestry operations (for 

example straw and stalks) or produced as a by-product of processing operations of 

agricultural produce (e.g. husks, shells, deoiled cakes, etc.); wood produced on 

dedicated energy plantations or recovered from wild bushes/weeds; and the wood 

waste produced in some industrial operations.  

Further, Article 13 titled as ‘Fuel’ of the PPA provided following – 

“The biomass power plant shall be designed in such a way that it uses different types 

of non-fossil fuels available within the vicinity of biomass power project such as husk 

crop residues, agro industrial residues, forest residues etc. and other biomass fuels 

as may be approved by MNRE.”  
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f) That it was the material obligation of the Petitioner to comply with HERC RE 

Regulations, 2017, as amended from time to time. In view of the clear and specific 

provisions of the PPA, the Petitioner was obligated to design plant suitable for 

generation of electricity using all kinds of biomass fuels and also to comply with state 

policies and regulations of the Commission issued from time to time. 

g) That Chapter-2, Regulation no. 6 of RE Regulations, 2017 provides regulations for 

Project Specific tariff determination. Regulation 6(2) specifically provides that for 

assessment of project specific tariff, the lower of the actual or normative parameter 

has to be taken into account as the normative parameters except for capital cost are 

the ceiling parameters. The regulation reads as under –  

“Determination of Project specific Tariff for generation of electricity from such 

renewable energy sources shall be in accordance with such terms and conditions as 

stipulated by the Commission. 

Provided that the financial norms as specified under Chapter-3 of these 

Regulations, except for capital cost, shall be ceiling norms while determining 

the project specific tariff.” 

                  (Emphasis Supplied) 

h) In view of foregoing background, Respondent sets out hereunder analysis of 

submissions made/ documents filed by the Petitioner in pursuance to order of the 

Commission dated 14.07.2020.  

i) Fuel Cost– 

i) In the Written Submissions dated 27.07.2020, Petitioner has placed on record 

the  alleged invoices for the fuel purchased by the Petitioner. The said invoices 

have been shown to be generated by different vendors, which are enlisted 

hereunder :-  

Sr. No. Name of the Vendors for FY 2018-19 Kind of Fuel 

1.  HAFED Bagasse 

2.  GV Bagasse 

3.  Kaithal Sugar Mills Bagasse 

4.  Sidhivinayak Trader Bagasse 

5.  Raghupati Overseas PattaKutti 

6.  AgrocorpLandbase Paddy Straw/ Mustard Husk/ PattaKutti 

7.  Vostro Agro Paddy Straw/ Mustard Husk/ PattaKutti 

8.  Eutro Agro Paddy Straw/ Mustard Husk/ PattaKutti 

9.  Local Farmers Mustard Husk/ Bagasse/ Firewood round 

Sr. No. Name of the Vendors for FY 2019-
20 and FY 2020-21 

Kind of Fuel 

1.  Greener Renewables Paddy Straw/ Mustard Husk/ PattaKutti/ 
Cane Leaf/ Bagasse 

2.  Saraswati sugar Mills Bagasse 

3.  Punjab Renewable System Pvt. Ltd. Biomass 
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4.  Estoeric Paddy Straw/ Mustard Husk/ PattaKutti 

5.  TRDX Paddy Straw 

6.  Farm to Energy Paddy Straw 

ii) That the alleged invoices from several biomass vendors mentioned above are 

apparently frivolous and fabricated. The Petitioner has placed on record 

computer generated invoices, which do not bear any signature/ attestation. A 

bare perusal of such invoices explain the reason for huge variation in pricing of 

these invoices. These fabricated invoices runs in thousands of pages. However, 

for the ready reference of the Commission, the Respondent is appending 

herewith 10 such invoices. A bare perusal of these invoices shows that there is 

no signature / stamp of the seller or acknowledgement of receipt by the 

Purchaser. A large number of invoices are make believe and cannot be relied 

upon. These invoices ought to be proved before any credence is given to them.  

iii) That interestingly the invoices placed on record by the Petitioner for purchase 

of fuel from Cooperative Sugar Mills and other Public Corporations such as 

HAFED, Kaithal Sugar Mills are duly signed and stamped and bears reasonable 

pricing as per market trend. On the other hand, the computerised invoices 

having no signature or stamp and appearing as fabricated and forged on the 

face of it are generated at huge prices which are nowhere close to market 

trend. In absence of cogent evidence on record for the fuel, it is imperative to 

look into the prevailing market prices for the biomass fuel.  

iv) It is worthwhile to mention here that Sainsons Paper Industries had also 

recently filed documents before the Commission in support of their petition for 

tariff determination, wherein they have claimed the fuel cost ranging from Rs. 

1985 per MT to Rs. 2416 per MT from FY 2017-18 to FY 2023-24. Sainsons 

Paper Industries have claimed cost of paddy straw as Rs. 1971/- per MT for FY 

2020-21. Further, from the perusal of fuel cost trend during FY 2017-18 to FY 

2023-24 as claimed by Sainsons Paper Industries, it is evident that the fuel cost 

has increased with CAGR of 3.29% against the normative value of 5%.  

v) The Respondent has prepared a summary of the said fuel invoices separately 

for the FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20, which is depicted hereunder :- 

Summary of FY 2018-19 

Fuel 
Total Quantity 
purchased (in 

quintals) 

Ratio of quantity 
in which the fuel 
is bought (in %) 

Amount (in 
Rs.) 

Average Rate 
(in Rs./qtl) 

Average Rate 
(in Rs./MT) 

Bagasse 255355.86 79.68 47232018.6 184.9654775 1849.654775 

Mustard 
Husk 

15831.2 4.94 5386436 340.241801 3402.41801 

Patta 21598.05 6.74 7605981.50 352.16 3521.61 
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Kutti 

Paddy 
Straw 

27703.00 8.64 9830697.00 354.86 3548.60 

Total 320488.11 100% 70055133.1 218.5889 2185.889 

 

Summary of FY 2019-20 

Fuel 
Total Quantity 
purchased (in 

quintals) 

Ratio of quantity 
in which the fuel 
is bought (in %) 

Amount 
(in Rs.) 

Average Rate 
(in Rs./qtl) 

Average Rate 
(in Rs./MT) 

Bagasse 10971.31 1.80 2602662.4 237.2244 2372.243925 

Mustard 
Husk 

81093.84 13.31 30296923.2 373.6033 3736.032625 

PattaKutti 85830.23 14.09 27967402.77 325.8456 3258.455998 

Paddy 
Straw 

359259.30 58.99 115338665.78 321.0457 3210.457343 

Cane Leaf 8932.71 1.47 2457043.00 275.0613 2750.613196 

Biomass 62970.60 10.34 20150592.00 320.0000 3200 

Total 609058 100% 198813289 326.43 3264.28 

 

Summary of FY 2020-21 

Fuel 
Total Quantity 

purchased 
(in quintals) 

Ratio of quantity 
in which the fuel 
is bought  (in %) 

Amount  
(in Rs.) 

Average Rate 
(in Rs./qtl) 

Average 
Rate (in 
Rs./MT) 

Bagasse 249799.124 50.48 57453798.5 230.00 2300 

Paddy Straw 186406.00 37.67 59649920.00 320.00 3200 

Biomass 58683.59 11.86 18778748.80 320.00 3200 

Total 494889 100% 135882467 274.57 2745.72 

vi) The data provided by the Petitioner fails to establish that the plant is run with 

cost-effective fuel available from a competitive market. Generation of electricity 

is a regulated business and it is therefore, the obligation of the Generator to 

procure fuel at competitive prices and ensure optimization of generation cost. 

The weighted average cost of Rs. 3800 per MT is highly exaggerated and far 

from being reasonable. Keeping into account the blending ratio of the biomass 

fuel claimed by the Petitioner, i.e. 75:25, the cost of fuel has to be adjusted as 

per the respective prices of different kinds of fuel.  

vii) The Government of Haryana during FY 2019-20 had announced an additional 

Rs. 1000 per MT incentive for custom hiring centres and straw balers units to 

support their operational costs. Paddy straw is an agricultural waste usually 

burnt by the farmers and has no commercial value. The Paddy straw market is 

an unregulated market. The realistic cost of paddy which is burnt in fields is 

around Rs. 500 to 1000 per MT. 

viii) The Petitioner has also placed on record certain fuel transportation and 

handling invoices. Needless to say, the veracity of said bills is also highly 
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doubtful. The Petitioner has claimed fuel transportation cost in the range of Rs. 

48/- to Rs. 57.5/- per MT. It becomes relevant to assess the availability of the 

fuel in the near vicinity of the Plant to the Petitioner so as to ensure that the fuel 

need not be procured from farther places. Regulation 35 of the HERC RE 

Regulations, 2017 emphasis on the procurement of fuel from nearby areas, 

which reads as under –  

35. Fuel Mix. – (1) The biomass power plant shall be designed in such a way 

that it uses different types of non-fossil fuels available within the vicinity of 

biomass power project such as crop residues, agro-industrial residues, forest 

residues etc. and other biomass fuels as may be approved by MNRE.  

(2) The Biomass Power Generating Companies shall ensure fuel management 

plan to ensure adequate availability of fuel to meet the respective project 

requirements. 

ix) The Petitioner has also included a portion of fuel handling and carrying cost in 

the O&M expenses claimed by them. It is imperative to ensure that if landed 

fuel cost is taken into account, the handling and carrying cost of fuel is to be 

excluded from the O&M cost. The Plant of the Petitioner, as claimed in the 

DPR, has been design to handle fuel of all kinds for firing into the boiler. The 

Commission may consider taking into account reasonable landed fuel cost for 

determination of tariff in the instant case. In view of the huge discrepancy in the 

information provided by the Petitioner and the majority bills being doubtful in 

nature, the Commission may kindly consider reasonable fuel cost as per market 

trend for the determination of tariff in the instant case.  

j) O&M Cost :- 

i) The Petitioner has following components of O&M cost – a) payment made to 

employees; b) payment made to contractors; c) other repair and maintenance 

cost; d) boiler maintenance cost; e) wages and salary payable during off 

season; f) cost of insurance premium; g) internal transportation cost for fuel 

within plant premises; h) cost towards manual parali feeding to the boiler. Total 

O&M cost for operation during non-crushing season has been claimed as Rs. 

13.38 crores.  

ii) The Petitioner is getting generic tariff for generation during crushing season. 

The said tariff takes into account the inclusion of O&M cost to the tune of Rs. 21 

lakh per MW. Regulation 34 of the RE Regulations, 2017 specify normative 

parameter for O&M expenses as under –  

“(34) Operation and Maintenance Expenses. –  
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(1) Normative O&M expenses for the first year of the Control period (i.e. FY 

2017-18) shall be Rs. 0.40 Crore /MW.  

 

(2) Normative O&M expenses allowed at the commencement of the Control 

Period (i.e. FY 2017-18) under these Regulations shall be escalated at the rate 

of 5.72% per annnum.” 

iii) The Petitioner has placed on record invoices for purchase of spares/ equipment 

etc. A tabular statement has been filed for salary expenses for the years 2018 

to 2021. An average of approx. 3.5 crores per annum has been claimed 

towards O&M expense, which includes Repair and Maintenance purchases and 

salaries payable.  The Petitioner is also claiming cost for manual feeding of 

paddy straw/parali into conveyor belts and cost for internal transportation of 

parali within premises as part of O&M cost @ Rs. 225 - 250/- per MT. Further, 

cost of insurance premium has been claimed as part of O&M expenses. Also, 

self-serving tabular statements have been filed claiming huge costs for O&M 

expenses for boiler maintenance and Wages and salaries payable for non-

crushing season.  

iv) Without acceding to the genuineness of the Annexures filed by the Petitioner, it 

is submitted that the various components of O&M expenses claimed by the 

petitioner seems to be overlapping with the fuel cost or capital expenditure, 

which by no stretch of imagination, shall be included under O&M expenses. It is 

pertinent to ensure that the costs claimed are not included in any other head.  

v) HERC RE Regulations, 2017, provides for O&M expenses of Rs. 44.7 Lakhs 

per MW for Biomass based generation projects for FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21 

with an escalation of 5.72% per year. As such, the O&M expenses has to be 

restricted to Rs. 44.7 Lakhs per MW for 365 days. For 155 days the 

proportionate O&M works out to be 18.98 Lakhs per MW. The Petitioner is 

already bagging an O&M cost of Rs. 21 lakhs per MW included in the generic 

tariff for the crushing season.  Further, in the Original Petition, the Petitioner 

had relied upon the order dated 20.12.2019 passed in suo-moto petition No. 

HERC/PRO-53 of 2019. In this regard it is submitted that if the order dated 

20.12.2019 has to be relied upon, the same can only be taken into account 

proportionally i.e. for 155 days and not for complete year. The said order dated 

20.12.2019 has been passed for determination of tariff for projects 

commissioned during FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21, whereas the project of the 

Petitioner has been commissioned during 2018-19, therefore further deductions 

have to be made.  
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vi) The Commission shall, therefore take into account proportionate reasonable 

O&M cost with ceiling of normative O&M cost. It is reiterated that the tariff 

needs to be assessed proportionally, keeping in view that the assessment is for 

a period of 155 days of off-crushing season and not for the complete year. 

k) Capital expenditure :- The Petitioner has claimed capital expenditure of whopping 

sum of Rs. 6.80 crore towards boiler modification. Out of Rs. 6.80 crore, an amount 

of Rs. 1.28 crore has been claimed to be expended and balance Rs. 5.52 crore has 

been proposed to be expended. At the very outset, the respondent denies that any 

alleged capital expenditure incurred by the Petitioner can be taken into account for 

instant tariff determination process. In view of the submissions made above as 

regards the conditions of the DPR and PPA, which assured design and installation of 

Plant as suitable for feeding any kind of biomass fuel, the contention of the Petitioner 

claiming expenditure on boiler modification at this stage cannot be accepted. The 

Petitioner was obligated to ensure design and installation of the plant to suit all kinds 

of biomass fuel defined in the PPA in the very first instance. The Petitioner has not 

explained as to why the required specifications of the Plant were not achieved at the 

time of initial installation. Further, it has not been explained as to what technical 

grounds justifies the proposal of incurring capex of huge amount of Rs. 5.52 crores at 

this stage. There is no justification for inclusion of capital cost for determination of 

tariff for non-crushing season where the Plant was approved to be designed 

effectively for generation during non-crushing season on all kinds of Biomass fuel. 

Even otherwise the RE Regulations, 2017 does not provide pass through of any 

additional capital expenditure incurred by the generator whereas the general 

maintenance is covered under O&M expenses. In that view of the matter, the alleged 

capital cost cannot be taken into account for instant tariff determination. 

l) Auxiliary Consumption :- The Petitioner by way of instant Application has stated that 

the Auxiliary Consumption as high as 15.83% shall be taken into account as against 

10% claimed in the Original Petition. The DPR of the Plant, however assures 

Auxiliary consumption as 9.5% during non-crushing season. The relevant clause 

3.3(f) of DPR is reproduced hereunder –  

“Auxiliary consumption of 9.00% and 9.50% installed capacity for co-generation 

power plant is considered in season and off-season operation respectively. Variable 

frequency drives for boiler fans, feed pumps and main cooling water circulation 

pumps to maintain the above consumption figures are now being successfully 

achieved by engineered bagasse based cogeneration power plants” 
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The Petitioner itself had claimed Auxiliary power consumption of 9.5% during the off-

crushing season in Annexure E3-3 related to “Performance Guarantee Parameters”. 

Even otherwise, there is no basis to accept the Auxiliary Consumption as high as 

15.83%, which is beyond the normative parameter. On the contrary, Petitioner has 

claimed huge capital cost, which shall mean that a Plant of superior specifications is 

installed by the Petitioner. In that event, the figures of Auxiliary consumption, Station 

heat Rate and associated O&M cost ought to have been favourable than the 

normative figures. However, Petitioner, in its desperate attempt to bag as much as 

tariff as possible has now claimed exaggerated figures. Without prejudice to 

foregoing, it is however, submitted that reasonable Auxiliary consumption with ceiling 

of normative parameter may be considered by the Commission. 

m) Station Heat Rate (SHR) and Gross Calorific Value (GCV) :- 

The Petitioner, based on plant parameters, has now claimed SHR as 3644 kCal/kWh 

which is in conformity with normative parameter and actual value shall therefore be 

taken into account by the Commission. However, GCV has been stated as low as 

2400 kCal/kg of fuel, contrary to the normative GCV of 3100 specified in the RE 

Regulations, 2017. The claim of lower value GCV may be owing to mishandling of 

fuel, inappropriate storage, inappropriate sampling of fuel etc. and such inefficiencies 

on the part of Petitioner cannot be taken into account to give undue benefit. Higher of 

Normative value and stated value of GCV shall be considered by the Commission for 

determination of tariff. 

n) Plant Load Factor (PLF) :- The Petitioner has not provided actual figure of PLF. 

However, PLF as envisaged in the DPR (Executive Summery & Project Highlight and 

Chapter 11 of DPR), which is in the range of 95% which shall be considered by the 

Commission for determination of tariff.  

o) Working Capital :- The Petitioner in the Original Petition, had relied upon the Order 

dated 20.12.2019 passed in suo-moto petition No. HERC/PRO-53 of 2019. In this 

regard it is submitted that if the order dated 20.12.2019 has to be relied upon, the 

same can only be taken into account proportionally i.e. for 155 days and not for 

complete year. Further, the said order dated 20.12.2019 has been passed for 

determination of tariff for projects commissioned during FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21, 

whereas the project of the Petitioner has been commissioned during 2018-19, 

therefore further deductions has to be made. It is reiterated that the tariff needs to be 

assessed proportionally, keeping in view that the assessment is for a period of 155 

days of off-crushing season and not for the complete year. Working capital shall 

however be restricted to fuel cost of four month as per normative parameters.  
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p) Interest on Working Capital - Petitioner has not submitted any details for Interest on 

Working capital in the instant case. However, the current MCLR of SBI is pegged at 

6.65%, as such, the Commission may consider interest on Working Capital as 7.65% 

in line with the Regulations. 

q) In addition to the foregoing, it is submitted that only proportionate O&M cost and fuel 

cost shall be considered as the generator is recovering the fixed cost along with RoE 

at normative value, despite having actual equity of only 10 % in the Project, in the 

tariff approved by HERC for crushing season where plant is operated on bagasse.  

Inefficiencies in operations of generator during season/off-season shall not be loaded 

in tariff for off-season. It shall be appropriate to refer to Clause 15.1 (b) of PPA which 

emphasis that the Generator has to use reasonable diligence in operating, 

maintaining and repairing the Plant’s facilities. Failure to has to be construed as 

event of default on part of Generator.   As such, the Petitioner is obliged to generate 

in an efficient and cost effective manner.  Acknowledging and giving benefits for 

inefficiencies of generation will increase the cost of generation and burden the 

consumers at large. The Hon’ble Commission may consider not allowing generation 

which is inefficient and adversely impacts the interest consumers at large.  

r) Further, Clause 12.4 of the MYT Regulations provides for item wise gain to be 

shared between the generating company and the licensee in the ratio of 50:50. 

Considering the same, it is imperative that information be provided regarding any 

residual of generation process. The sale value of same has to be taken into account 

for determination of tariff provided by the Petitioner. 

In view of the submissions made hereinabove, it is respectfully prayed that the tariff 

be determined taking into account the parameters as detailed by the Respondent 

hereinabove, in interest of justice. 

 
10. HPPC, has filed comprehensive submissions dated 24.09.2020 on Fuel Cost and 

GCV of Biomass Fuel (Paddy Straw), which is common for similarly placed petitions 

under consideration of the Commission, for determination of Tariff. HPPC has 

submitted as under:- 

a) During the course of hearings of the above mentioned Petitions regarding 

determination of tariff for Plants fed on biomass fuel; it was observed that 

determination of cost of agricultural residue/biomass to be used as fuel in Power 

Plants is a critical factor. The majority of Biomass fuel considered in the instant 

Petitions is the Paddy Straw/ Rice Straw. The Generators like M/s Sainsons Power 

Industries located at Kurukshetra and M/s Naraingarh Sugar Mills (NSML) located at 

Ambala has claimed fuel cost which is highly varied. Another important determining 
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factor of tariff determination is Gross Calorific Value (GCV) of Biomass fuel, for which 

also the Generators have made varying submissions. In an attempt to address these 

two relevant issues, HPPC is hereby filing comprehensive submissions analysing 

trend of Cost and GCV of Paddy Straw. 

b) The cultivation of paddy has increased tremendously over the years and is expected 

to increase in the future in response to the growing population. It is noticeable that 

this will lead to significant amounts of agricultural wastes annually, particularly rice 

straw. After harvesting the paddy crop, the paddy straw remains stranded in the field 

which require further labour and resources to remove from the field. As the paddy 

straw has very less commercial value, farmers instead used to burn the same to 

clear their field for next crop. The paddy straw has least commercial value amongst 

other biomass however, it requires machines such as balers to get it removed from 

the fields for further use as fuel. The Biomass fuel procurement industry is highly 

unregulated and therefore, the averments made by the generators regarding cost of 

biomass fuel could not be relied upon in absence of cogent evidence in support. The 

best method before us was to analyse the data provided by M/s Sainsons Industries 

Ltd. as they had been operating Power Plant on Paddy Straw for over 3 years now. 

c) It is pertinent to highlight here that as per data given by Department of Agriculture, 

Haryana published in International Journal of Science, Engineering and Technology 

Research (IJSETR), Volume 4, Issue 5, May 2015, the availability of paddy straw in 

various districts of Haryana was depicted as under:- 

 
Haryana (2013) 
Sr.No.  

District 
/Parameter  

Paddy Area  
(‘000 ha.)*  

Straw Burning 
Area (‘000 ha.)  

% of Paddy  
Area  

1  Ambala 79 12.27 15.54 

2  Fatehabad 93 32.68 35.14 

3  Jind 118 4.17 3.54 

4  Kaithal 158 41.42 26.21 

5  Karnal 162 54.33 33.54 

6  Kurukshetra 118 39.82 33.75 

7  Panipat 62 0.81 1.31 

8  Sirsa 68 19.61 28.84 

9  Sonipat 100 1.23 1.23 

10  Yamunanagar 69 1.98 2.87 

 Total 1027 208.34 20.29 

 
 
As depicted above, the top 5 contiguous districts comprising Karnal, Kurukshetra, 

Fatehabad, Kaithal and Ambala contribute nearly 60% of the Paddy area. The Power 

Plants in question in instant Petitions before this Commission are also based in these 

top 5 districts of Haryana. Meaning thereby the availability of paddy in near vicinity to 

these plants is not of much concern.  
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d) M/s Sainsons Industries has been operating plant on paddy straw for last 3-4 years. 

They have claimed actual fuel cost as ranging from Rs. 1985 per MT to Rs. 2416 per 

MT from FY 2017-18 to FY 2023-24.  This cost comprises of fuel purchase cost, 

loading and unloading cost, handling cost, labour cost and storage cost. In line with 

the actual cost of paddy straw fuel admitted by M/s Sainsons Industries, HAREDA 

has also submitted an average rate of Rs. 1924.61/MT for the paddy straw. It is 

apparent that the fuel cost submitted by M/s Sainsons Industries is of vital 

consideration for this Commission as this appears to be the most reasonable cost 

quoted by the already operational power plant and all other power plants are still at 

nascent stage of setting up an efficient fuel procurement channel. In view thereof, the 

Commission shall consider reasonable fuel cost with a ceiling of fuel cost of Rs. 

1917/- per MT (i.e. Rs. 2083/- claimed by M/s Sainsons Industries minus handling 

cost of Rs. 165/- which is included in the O&M cost) for all power plants in the instant 

petitions. Further, from the perusal of fuel cost trend during FY 2017-18 to FY 2023-

24 as claimed by M/s Sainsons Industries, it is evident that the fuel cost has 

increased with CAGR of 3.29% against the normative value of 5%. As such fuel cost 

escalation may be considered at the rate of 3.29% considering the trend projected by 

the M/s Sainsons Industries.  

e) That the high variance in fuel cost quoted by NSML is towards the fuel transportation, 

storage and handling cost. The break-up of said cost is provided as under –  

Components Rate per MT (In Rs.)  

Collection Charges of Fuel 1800 

Storage Charges 400 

Storage Losses 325 

Transportation Charges 550-1000 

Chipping 600 

Total 3775 

 

It is pertinent to note that the actual fuel collection cost has been admitted by the 

NSML as Rs. 1800 per MT, which is close to the fuel cost claimed by M/s Sainsons 

Industries. Evidently, NSML, contrary to the scheme of Regulations, is procuring 

paddy straw from far off areas leading to mismanagement and hence inefficiency in 

procurement of fuel. The inefficiencies on the part of generators cannot be loaded in 

the generation tariff which ultimately is to be borne by end consumers of electricity at 

large. Logically speaking, considering the law of economies of scale, the fuel cost of 

in case of NSML should be on lower side in comparison to M/s Sainsons Industries. 

f) It is pertinent to highlight that M/s Sainsons Industries in its Rejoinder dated 

07.09.2020 has placed on record certain fuel slips, which evince that the paddy straw 

was procured for Rs. 1250/- per MT on 14.09.2019 and 15.09.2019. The said Bills 
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are placed on page nos. 11/6 and 11/7 of the Rejoinder dated 07.09.2020. Meaning 

thereby the paddy straw procurement is evidently unregulated and the prices of 

paddy straw shall be taken on average yearly procurement price basis for the tariff 

determination. The year-wise comparison of cost of paddy straw, handling, storage 

and transportation cost is depicted hereunder for the ready reference of the 

Commission :- 

Components  2017-2018 
(in Rs.) 

2018-2019 
(in Rs.) 

2019-2020 
(in Rs.) 

2020-2021 
(in Rs.) 

Cost of Paddy Straw  1575.6 1987.64 1554.82 1632.56 

Loading and Unloading 

Cost  

12.41 14.68 109.31 114.77 

Material Handling cost  196.97 224.49 157.83 165.72 

Direct labour cost  197.56 183.18 150.78 158.32 

Lease Rent for Storage of 

Paddy Straw  

1.98 6.15 10.74 11.28 

Total 1984.54 2416.16 1983.5 2082.67 

 

In view of the foregoing data submitted by M/s Sainsons industries, it would be safe 

to assume that fuel cost for the FY 2020-21 works out to be Rs. 2082.67 minus 

material handling cost of Rs. 165.72 and lease rent of Rs. 11.28, which comes to Rs. 

1905.66 per MT.  

g) In the present petitions, HAREDA had also submitted a short reply by way of affidavit 

dated 14.09.2020, vide which they have submitted a survey report depicting retail 

cost of biomass fuel including paddy straw for various district of Haryana. Based on 

said data, it was submitted that average retail price of the paddy straw for the FY 

2020-21 comes to Rs. 1924.61 per MT and the maximum procurement price comes 

to Rs. 2566.77. It is relevant here to note that the figures quoted by HAREDA are the 

retail fuel prices. The wholesale fuel purchase, as is done by the Generators, has to 

be evidently at lesser prices. Even though the criteria, area surveyed, methods 

adopted, factors taken in consideration have not been placed before this Commission 

so as to determine the efficacy of the survey report yet the figures depicted by 

HAREDA gives an estimate of the average retail paddy straw price in the State. It is 

submitted that the cost of paddy straw claimed by M/s Sainsons Industries is in fact 

more credible information available for consideration of this Commission as they 

have been procuring paddy straw for over 3 years now. 

h) The cost expended by the Generators towards fuel transportation, storage and 

handling largely depends on the efficacy of its fuel management channel. It is against 

the Regulations of this Commission to permit different Generators located in near 

vicinity to claim highly variable storage, handling and transportation cost.  This only 

points to the inefficiencies of the Generator to be able to set up an effective fuel 
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management channel. Admittedly, the inefficiencies of the Generators cannot fasten 

on to the consumers of Haryana in terms of additional cost. 

i) It is worthwhile here to note Regulation 35 of Haryana Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (Terms and Conditions for determination of Tariff from Renewable 

Energy Sources, Renewable Purchase Obligation and Renewable Energy Certificate) 

Regulations, 2017, which an obligation on the generator to procure fuel from the 

nearby areas and set up an effective fuel management plan. The said regulation 

reads as under -  

“ 35. Fuel Mix. –  

(1) The biomass power plant shall be designed in such a way that it uses different 

types of non-fossil fuels available within the vicinity of biomass power project such as 

crop residues, agro-industrial residues, forest residues etc. and other biomass fuels 

as may be approved by MNRE.  

(2) The Biomass Power Generating Companies shall ensure fuel management plan 

to ensure adequate availability of fuel to meet the respective project requirements.”  

 
NSML has claimed fuel transportation cost in the range of Rs. 480/- to Rs. 575/- per 

MT. It becomes relevant to assess the availability of the fuel in the near vicinity of the 

Plant to NSML so as to ensure that the fuel need not be procured from farther places. 

Also NSML has included a portion of fuel handling and carrying cost in the O&M 

expenses claimed by them. It is imperative to ensure that if landed fuel cost is taken 

into account, the handling and carrying cost of fuel is to be excluded from the O&M 

cost. The Plant of NSML, as claimed in the DPR, has been design to handle fuel of 

all kinds for firing into the boiler. The Hon’ble Commission may consider taking into 

account reasonable landed fuel cost for determination of tariff. 

j) The data provided by NSML fails to establish that the plant is run with cost-effective 

fuel available from a competitive market. Generation of electricity is a regulated 

business and it is therefore, the obligation of the Generator to procure fuel at 

competitive prices and ensure optimization of generation cost. The weighted average 

cost of Rs. 3800 per MT is highly exaggerated and far from being reasonable. The 

Electricity Act, 2003 clearly stipulates that the tariff determination has to be based on 

commercial principles besides safeguarding the interest of consumers and at the 

same time recovery of cost of electricity in a reasonable manner.  

k) That it is relevant here to refer to the report of Committee of Experts constituted by 

the CERC on “Performance/Viability of Biomass based plants operating in the 

Country including the prevailing biomass prices”. In the said report, the Committee 
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analysed the fuel loss during transportation and on account of other factors and 

observed as under –  

“ 2.3.7. There are other losses which are being encountered during the storage and 

handling of biomass, as per survey carried out by Dalkia Energy services limited 

under mandate from Rajasthan Renewable Energy Corporation Ltd. (RREC) to 

assess such losses. Findings on various losses being encountered during storage of 

biomass in the power plant are shown in the table below:- 

S. 
No.  

Type of 
Losses  

Description  Expected 
Losses 
(%)  

Targete
d 
Losses 
(%)  

Remarks  

1  Land 
Settlemen
t  

Grounded MCR cannot 
be lifted due to mixing 
with dust  

0.7-1.0  0.4-0.5  MCR at bottom of heap gets 
mixed with sand and cannot 
be used in boiler. However, 
with leveling of ground and 
proper drainage system, land 
settlement loss can be 
reduced to about 0.4% - 
0.5%.  

2  Loss of 
Fuel 
during 
Sand 
Storm  

Due to high velocity 
sand storm, MCR 
spreads out in nearby 
area up to half a KM 
and cannot be collected  

0.5  0  This loss can be completely 
eliminated by covering the 
biomass with tarpaulin.  

3  GCV Loss 
due to 
decaying 
of 
biomass  

In rainfall, biomass gets 
wet and suffers from 
GCV loss due to 
decaying and release of 
methane gas in the 
atmosphere.  

2  1.25- 
1.5  

Decaying loss can be 
reduced to about 1.5% by 
covering the biomass with 
tarpaulin and proper drainage 
system in storage yard.  

Total Losses 
during Fuel 
Storage 

3.2-3.5% 1.65- 2.0% 

 

2.3.8. The Ministry also considering the above report, further submitted that with 

better fuel management techniques such as proper leveling of ground for storage, 

proper drainage system and covering of fuel with tarpaulin, the total fuel losses 

during biomass storage can be targeted at about 1.65%-2%. Thus, there should be 

provision of loss of fuel during storage at around 2% in the tariff order of various 

states for biomass based power plants……” 

 
The above mentioned extract of report emphasise that the Generators can minimize 

losses by better fuel management techniques. The Commission shall encourage and 

ensure that the Generators have better fuel management channels by taking into 

account only reasonable losses and reasonable storage, handling and transportation 

cost for computing total fuel cost for tariff determination.  
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l) It is also relevant to bring to the kind notice of the Commission that NSML in its 

submissions dated 10.09.2020 has stated that the blending ratio of the biomass fuel 

is 70:30. However, as per order of Government of Haryana dated 08.10.2019 

granting must run status to NSML specified that the mandatory usage of paddy straw 

shall be 75% of total fuel. Thus, keeping into account fuel blending ratio of 75:25, the 

cost of fuel has to be adjusted as per the respective prices of different kinds of fuel. 

m) The Government of Haryana during FY 2019-20 had announced an additional Rs. 

1000 per MT incentive for custom hiring centres and straw balers units to support 

operational costs. This factor may be considered before considering any bald 

averments of generators claiming huge fuel operational costs. Thus, the cost of 

generation shall be determined by using realistic figures in the interest of overall 

welfare of the State.  

n) M/s Sukhbir Agro Industries Ltd. has recently placed on record of this Commission a 

report of analysis of Rice Straw as fuel. The said report indicates GCV of Rice straw 

as 3472 kcal/kg with moisture of 9.6%. Further, the Test Certificate of paddy straw 

evinces GCV of 4058 kcal/kg with moisture of 4.75%. In view of the admitted case of 

the generator, it defies all logic to consider GCV of Paddy straw lesser than 3472 

kcal/kg. 

o) It cannot be lost sight of that the Detailed Project Report submitted by M/s Sainsons 

Industries states GCV of 3500 kCal/kg. With sharp contrast to the figures claimed in 

the DPR, M/s Sainsons Industries and M/s Naraingarh Sugar Mills have now claimed 

GCV as low as 2787 kCal/kg and 2400 kCal/kg. Similarly, DPR of M/s Sukhbir Agro 

and M/s Hind Samachar specifies GCV for Dry paddy having 20% moisture as 2800 

kcal/kg, which comes to 3239 kcal/kg with 10% moisture. As per Ministry of 

Renewable Energy, the GCV of Paddy Straw has to be decided based taking into 

account 10% moisture levels. Therefore, the GCV of paddy straw shall be considered 

not below 3239 kcal/kg, which is also fortified by the fuel test certificate appended by 

M/s Sukhbir Agro Ltd. 

p) It is widely presumed that the higher the capacity of the plant, more effective will be 

the parameters of the Plant. However, M/s Naraingarh Sugar Mills has blatantly 

quoted parameters to their favour without any cogent evidence in support of the 

same. Such practice ought to be viewed strictly by the Hon’ble Commission.   

q) Without prejudice to foregoing, it is submitted that the Central Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (CERC) constituted a Committee on 11th October, 2012 under the 

Chairmanship of the Secretary, CERC to undertake a detailed study on the 

“Performance/Viability of Biomass based plants operating in the Country including 
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the prevailing biomass prices”. The Committee recommended following normative 

parameters for determination of generic tariff: 

ii. Gross Calorific Value (GCV): 3100 kcal/kg 

iii. O&M expenses:Rs. 40 Lakh/MW 

iv. Auxiliary Consumption: 

a. 10% with water cooled condenser, and 

b. 12% for air cooled condenser 

v. Capital Cost (excluding evacuation cost and cost of water cooled condenser 

considered): 

a. For project with water cooled condenser: Rs. 540 Lakh/MW 

b. For project with air cooled condenser: Rs. 580 lakh /MW 

c. For rice straw based project: Rs. 630 lakh/ MW 

vi. Biomass Price: to be decided annually by a committee to be formed at State level 

representing State Commission, Nodal Agency, Government. 

It is pertinent to mention here that the objective behind constitution of Committee and 

its role was defined as under :- 

i. Assessment and evaluation of technical parameters like: Heat rate, Auxiliary 

Consumption, through performance assessment biomass plants commissioned in 

various states of India; 

ii. Fuel analysis (both Proximate and ultimate analysis) of different biomass 

fuel by taking fuel and ash sample collected from different plants to arrive at 

representative value of GCV and moisture variation for different fuel; 

iii. Analysis of losses in calorific value of fuel during storage; 

iv. Evaluation of trend in the biomass power plant operation like break-up of fuel 

consumption (biomass types usage trends), generation v/s specific fuel consumption, 

PLF v/s Auxiliary Consumption; 

v. Analysis of O &M expenses of the commissioned plants; 

vi. Analysis of the Capital cost of the commissioned plants; 

vii. Surplus biomass available for energy production; 

viii. Study on prevailing Biomass prices and price trend in various states; 

ix. Measures for viability of biomass plants. 

x. Recommendation for removing the present hurdles coming in the sector for 

promoting the growth of the Biomass sector. 

r) Subsequent to recommendations of the Committee, Comments were invited from all 

stakeholders for finalizing CERC (Terms and Conditions for Tariff determination from 

Renewable Energy Sources) (First Amendment) Regulations, 2014. After considering 

objections of all stakeholders as regards GCV of Biomass Fuel, CERC held as under 

–  
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“ The Committee collected GCV details of various fuels used from the project 

developers located in the States of Hyderabad, Rajasthan, Gujarat and Punjab and 

based on the same recommended GCV in its Report. Some of the stakeholders are 

also in agreement with Commission’s proposal which was based on the Committee 

Report. Some of the stakeholders have suggested further reduction in GCV in the 

range of 2300 to 3000 kcal/kg. The Committee also recognised that the plants are 

keeping minimum inventory of various types of biomass for three to four months and 

in this duration there is reduction in GCV due to various reasons like mixing of sand, 

mud and foreign materials, losses in handling, exposure to wind and rain etc. Such 

losses are between 7-10% for the entire year. Based on the above factors, the 

Committee recommended the normative GCV value for the Biomass Plants for 

determination of generic tariff as 3100 kcal/kg for mustard husk, rice husk and other 

kinds of biomass fuel under as fired condition. Considering the same, the 

Commission has decided to retain the norm as proposed in the draft Regulations 

which is also in line with the recommendation received from MNRE (Given vide its 

letter dated 30th September, 2011) and as recommended in the CEA Report.” 

s) The Commission while notifying HERC (Terms and Conditions for determination of 

Tariff from Renewable Energy Sources, Renewable Purchase Obligation and 

Renewable Energy Certificate Regulation, 2010 (4th Amendment, 2015) took due 

note of the exhaustive study carried out by CERC and held as under  

“ In view of the exhaustive study done by the CERC including analysis of the 

comments filed by different stakeholder, this Commission consider it appropriate to 

adopt GCV of biomass fuel as 3100 kcal / Kg. for the purpose of tariff determination 

in the present case instead of repeating the entire exhaustive exercise already 

conducted by the Central Commission.” 

 
t) Further, MNRE vide its letter dated 30.09.2011 was of considered view that with 

better fuel management techniques such as proper leveling of ground for storage, 

proper drainage system and covering of fuel with tarpaulin, the total fuel losses 

during biomass storage can be targeted at about 1.65%-2%. Thus, there should be 

provision of loss of fuel during storage at around 2% in the tariff order of various 

states for biomass based power plants. The Ministry finally suggested that the 

following general principles can be adopted for the GCV value: 

Biomass GCV (kCal / kg) 

Rice husk 3200 

Straw / Stalks/ Other husks 3300 

Plantation 2800 
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u) It is further relevant to note here that the Hon’ble APTEL in an Appeal filed by M.P. 

Biomass Developer Association, i.e. Appeal no. 211 of 2015 decided on 04.05.2016 

made detailed analysis on the GCV of various Biomass fuels and considering the 

actual test results submitted by Deputy Commissioner, NRED, Bhopal and the report 

of the Committee discussed above decide the Gross Calorific Value (GCV) of 

Biomass fuels as 3100 kCal/kg. The said figures have been adopted by the Hon’ble 

APTEL on the same rationale in recent order dated 18.02.2020 passed in Appeal No. 

170 of 2016 titled as Biomass Power Producers Association, Tamil Nadu v TNERC 

and Anr.  

v) It is the responsibility of Generators to devise and maintain an efficient Fuel handling 

System. The GCV of the fuel depends on the effective storage of the fuel. It is 

therefore, incumbent upon the Generators to ensure that the fuel is effectively stored 

to achieve the requisite GCV.  

 
11. The Petitioner has filed its rejoinder, under an affidavit dated 07.09.2020, to the reply 

of HPPC dated 31.08.2020, submitting as under:- 

a) That the plant is scheduled to be operated on bagasse during crushing days and on 

various biomass fuels during off crushing days. The Off-crushing fuel is being 

sourced primarily from Paddy residue during Paddy Crop days. 

b) That during the off season, apart from Power Plant O&M, additional operational and 

maintenance expenditure is being incurred in collecting, transporting, and processing 

of Paddy residue for combustion in the boiler for power generation. Also Paddy straw 

being the hardest biomass material to handle because of the high ash content will 

deteriorate the boiler of the generator much faster leading to much higher O & M 

costs being incurred as compared to if the plant is run on any other biomass. 

Petitioner has also arranged to get the work of collection, transportation and 

processing of Paddy residue done which has been a very cost intensive exercise to 

feed it to the travel grate boiler of the petitioner. Accordingly, Petitioner has made 

capital Investment to carry out modification in the boiler to   feed Biomass. The  cost 

on  fuel cost, additional O&M and working Capital Components for off-season 

operation are much higher than Normative , However in view of  normative figures 

taken by  Commission in its order dated 20-12-2019 in Suo Motu Petition No 

HERC/PRO-53 of 2019 , the same were taken by petitioner while filling current 

petition. 

c) That the Petitioner reiterates its oral submission during hearing dated 01.09.2020 

that:- 



 

Page 42 of 66 
 

i) The Petitioner has filed the petition for off crushing season only on normative 

parameters. However, on insistence of the respondent and in compliance with 

the direction of HERC, submitted all the details of fuel cost, O&M cost etc, 

capital invested for running the plant on 70 % Paddy straw during the off 

crushing season. 

ii) Contrary to Respondent’s belief and understanding, Biomass/Agriculture 

waste landed price is widely varied due to collection, aggregation, processing 

i.e. Chipping paddy straw to under 50 mm and transportation cost.  

iii) The aggregation and transportation cost of fuel are much higher as compared 

to basic paddy straw bale price at an epicenter of Paddy cultivation area. 

Further, in cases where the generator’s power plant is located nearby parali 

producing agriculture land, the overall price of received fuel will be far lesser 

as compared to petitioner’s plant, which has very little infrastructure at least 

within 50 km radius of Naraingarh Sugar Mill. Also the plant needs a huge 

quantity of paddy straw to run the plant efficiently and has no choice but to 

source the straw from long distances as well. 

iv) Petitioner has to blend 30% of other biomass such as rice husk, wood chips, 

corn stover with Paddy straw in the travel grate boiler. Hence, the normative 

fuel price already determined by HERC has been taken while filing the tariff 

petition.  

v) The petitioner plant is not designed to run on 100% Paddy straw but as the 

Must Run status has been granted for running on Paddy straw as primary 

fuel, the petitioner is incurring higher costs compared to a plant designed 

specifically for paddy straw or those which are strategically located at the 

epicenter of straw burning zones. 

vi) The Commission after reviewing all the data submitted by the petitioner will 

clearly be able to see that the petitioner will be unable to run on paddy straw 

as primary fuel in Off season, if a viable tariff is not given. 

vii) That the Petitioner has submitted all the relevant and required documents as 

per direction of the Commission. However, due to voluminous documents, 

some pages inadvertently were left unsigned. Therefore, the petitioner is 

resubmitting duly signed documents as submitted earlier.  

viii) That it is reiterated that as per DPR of the plant approved by HAREDA, the 

feasibility of the plant is 330 days of operation. These 330 days include 150 

days during crushing season Operation and 180 days during Off-crushing 

season Operation. Petitioner in its rejoinder has already submitted that 
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Petitioner has incurred capital expenditure and got the project financed based 

on the above DPR. 

ix) That though the plant is designed for all types of Biomass fuels, but it is not 

designed for paddy straw as main fuel. It is designed mainly for Bagasse as 

the main fuel and the alternate fuels are of Biomass, Rice Husk & Coal.  The 

feeding system was designed in such a way that only the Boiler can handle 

50% of Biomass and rest 50% Bagasse. There is no feeding for Coal, only 

provision for coal feeding is provided.  The operation of the Boiler in Off 

season is 70% on paddy straw and rest on other biomass. Therefore to run 

the Boiler on 70% paddy straw, additional Capex items are required.  Also, as 

per the Commission’s Order dated 20.12.2019, for FY 19-20 & 20-21, the 

capex cost for paddy straw only as fuel is Rs 6.5 Crores per MW for Biomass 

power plant and Rs 4.925 crore per MW for 2017-18 Bagasse (when the 

petitioner’s plant was commissioned), accordingly for petitioner plant capacity, 

25.0 MW Power plant Project cost would be Rs. 162.5 Crs on Biomass vs Rs. 

123.125 on Bagasse respectively. In comparison to a difference of Rs. 40 cr 

almost, the petitioner is trying to incur a far lower expense to modify its boiled 

to run on paddy straw as primary fuel efficiently. Hence, bare minimum 

normative O & M of paddy straw decided by the Commission should be given 

to the petitioner. 

x) Fuel Cost : 

The respondent alleged that the petitioner failed to establish the plant is run 

with cost effective fuel available from the market and the weighted average 

cost of Rs. 3800/- per MT is highly exaggerated and far from being 

reasonable. In this regard, the Petitioner has submitted the actual of the 

payments to be made or already paid as per direction of the Commission,  

The petitioner would like to submit that since availability of Paddy straw is 

seasonal and the collection period will be only a maximum of 45 to 50 days in 

a year. The same has to be collected during a short period and stored at 

different collection centers and later to be supplied to the power plant 

continuously during the operation. Offseason requirement is around 1.30 lac 

MT and is a huge quantity. Collecting that much quantity and supplying it to 

the mill is a very hectic task and only large-scale suppliers who are financially 

strong and who can invest in the infrastructure can only supply. Hence, the 

cost will be higher,   considering the investments of infrastructure. Further, the 
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approximate price breakup involved in collection of the paddy straw includes 

following components:  

i) Collection cost  - Rs 1800 

This includes cost for cutting, raking and baling in the fields. There after 

loading, transporting, and stacking at the collection centers within 10 kms 

radius of the collection area.  

ii) Storing at the centers - Rs 400/- per MT 

This includes land rent, security, Electricity expenses, and firefighting 

equipment with water connections round the clock. 

iii) Material Loss due to storage - Rs. 325 Rs/- per MT 

There is a 15 to 20 % loss in form of material reduction or in the form of Gross 

calorific value due to the material being exposed in rain and sun and thereby 

leading to the deterioration which is a natural tendency during storage. 

iv) Transportation of material – Rs. 550 - Rs. 1000 

This includes loading of material at centre, transportation and unloading at 

site. The cost is between 550 - 1000. A truck is able to transport only ⅓ rd of 

its weighted capacity when it comes to paddy straw as it takes up all the 

space due to it being an extremely light and voluminous material. 

v) Chipping - 600/- per mt 

Since the density of the material is less than 80kg/m3 and occupies huge 

volume, the chipping of light material is a laborious process. It involves much 

labour and special machinery to overcome the pollution emitted from dust 

during chipping. The cost includes specialized machinery, electrical supply 

and labour for processing. Other boilers designed to run specifically on Paddy 

straw do not need to chip the paddy but can simply feed the bails so do not 

have this cost. 

vi) Material loss during processing -100/- per mt 

Since the material contains dust and is very fine, it flies away during chipping 

also some wastage during chipping. The approximate loss during chipping 

process is around 5% and it comes around Rs. 100/- per mt  

Total of the above, the fuel cost computes to around Rs 3800/- per mt for the 

petitioner. 

xi) O&M Expenses:- 

In this it is to mention that respondent presumed that the petitioner is already 

getting   O&M cost of Rs 21 lakhs per MW as per HERC RE regulation 2017-
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18. This is factually incorrect as O&M cost is being claimed @ 2.1 lakhs per 

MW as per HERC RE 2017 regulations. 

Further the respondent submitted that the O&M expenses submitted by the 

petitioner seems to be overlapping with the fuel cost or Capital expenditure. In 

this regard, the petitioner would like submit that in the O&M expenses,  it was 

submitted under the part of additional O&M expenses (Annex-B2), Additional 

wages & salaries in Off-season in Annexure B3, Insurance details in 

Annexure B4, Additional  contract charges for shifting the paddy straw within 

the premises to the processing area for chipping in Annexure B5 and 

additional cost towards manual feeding to the Boiler in Annexure-B6.All the 

said expenses are additional, which petitioner has to incur during offseason. If 

the plant is not under operation, there won’t be any labour charges, no wear 

and tear to boiler equipment, thereby no replacement of parts, no internal 

shifting of paddy straw to the processing area and no manual feeding to the 

Boiler. Also petitioner would like to state that the normative O&M expenses 

for biomass power plants are 44 lacs per MW. This is almost 19 times more 

than expenses against the Bagasse generic tariff 2017-18, which is only Rs 

2.1 laks per mw. Hence, the petitioner submits that the additional O&M 

expenses submitted are reasonable and genuine and most needed to run the 

plant on Paddy straw as primary fuel.  

xii) Capital expenditure on Boiler Modification: 

In this regard, petitioner submits that though the plant is designed for all types 

of Biomass fuels, but it is not designed for paddy straw as main fuel. It is 

designed mainly for Bagasse as the main fuel and the alternate fuels are of 

Biomass, Rice Husk & Coal.  The feeding system was designed in such a 

way that the Boiler can handle 50% of Biomass and rest 50% Bagasse. There 

is no feeding for Coal, only provision for coal feeding is provided.  The 

operation of the Boiler in Off season is to 70% on paddy straw and rest on 

other biomass, Therefore to run the Boiler on 70% paddy straw, additional 

Capex items are required and the said capex items submitted are to be 

considered.  Also, as per HERC, the capex cost is Rs 6.5 Crores per MW for 

Paddy straw as main fuel Biomass power plant and Rs 4.925 crore per MW 

Bagasse, accordingly for petitioner plant capacity, 25.0 MW Power plant 

Project cost shall be Rs.162.5 Crs on Paddy straw Biomass and Rs. 123.125 

on Bagasse respectively. In comparison to a difference of Rs. 40cr almost, 

the petitioner is trying to incur a far lower expense to modify its boiled to run 
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on paddy straw as primary fuel efficiently. Hence bare minimum normative O 

& M of paddy straw decided by HERC should be given to the petitioner. 

xiii) APC: In this regard, petitioner may like to submit that during FY 2018-19 plant 

was run only two months during off season and FY 2019-20 plant could not 

be operated during off crushing season as same could not be scheduled by 

HPPC. The values for FY 2020-21 for the month of June are only available for 

the non-crushing season. The details along with total Energy generation, 

Energy consumed in various segments have been arrived and collectively 

placed as Annexure-D1 (pages 1-2) and Annexure D2 (pages 1) with details 

of  Auxiliary Power / captive power Consumptions and  Details of Auxiliary 

motors connected load respectively .The APC for plant during June 2020 is 

15.83%, which is higher than Normative APC allowed by State Commission in 

Generic tariff. Honorable commission is therefore requested to consider APC 

as per actual at for off crushing season.  

xiv) GCV of Fuel and SHR of the station:  In this regard, petitioner may like to 

submit that The respondent submitted that the GCV submitted by the 

petitioner is 2400kcal/kg fuel as against the normative GCV of 3100 specified 

in RE regulations 2017. In the regard, the petitioner would like to submit that 

since Biomass fuels are volatile and hydrophilic, therefore moisture content 

increases on storages, which reduce the Calorific value density of fuels. At 

any point of time, the weather is not constant round the year except during 

summer season, the fuel contains high moisture in other seasons. Since the 

fuel is collected and stored, during rains, the fuel will become wet and there is 

no chance of drying, as a result, the fuel can’t be supplied in dry condition and 

always, the NCV will be less. Moreover, in fresh harvested agriculture 

residue, the moisture content is high.  Accordingly, The petitioner has 

submitted the actual values of the fuels received. 

xv) PLF:  

In This regards petitioner submits that As per Regulation 41 of 2017 

Regulations the provision of target PLF for full fixed cost recovery is as 

under:  

“41.  Plant Load Factor:- 

(1)       For the purpose of determining fixed charge, the plant load factor for 

non- fossil fuel-based cogeneration projects shall be computed on the basis 

of plant availability for a number of operating days considering operations 

during crushing season and off-season as specified under sub regulation (2) 

below and load factor of 92%. 
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(2)       The number of operating days shall be 150 days (crushing) + 60 days 

(off- season) = 210 days operating days and the Plant Load Factor shall be 

53%.” 

 

However, as per DPR approved by HAREDA, the off-crop operation days are 

180 days. The parameters for off crop days are to be decided for Paddy 

residue based generation as per following provision:     

“31. Plant Load Factor. – 

(1)  Threshold Plant Load Factor for determining fixed charge component 

of Tariff shall be as under:- 

1. 1st Year of Operation including Stabilization:  65% 

2. From 2nd Year onwards:  80 %.” 

Accordingly, year wise PLF for entire useful life  PLF for 180 days of off 

crushing season will be 80% (65% for the FY 2017-18). 

xvi) Working Capital:  

In this regard petitioner reiterates that HERC RE Regulations, 2017 has 

following provision for arriving Interest On working capital for Paddy residue 

based: 

“16. Interest on Working Capital. – 

(1)       The Working Capital requirement in respect of wind energy projects, 

small hydro power, solar PV and Solar thermal power projects and 

Processed Municipal Solid Waste (WtE) projects shall be computed in 

accordance with the following :- 

a)        Operation & Maintenance expenses for one month; 

b) Receivables equivalent to 2 (two) months of fixed and energy 

charges for sale of electricity calculated on the normative CUF / PLF; 

c)        Maintenance spare @ 15% of operation and maintenance expenses. 

(2)       The  Working  Capital  requirement  in  respect  of  Paddy residue  

power  projects (Rankine Cycle Technology), Paddy residue Gasifier / Bio 

gas  based projects and bagasse / non-fossil fuel based co-generation 

projects shall be computed as under:- 

a)        Fuel costs for four months at normative PLF; 

b)        Operation & Maintenance expense for one month; 

c) Receivables equivalent to 2 (Two)  months  of  fixed  and  variable 

charges for sale of electricity calculated on the normative PLF; 

d)        Maintenance spare @ 15% of operation and maintenance expenses. 



 

Page 48 of 66 
 

(3)       Interest on Working Capital, for the purpose of tariff determination, 

shall be computed at the average Marginal Cost off based on  lending rate 

(MCLR) (one year tenor) of SBI prevailing during the last available six 

months plus an appropriate margin not exceeding 200 basis points i.e. 2%.” 

 

However, the Commission in its Order dated 20-12-2019 in suo Motu petition 

No HERC/PRO-53 of 2019 , has taken fuel cost for six months in case of 

Paddy residue (single fuel-based firing). Accordingly, Petitioner has taken six 

months fuel cost for running the plant of paddy residue. The Petitioner 

submits that the Paddy residue cost will be increasing continuously. This 

increase in prices of Paddy residue has substantial impact on certain 

components considered in the computation of working capital and resultantly 

the interest on working capital will increase year after year.  

xvii) Interest on working capital:  

That interest on working capital may be allowed on a normative basis. 

Further, the interest rate of working capital has been taken at 9.13 % as 

provided in the tariff regulations. However, MCLR will be changing on a year 

to year basis, which has an impact on allowed interest on working capital. 

Apart from this in case of less PLF than 53%, the Interest on working capital 

recoverable will be proportional. Petitioner therefore requests Commission to 

allow recovery of balance interest of working capital requirement in the 

crushing season of the financial year during the off crushing year component.  

In view of the foregoing, the apprehension of the Respondent fearing  allowances of   

tariff components more than admissible, is imaginary and lacks reality.  

 
12. HAREDA, in compliance to the directions of the Commission in the Interim Order 

dated 01.09.2020, filed its comments  with regard to determination of fuel cost in the 

instant matter, under an affidavit dated 14.09.2020. HAREDA has submitted as 

under:- 

a) That HAREDA is responsible for formulating policies and programmes necessary for 

popularizing the applications of various renewable sources of energy in the State.  It 

is the agency empowered for implementation of   various schemes concerning 

utilization of Solar Energy, Biogas, Micro Hydel, Biomass Energy etc.  The State 

Govt. has set up Haryana Renewable Energy Development Agency (HAREDA) in 

May, 1997 to act as nodal agency to implement various centrally and State 

sponsored schemes/ projects in the area of renewable energy in the State. HAREDA 
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is implementing programmes on promotion of generation of power from renewable 

energy sources with an objective to meet the increasing demand for power through 

renewable energy sources. Various projects and schemes are being implemented by 

Department/ HAREDA to increase the penetration of renewable energy and energy 

efficient devices in the State.  

b) That HAREDA has been successfully implementing the renewable energy 

programmes in the state of Haryana and has been successful in bringing private 

investment in the State for encouraging renewable energy programmes in the State 

by implementing RE projects.    

c) That HAREDA in compliance to the order dated 01.09.2020 passed by this 

Commission with regard to determination of fuel cost has got carried out a sample 

survey through its field officers, who have collected data from various districts across 

the State with respect to various biomass resources used as fuel for generating RE 

power, which inter-alia includes paddy straw.   

d) That as per survey conducted by the field officials of HAREDA, it has transpired that 

the minimum average procurement price of paddy straw for the year 2020-21 comes 

out to Rs. 1924.61 per Metric ton, however the maximum average procurement price 

of paddy straw comes out to Rs. 2566.77 per Metric ton.  

e) That HAREDA has also sought information with regard to the fuel cost, from the M/s 

Sainsons Paper Industries Private Ltd, who is using biomass paddy straw as fuel for 

its existing Co-Gen RE facility of 3 MW, has inter-alia informed that the fuel cost 

while using paddy straw as fuel, after carrying out the entire process, comes out to 

Rs. 2187/- per metric ton.  

f) That  HAREDA humbly submits that for the compliance of the order dated 

01.09.2020 passed by this Commission, HAREDA has made its best efforts to collect 

information with regard to cost of paddy straw for being used as RE fuel and has 

gathered the aforesaid information. 

g) That HAREDA humbly submits that in case HAREDA is directed, a formal study from 

some reputed technical agency such as TERI / Agriculture University Hisar or any 

other agency as deemed fit by this Commission in this regard can be got carried out, 

if directed by this Commission. 

h) That since there is lot of price variation between both the biomass fuels i.e. baggasse 

and paddy straw (on the basis of tariff order dated 20.12.2019 rendered by HERC 

for FY 2019-20 and 2020-21) and both can be availed / used throughout the year, 

thus, a check and balance / a methodology requires to be devised, so as to ensure 

that the particular fuel for which tariff is claimed is being used and instead cheaper 
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fuel is not being used for achieving undue benefits, rendering unnecessary load on 

the consumers.  

 

13. In view of the directions of the Commission, in its Interim Order dated 01.10.2020, 

the Petitioner has filed its rejoinder, under an affidavit dated 07.10.2020, submitting 

as under:- 

a) Fuel Cost other than Paddy straw: As submitted during hearing, NSML are a 

Biomass power plant in Off season. Petitioner is using 75% paddy straw blended with 

another biomass. Petitioner plant is not a Paddy straw only power generator. The 

reason of blending 75% Paddy is because the plant has got Must Run status with 

condition to use paddy straw as primary fuel.  

b) That the adjacent areas to petitioner plant are Panchkula, Kurukshetra and Ambala. 

The available Biomass fuels other than Paddy straw in the said nearby region and 

used by the Petitioner are primarily Rice Husk, Cotton stalks and wood waste. As per 

HAREDA’s Biomass prevailing rates for the year 2020-21 submitted to HERC on 

14.09.2020,  the normative  rates with normative escalation in the price every year is 

tabulated  below. The transportation cost will be additional and lie in the range from 

48 to 57.5/- per quintal in line with our earlier submission. 

S.NO Rice Husk Wood Waste Corn Stalk Paddy Straw 

 Min Max Min Max Min Max Min Max 

Panchkula 3500 4000 0 0 0 0 2200 3000 

Kurukshetra 3000 6000 2000 3500 3000 5000 1500 2500 

Ambala 3000 3500 6000 6500 0 0 2500 3000 

Average Market price 3167 4500 4000 5000 3000 5000 2067 2833 

 

Further to submit that rates of M/s Sainsons can not be applied to the Petitioner, as 

M/s Sainson is strategically located at the Epi-center of the paddy straw belt. M/s. 

Saisons collect the fuel within 25-30 km, whereas NSML needs to source anywhere 

from 25-150 km. Further, requirement of the Petitioner is much higher than M/s. 

Saisons and it is 100,000 - 150,000 MT of Paddy straw per year which is virtually 

impossible to source from only vicinity at present because of lack of infrastructure or 

scattered lands of farmers growing paddy. Further Collection Contractors do not work 

in regions where the paddy straw is scattered as it is not cost effective for them. 

Moreever, Petitioner has claimed biomass normative tariff based on the HERC order 

dated 20.12.2019 passed in December 2019. However, actual costs of Biomass are 

infact higher than that.  

Also, the other similar generators once operational will have significant impact on the 

cost of collected paddy straw going upwards like it has happened with Rice husk & 

Bagasse in all states.  
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c) O&M Cost.: The O&M cost such as chipping cost, land lease rent, material handling  

part in additional O&M cost should not be considered into the fuel cost but it should 

be considered into the O&M cost. The Chipping and processing cost involved in 

Paddy straw is 600/- per MT and the material handling along with lease rent 400/- per 

MT. The petitioner is having a travel grate boiler incapable of taking paddy straw 

without chipping it to less than 2 inches size. Therefore, the petitioner humbly 

requests to consider the same. 

d) The petitioner further reiterates  that since Plant has to operate in the Offseason 

particularly on 75% paddy straw, lot of wear and tear will take  place in the Boiler due 

to high ash and silica content of paddy straw and requires additional maintenance, 

therefore needs to  be considered additional cost  apart from the normative O& M 

cost.  

e) FUEL COST AS PER CERC & HERC:  That the fuel Cost proposed  by the 

Commission is in line with CERC  order dated 11-01-2019. The relevant extract is 

produced as under:  

“The Commission, as per Regulation 42 of the RE Tariff Regulations, has proposed 

the Biomass fuel price during third year of the Control Period (i.e. FY 2019-20) in the 

table below. The fuel prices have been derived by escalating the notified prices of 

first year of control period by 5%. For each subsequent year of the Tariff Period, a 

normative escalation factor of 5% per annum shall be applicable, unless reviewed 

and ordered otherwise by the Commission. “ 

State Biomass Price for FY 
2018-19 (Rs. /Tonne) 

Biomass Price for FY 2019-
20 (Rs./Tonne) 

Andhra Pradesh 3016.88 3167.72 

Haryana 3433.91 3605.61 

Maharashtra 3512.09 3687.69 

Punjab 3591.59 3771.17 

Rajasthan 2997.33 3147.20 

Tamil Nadu 2967.35 3115.72 

Uttar Pradesh  3069.00 3222.45 

Other States 3226.70 3388.04 

 

Further CERC RE tariff order for FY 2020-21 issued on July 21st , 2020, contains the 

following details for biomass prices :- 

“50. The Commission, as per Regulation 38 of the RE Tariff Regulations, has 

specified the Biomass fuel price for first year of the Control Period (i.e. FY 2020-21) 

in the table below:  

State Biomass Price for FY 2020-21 (Rs. /MT) 

Andhra Pradesh 3326 

Haryana 3786 

Maharashtra 3872 
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Punjab 3960 

Rajasthan 3305 

Tamil Nadu 3272 

Uttar Pradesh  3384 

Other States 3557 

 

 

Further, as per HERC order dated 20.12.2019, HAREDA in its submission in para 13 

has given following details: 

“HAREDA has submitted that it is promoting biomass power projects in the State. 

Accordingly, based on the inputs received from the District level officers in the State, 

minimum average cost of biomass works out to Rs. 3337 / MT and maximum 

average cost is RS. 4202 / MT.  

Commission’s View: - The Commission has taken note of the above submissions on 

cost of biomass and has dealt with the same at the relevant paragraph of the present 

Order. “ 

Also, in the point 22, following is mentioned  

Fuel Cost (biomass / paddy straw) – The Commission observes that the provision for 

biomass fuel cost, as per the HERC RE Regulations as under: -  

“38. Fuel Cost. – Biomass fuel price during first year of the Control Period shall be 

Rs. 3270 /MT and shall be escalated at the rate of 5% per annum for arriving at the 

levelized tariff for the entire useful life of the project”. Further, the calorific value of the 

biomass fuel has been pegged at 3100 (kCal/kg).  

As the first year of the control period (Regulation 4) is the FY 2017-18, the 

Commission has considered the same after escalating the fuel cost by 5% for the FY 

2018-19 and the FY 2019-20 to arrive at the base year. Further, the fuel cost was 

escalated by 5% per annum for the entire tariff period.  

The Commission observes that the cost of biomass considered by CERC for 

Haryana for FY 2019-20 is Rs.3605.61 / MT while HAREDA has submitted minimum 

average of Rs 3336.941 / MT and Maximum Average of Rs. 4201.806/MT. Hence, 

after considering escalation of 5% for FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20, the fuel cost as 

per HERC Regulations will also reach the CERC levels and about the mid value of 

price range submitted by HAREDA. Hence, the Commission has considered the 

biomass fuel cost as per the HERC RE Regulations including the fuel price 

escalation factor of 5% per annum.  

As far as paddy straw is concerned HAREDA has submitted an average rate of Rs. 

2241.667 / MT with wide variations in circle wise rates while CERC for the FY 2019-

20 for Haryana has considered the same at Rs. 3605.61 / MT. The Commission for 
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the FY 2019-20 has considered the fuel cost of Rs. 3605.61 / MT in line with the 

CERC for Haryana (for Punjab CERC has considered a higher cost i.e. Rs. 3771 / 

MT) as the HERC RE Regulations does not separately provide for the same.” 

The Commission may take a note of the same during determination of  tariff of 

Petitioner as a process of  project specific tariff determination.  

 

f) Petitioner’s submissions on the final hearing held on 01-10-2020: In this regard, he 

Petitioner reiterates its verbal submission during hearing on 01-10-2020 as under:-  

i) In response to the Respondent’s argument that fuel cost claimed by M/s 

Sainsons Paper Industries is lower, it is submitted that in the vicinity of the 

Petitioner’s plant, the fuel availability is less compared to Sainson and fuel has to be 

procured from faraway places. 

ii) The Petitioner is purchasing the Biomass for the last 03 years and all the 

relevant invoices have been submitted before the Commission. The same may be 

verified by the Commission on its own or by any external agency.  

iii) That the plant was designed to operate on the available bagasse as per DPR, 

the plant capacity shall be expanded for 5500 TCD and subsequently the available 

bagasse shall be used 140 days during cane crushing season and 31 days on the 

surplus bagasse during Off season. However, due to lack of cane availability, the 

sugar pant expansion has not been carried. The plant is having shortage of fuel in 

the season itself due to shortage of cane and is dependent on additional purchased 

fuel from outside during the season itself. In this regard, the relevant extract of DPR  

is reproduced for ready reference: 

“NSML is planning for sugar expansion cum Expansion/Modernization of existing 
plant capacity to 5500 TCD by September 2013. In order to integrate the operations 
further, M/s. NSML has also decided to establish 25 MW co-gen power plant with 
very high pressure and temperature configuration 130 TPH Boiler of 87 ata and 
515°C respectively.  
2.4.2  
Availability of Bagasse & Other Fuels  
a) Bagasse Availability 
i. The bagasse generation taken as a basis for the proposed Cogen Project is 
27.94% on cane and achieved in the past. Bagasse will be main fuel for the proposed 
Cogen Project. 
 ii. At design levels the bagasse, will be sufficient for 140 season days and 31 off-
season days (saved bagasse).  
b) Availability of Other Fuels  
i. Proposed Cogen Project will operate for 330 days in a year. The bagasse from 
NSML will be available for 171 days operation. For balance 159 days, the alternative 
fuel such as indigenous coal & biomass will be required.  
ii. The designed requirement of coal & biomass to be purchased for off-season 
operations is about 32,653 MT (55,147 MT equivalent bagasse) & 70,581 MT 
(103,519 MT equivalent bagasse) respectively.  
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iii. Cane trash, which is available in large quantities, can also be fired in the boiler 
during season as well as off-season. Due to restriction from the boiler manufacturers, 
usually around 10% to 15% is fired in the boiler. This quantity of cane trash also 
helps to save the bagasse for off-season.  
iv. The design and guarantee fuel for the Cogen Project will be bagasse generated 
from the sugar mill, during the season operation of the sugar plant. However, the 
plant will be suitable for operation with fuels like saved bagasse, coal, and biomass. 
The extent of usage of the fuels will be depending upon the availability.  
v. Due to availability of variety of fuels, the boiler is designed for the multi fuel firing 
type for the proposed Cogen Project. DPR on 25 MW Cogeneration Power Plant & 
Concurrent Modernization at NSML, Banondi, Dist Ambala 20 2.5 Land & Water 
Availability Presently, NSML has earmarked the required” 
 

In view of the above, it has been requested to consider the Off season to be 

190 days so that huge quantity of Paddy straw can be burnt, which will help in 

reducing the stubble burning in the fields, income generation to the farmers, saving in 

soil nutrients and mainly addressing the air pollution issue of  national capital region-

Delhi and the surrounding states. 

 
iv) That the Power plant is designed to operate on multi fuels with “Bagasse as 

Primary fuel”.  Now, the Petitioner is granted the “Must Run Status” by the 

Commission to operate the Boiler on 75% Paddy straw as the “Primary fuel”. 

Therefore, the Petitioner has carried out necessary  modifications in the design of the 

Power plant to run on Paddy straw as primary fuel. The details of additional capital 

cost for operation of the plant with additional O&M expenses have been submitted to 

the Commission. 

v) As per CERC order dated 18.03.2014, CERC constituted a committee to 

undertake a study on the “Performance and viability of Biomass based plants 

operating in the country including prevailing biomass prices”, the petitioner would like 

to quote as below: 

“1.2. In accordance with Regulation 8 of the RE Tariff Regulations- 2012, the 

Commission issued an Order on determination of generic levelized generation tariff 

for the above-mentioned categories of RE generating stations. (Petition No. 35/2012 

(suo-motu) dated 27th march, 2012.While dealing with the comments received from 

the various stakeholders regarding biomass sector, in the above referred Order the 

Commission observed as under:  

“Based on the suggestions received from the projects developers, Industry 

associations representing the biomass sector and Ministry of New and Renewable 

Energy (MNRE), the Commission has decided to constitute a Committee which will 

visit existing plants and conduct a detailed study on the performance/viability of such 

plants operating in the country including the prevailing biomass prices.” 1.3. 

Accordingly, the CERC constituted a Committee on 11th October, 2012 under the 

Chairmanship of the Secretary, CERC to undertake a detailed Study on the 

Statement of Reasons on CERC (Terms and Conditions for Tariff determination from 
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Renewable Energy Sources) (First Amendment) Regulations, 2014 Page 2 

“Performance/Viability of Biomass based plants operating in the Country including 

the prevailing biomass prices”.  

1.4. The Committee deliberated and collected information and data from various 

stakeholders and also visited sites of power developers to understand the issues at 

stake in different operation of the biomass based power plants.  

1.5. After detailed examination, the Committee felt that the challenges being faced by 

the biomass plants primarily stem out of fuel related issues, viz.:- lack of availability 

of surplus biomass, poor quality of biomass fuel, inadequate fuel collection, 

distribution & supply mechanism, competitive buyers of biomass and price rise, 

resulting into usage of waste biomass and lower plant load factor. After extensive 

deliberations, the Committee finalized its report and submitted to the Commission on 

16th July, 2013.  

1.6. The Committee recommended following normative parameters suggested by the 

Committee for the consideration of the Commission for determination of generic tariff:  

i. Station Heat Rate (SHR): 

a. 4200 Kcal/kWh for station using travelling grate boilers; and  

b. 4125 kcal/kWh for stations using AFBC boilers  

ii. Gross Calorific Value (GCV): 3100 kcal/kg  

iii. O&M expenses: Rs. 40 Lakh/MW  

iv. Auxiliary Consumption: a. 10% with water cooled condenser, and b. 12 % for air 

cooled condenser  

v. Capital Cost (excluding evacuation cost and cost of water-cooled condenser 

considered):  

a. For project with water cooled condenser: Rs. 540 Lakh/MW  

b. For project with air cooled condenser: Rs. 580 lakh /MW  

c. For rice straw-based project: Rs. 630 lakh/ MW  

vi. Biomass Price: to be decided annually by a committee to be formed at State level 

representing State Commission, Nodal Agency, Government.  

1.7. Based on the recommendation of the Committee, in exercise of the mandate in 

Section 61 read with Section 178 (2) (s) of the Electricity Act, 2003 (36 of 2003), the 

Central Commission issued draft Regulations on Central Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (Terms and conditions Statement of Reasons on CERC (Terms and 

Conditions for Tariff determination from Renewable Energy Sources) (First 

Amendment) Regulations, 2014 Page 3 for Tariff Determination for Renewable 

Energy Sources) (first amendment) Regulations, 2013 along with an explanatory 

memorandum.” 

 

The Petitioner has requested to take a note of the Committee’s report constituted by 

CERC submitted in the year 2013, where the normative figures are given with 

escalation on which was quoted by respondent during hearing.  

 
Commission’s Analysis and Order 

14. The Commission heard the arguments of the parties at length as well as perused the 

written submissions placed on record by the parties. The Commission has carefully 
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examined the Regulations occupying the field (hereinafter referred to as ‘HERC RE 

Regulations, 2017’) & its Orders dated 20.12.2019, regarding determination of 

levelized tariff for renewable power projects commissioned during the FY 2019-20 & 

FY 2020-21.  

At the onset, the Commission took cognizance of the matter under consideration of 

Hon’ble Supreme Court regarding menace of stubble burning and consequent 

affidavit dated 08.08.2020 filed by Chief Secretary, Haryana, submitting the current 

status report on position of paddy straw burning including the efforts taken by the 

Government of Haryana to curtail the same. The Commission has considered the 

serious environmental issues arising from burning of paddy stubble in the State and 

NCR and power project of the Petitioner using paddy straw as a fuel can meet the 

social objectives and concerns of the National Green Tribunal as well as the Haryana 

Government. Therefore, apart from commercial angle, the project has to be 

considered from social & environmental benefits attached to it. However, at the same 

time, the Petitioner is not allowed to enrich itself at the cost of the electricity 

consumers of the State of Haryana, by claiming higher tariff than the tariff allowed for 

the similarly placed generators using paddy straw as fuel such as M/s. Sainsons 

Paper Industries Pvt. Ltd. (HERC/PRO-68 of 2019, Order dated 19.10.2020), M/s. 

Hind Samachar Ltd. (HERC/PRO-27 of 2020, Order dated 26.10.2020) and M/s. 

Sukhbir Agro Energy Ltd. (HERC/PRO-28 of 2020, Order dated 26.10.2020).   

 

It would be worth to recapitulate the earlier Orders of the Commission in the matter, 

wherein the Commission had observed as under:- 

 

a) HERC/PRO-42 of 2018 (Order dated 10.01.2019):- 

“The Commission has observed that the Respondent has submitted a letter no. 

No. NSML / 2018-19/424 dated 27th September, 2018 regarding scheduling and 

dispatch of renewable power generated by them. However, no such issue was raised 

by them during the hearing of the matter. The Commission further observes that that 

the RE Regulations in vogue provides for ‘must run status’ to RE Power Plants below 

10 MW only. The Commission had granted ‘must run status’ to paddy straw based 

power generators in its Order dated 03.01.2019 in Case No. HERC / PRO – 45 of 

2018, as a special case in larger public interest, in order to address the 

environmental concerns arising out of burning of paddy straw. Additionally, the 

running of power plant of the Respondent on Biomass during off-crushing season is 

not effected by non introduction of intra- state ABT in Haryana / any Regulations in 
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this regard including the Haryana Grid Code, as the fixed cost of the plant is already 

covered in the tariff for the energy generated on Bagasse as the fuel.  

 

In view of the consent already accorded by HPPC to the Generator for 

purchase of power from its generating station with biomass as the fuel, it is ordered 

that the tariff shall be decided on the separate petition to be filed by Generators 

under section 62 of the Electricity Act, 2003, in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the 

main PPA dated 120.03.2014, entered into between the parties.  The tariff petition 

shall include DPR approved by HAREDA and all other relevant documents to arrive 

at the reasonable incremental capital cost to be incurred on running with biomass as 

the fuel, if any, and all other tariff components. However, as the power has already 

started flowing to the DISCOMs and the tariff determination is a long exercise 

including public proceedings, the Commission as an interim measure, approves that 

till the time final tariff is determined by the Commission upon filing of the requisite 

application by the Generator, the interim tariff shall be APPC for the power generated 

using biomass as fuel and injected into the grid subject to adjustments vis-à-vis the 

final tariff determined by the Commission.”  

b) Review Petition No. HERC/RA-4 of 2019 (Order dated 26.03.2019):- 

“a) Filing of tariff petition by NSML in terms of the Power Purchase Agreement 

dated 10.03.2014 (hereinafter referred to as “PPA”):- 

The Commission has addressed the issue in length at para 11 in its Impugned Order 

dated 10.01.2019. The same is reproduced as under:- 

“The Commission has further taken note of the clause 2.1.1 of the main PPA dated 

10.03.2014, entered into between the parties, as under:- 

“………The fuel (biomass mix/bagasse) cost (Rs/kWH) decided by the Commission 

shall be subject to the cap of twice (2 times) the fuel cost (Rs./kWH) approved by the 

Commission for thermal power generation of HPGCL in Haryana. Beyond which the 

HPPC/Discoms shall be under no obligation to purchase power from the company. In 

such an event, the Company shall have the right to sell the entire power generated 

by them to a third party including offering power to the Discoms at the average pool 

power cost (APPC) as determined by the Commission, selling power through the 

power exchange etc.” 

In view of the consent already accorded by HPPC to the Generator for purchase of 

power from its generating station with biomass as the fuel, it is ordered that the tariff 
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shall be decided on the separate petition to be filed by Generators under section 62 

of the Electricity Act, 2003, in accordance with clause 2.1.1 of the main PPA dated 

120.03.2014, entered into between the parties.  The tariff petition shall include DPR 

approved by HAREDA and all other relevant documents to arrive at the reasonable 

incremental capital cost to be incurred on running with biomass as the fuel, if any, 

and all other tariff components. However, as the power has already started flowing to 

the DISCOMs and the tariff determination is a long exercise including public 

proceedings, the Commission as an interim measure, approves that till the time final 

tariff is determined by the Commission upon filing of the requisite application by the 

Generator, the interim tariff shall be APPC for the power generated using biomass as 

fuel and injected into the grid subject to adjustments vis-à-vis the final tariff 

determined by the Commission. “ 

The Commission observes that the review petitioner has prayed that clause j of 

Regulation clause no. 6(1) prohibits any project specific tariff determination of 

Biomass project based on Rankine Cycle Technology. The Review Petitioner 

therefore seeks that generic tariff determined under the RE regulations shall be 

available to it. However, the Commission observes that Proviso to Regulation Clause 

No. 36 of HERC RE Regulations, 2017 appropriately address the current scenario of 

generation and sale of power by bagasse based co-generation projects using 

biomass as fuel using non-crushing season as under:- 

“Provided that the bagasse based co-generation projects, selling power to the 

Discoms under PPA approved by the Commission, shall be permitted to use biomass 

as fuel during the non-cane crushing season. In such cases the generators can 

approach the Commission for determination of tariff for the power generated 

using biomass as fuel. The HPPC shall not refuse purchase of such power without 

the prior approval of the Commission.“   

Further, the Commission also observes that there is merit in the submission of the 

Respondent (HPPC) that “allowing generic tariff for the whole project would mean 

that the capacity charges would be recovered twice by the Petitioner. Thus, the 

contention of the Petitioner that it should be allowed generic tariff for the entire 

project in terms of RE Regulations, 2017 is illegal, unjust and unreasonable.“ 

The Commission observes that the Commission, in the HERC RE Regulations, 2017, 

has not determined generic tariff for a plant, which run on Bagasse as the fuel source 

for some months of the year and on other Biomass as the fuel source for some other 
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months of the year. Rather, generic tariff was fixed in the RE Regulations, 2017, for 

biomass based power project running on the same fuel source throughout the year.  

In view of the above submissions & discussions, the Commission is of the 

considered opinion that the issue raised is liable to be rejected as being devoid 

of merit and also beyond the scope of review jurisdiction of this Commission.”       

 

The Commission has taken note of the Appeal filed by HPPC before the Hon’ble 

Appellate Tribunal for Electricity challenging Order of the Commission dated 

10.01.2019 (DFR/1687/2019).  

 

15. Accordingly, subject to the decision of Hon’ble Appellate Tribunal for Electricity in the 

Appeal mentioned above, the Commission has proceeded to determine tariff for 25 

MW power plant of the Petitioner, during off crushing season, running primarily on 

Paddy Straw as fuel. 

Before proceeding to determine the tariff, as sought by the Petitioner, the 

Commission considers it appropriate to decide a few preliminary issues w.r.t. the 

number of days to be taken for off crushing season, admissibility of additional capital 

cost, additional O&M expenses to be allowed during Off crushing season and carry 

forward of the unrecovered fixed cost of crushing season to off crushing season. 

 

a) Number of days to be taken for off crushing season. 

The Petitioner has submitted that off crushing season days for which tariff is being 

determined may be taken as 180 days, as per DPR which contains 150 days of 

crushing season and 180 days of off-crushing season. Per-contra, the Respondent 

i.e. HPPC has vehemently argued that off crushing days should be taken as 150 

days, as per HERC RE Regulations, 2017 (Chapter 7, Regulation 41) which provides 

that the crushing season is 210 days in a year. Therefore, out of 365 days of 

operation, after deducting crushing season days of 210 days, balance off crushing 

season days comes to 150 (365 days minus 210 days). 

The Commission has examined the relevant clause no. 3.3 (d) of the DPR, which 

provides as under:- 

 “As bagasse generated during crushing season is sufficient for 140 season days and 

31 days of off-season operation, for balance 159 days of operation alternative fuels 

like indigenous coal & biomass will have to be used.” 
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Further, the applicable Regulation clause no. 41 of HERC RE Regulations, 2017, 

provides as under:- 

“41. Plant Load Factor. –  
(1) For the purpose of determining fixed charge, the plant load factor for non-

fossil fuel based cogeneration projects shall be computed on the basis of 
plant availability for number of operating days considering operations during 
crushing season and off-season as specified under sub regulation (2) below 
and load factor of 92%.  

(2) The number of operating days shall be 150 days (crushing) + 60 days (off-
season) = 210 days operating days and the Plant Load Factor shall be 53%.”  

 

The Commission has carefully examined the submissions of Petitioner and the 

Respondent and is of the considered opinion that the HERC RE Regulations, 

2017, has in most unequivocal terms has defined operating days for 

cogeneration power plant operating on Bagasse as fuel. The matter under 

consideration of the Commission is the determination of tariff for operating the 

plant on fuel other than bagasse during off crushing season. Operating days of 

210 days has already been considered by the Commission, while determining 

Plant Load Factor (PLF) of 53%. Therefore, the Commission decides that 

balance days left out of 365 operating days in a year i.e. 155 days shall be off 

season days for the purpose of calculating tariff applicable on fuel other than 

bagasse. 

 

b) Admissibility of additional capital cost. 

The Petitioner has not claimed any additional capital cost for running power plant 

during off crushing season, in the original petition as well as in the revised petition 

filed on 02.03.2020. However, while filing additional documents, under an affidavit 

dated 27.07.2020, in reply to the Commission’s Interim Order dated 14.07.2020, the 

Petitioner submitted that total additional capital Cost in boiler modification for 

enabling it for biomass burning is Rs 6.80 Crores and requested to add the same in 

total capital cost while arriving various components of fixed cost.  

Per-contra, HPPC submitted that out of Rs. 6.80 crore claimed by the Petitioner as 

cost of boiler modification, only an amount of Rs. 1.28 crore has been shown as 

spend till date and quotation received for the balance amount of Rs. 5.52 crore. DPR 

and PPA provides that the Petitioner is to assure design and installation of Plant 

suitable for feeding any kind of biomass fuel, therefore, the contention of the 

Petitioner claiming expenditure on boiler modification at this stage cannot be 

accepted. The Petitioner was to ensure such specifications of the Plant at the time of 

initial installation.  
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The Commission has examined the relevant clause no. 2.4.2 of the DPR, which 

provides as under:- 

 “Due to availability of variety of fuels, the boiler is designed for the multi fuel firing 

type for the proposed Cogen Project.” 

Further, Clause 4.1.2 (b) of the DPR provides as under – 

“The fuel to be handled for the off season operation of the plant shall be saved 

bagasse, coal and biomass which shall be fed through the system provided for the 

handling of fuel.” 

The Commission has examined the submission of the Petitioner as well as the 

Respondent along with the relevant provisions in the DPR. The Petitioner has 

not claimed the cost of boiler modification in the original as well as revised 

petition. This may be due to the fact that DPR prepared by the Petitioner 

already provides that boiler of the power plant of the Petitioner is designed for 

multi fuel firing i.e. bagasse, coal, biomass etc. Further, the Petitioner has 

submitted that it has run the plant on paddy straw as fuel for two months in the 

FY 2018-19 and in the month of June, 2020. It provides ample evidence of the 

fact that the boiler is capable of handling all kind of biomass. It becomes more 

evident from the fact that the Petitioner has shown Rs. 1.28 crore spent on 

boiler modification between Nov., 2018 to Dec 2019 and the quotation received 

for the balance amount of Rs. 5.52 crore. The plant is already handling paddy 

straw as fuel without need of boiler modification as argued by the Petitioner. 

The amount has not even spent till date by the Petitioner. 

 

In view of the above, the Commission decides that the Petitioner is not entitled 

to capital cost so claimed on account of boiler modification. 

 

c) Carry forward of the unrecovered fixed cost of crushing season to off crushing 

season:- 

The Petitioner has submitted that as per historical crushing data, the crop days has 

been lesser than 150 days, due to lesser availability of the quantity of cane. In case 

previous trend continues, there will always be less than 53% PLF which is required to 

recover full fixed cost in the year. Therefore, it is requested to consider and allow 

recovery of balance fixed cost components which could not be recovered due to less 

PLF than 53% during crushing season in year, due to less crushing availability of 

bagasse.  
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HPPC, in its reply has put onus of non achievement of 53% PLF during crushing 

season on the Petitioner, citing inadequacies in management and poor planning of 

the Sugar Mill. 

 

The Commission has examined the above submissions and is of the 

considered view that the issue under consideration for the Commission is 

determination of tariff for Non Crushing Season, independent of tariff already 

decided for Crushing Season. In the determination of tariff for Non Crushing 

Season, spill over of the tariff component from Crushing Season Tariff is not 

allowed to pass. 

 

In view of the above, the Commission decides that the Petitioner is not entitled 

to carry forward of the unrecovered fixed cost of crushing season to off 

crushing season. 

 

d) Additional O&M expenses to be allowed during Off crushing season. 

The Petitioner has claimed additional O&M expenses for operation during non-

crushing season to the tune of Rs. 13.38 crores i.e. Rs.  53.52 Lakhs/MW, on 

account of employees cost, repair and maintenance, boiler maintenance, insurance 

premium, internal transportation cost for fuel within plant premises, manual parali 

feeding to the boiler etc.  

Per-contra, HPPC has vehemently argued that the O&M expenses has to be 

restricted to Rs. 44.7 Lakhs per MW for 365 days, as provided in the HERC RE 

Regulations, 2017. For 155 days the proportionate O&M works out to be 18.98 Lakhs 

per MW.  

 

The Commission has examined the above submissions and the relevant 

provisions of the HERC RE Regulations in vogue. The Commission in its HERC 

RE Regulations, 2017 has provided normative O&M expenses for the FY 2017-

18 as Rs. 0.40 Crore/MW, with escalation of 5.72% p.a. The Commission in its 

Order dated 20.12.2019, has determined O&M expense of biomass based 

projects for the FY 2019-20 as Rs. 44.70 Lakhs/MW. The O&M expenses, in the 

Regulations, have been provided for full year. The issue under consideration is 

determination of O&M expenses for 155 days of off crushing days. 

Accordingly, the proportionate O&M expenses for 155 days comes to Rs. 18.98 

Lakhs/MW, for the FY 2019-20. Since, the O&M expenses claimed by the 
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Petitioner without any corroborative evidence (i.e. Rs. 53.52 Lakhs/MW), is 

higher than the norms, the Commission approves Rs. 18.98 Lakhs/MW as O&M 

expenses for the off crushing season of 155 days, for the FY 2019-20, with 

escalation of 5.72 p.a.. 

 

 

The Commission has already determined tariff for similarly placed generators using 

paddy straw as fuel such as M/s. Sainsons Paper Industries Pvt. Ltd. (HERC/PRO-68 

of 2019, Order dated 19.10.2020), M/s. Hind Samachar Ltd. (HERC/PRO-27 of 2020, 

Order dated 26.10.2020) and M/s. Sukhbir Agro Energy Ltd. (HERC/PRO-28 of 2020, 

Order dated 26.10.2020).   

The Petitioner has filed the tabular statements containing the operation norms of its 

power plant and in the process deviated from its submissions in the revised petition 

filed on 02.03.2020. The comparison of submissions of the Petitioner in the revised 

petition dated 02.03.2020 and reply dated 27.07.2020 is as under:- 

Parameter In the revised 
petition dated 
02.03.2020 

In the reply dated 
27.07.2020 

HERC RE Regulations, 2017, for 
Water Cooled, AFBC Boiler for 
Biomass (Single Fuel Paddy Straw) 

Fuel cost Rs. 3785/MT for 
FY 2020-21 

Rs. 3800/- MT Rs. 3605/MT FY 2019-20 

O&M 
Expenses 

Rs 100 Million Rs. 133.8 Million  Rs. 4.47 Million/MW i.e. Rs. 111.75 
Million for 25 MW, for full year 

Boiler 
Modification 

Nil Rs. 6.80 Crore No such provision 

Aux. Energy 
Consumption 

10% 15.83% (in June 
2020) 

10% 

GCV of fuel 3100 kcal/kg 2470 (in June 
2020) 

3100 

SHR  4063 kcal/kwh 3644 4125 

 

The Commission has further observed that the Petitioner has not provided any 

corroborative evidence in support of the cost proposed to be incurred by it. 

Regulation 6(2) of HERC RE Regulations, 2017 provides that for assessment of 

project specific tariff, the lower of the actual or normative parameter has to be taken 

into account as the normative parameters except for capital cost are the ceiling 

parameters. The Regulation reads as under –  

“Determination of Project specific Tariff for generation of electricity from such 

renewable energy sources shall be in accordance with such terms and conditions as 

stipulated by the Commission. 

Provided that the financial norms as specified under Chapter-3 of these Regulations, 

except for capital cost, shall be ceiling norms while determining the project specific 

tariff.” 
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Accordingly, the Petitioner is not allowed to take shelter under the normative 

parameters provided in the HERC RE Regulations, as these parameters are the 

ceiling norms. While undertaking tariff determination process, in case the 

Commission has reasons to believe that the actual parameters are better, based on 

the data provided by the Petitioner or similarly placed other generators, the 

Commission is bound to adopt those parameters. 

M/s. Hind Samachar Ltd. situated in Distt. Kaithal  and M/s. Sukhbir Agro Energy Ltd  

situated in Distt. Kurukshetra, both 15 MW, were primarily conceived to run on Paddy 

Straw as fuel.  The Petitioner has submitted that during FY 2018-19 plant was run for 

only two months during off season and FY 2019-20 plant could not be operated 

during off crushing season as same could not be scheduled by HPPC. The values for 

the Month of only June, 2020 (in the FY 2020-21) is available for non-crushing 

season.  

Further, since the proposal of HPPC for procuring power from the Petitioner during 

off crushing season using fuel other than baggase, was approved by the 

Commission, vide its Order dated 10.01.2019 (HERC/PRO-42 of 2018), the 

Commission will now proceed to determine tariff for 20 years from FY 2019-20 

onwards. Additionally, since the Petitioner is not allowed any capital cost for 

operating during non crushing season, therefore, there is no impact on determination 

of tariff w.e.f. the FY 2019-20. 

Accordingly, in absence of corroborative actual operational norms and considering 

the fact that the plant shall run primarily on paddy straw as fuel during off crushing 

season, the operational norms considered for tariff determination of  M/s. Sainsons 

Paper Industries Pvt. Ltd., M/s. Hind Samachar Ltd. and M/s. Sukhbir Agro Energy 

Ltd., has been considered as under:- 

 

Parameters Norms approved for Water Cooled - AFBC, primary fuel 
paddy 

CUF  80%  

O&M Rs. Lakhs/MW 44.7 * 155 days = Rs. 18.98 Lakhs/MW 

O&M escalation 5.72% 

Depreciation 5.38% (first 13 years) 

RoE 14% 

Interest on working capital 8.11% (SBI MCLR -1 year tenor average of April-Sep 
20 i.e. 7.11% + 1%) 

Auxiliary consumption 10%  

Fuel Cost (Rs/MT) FY 2019-20: Rs. 1983/MT 

Fuel price escalation 5% 

Heat Rate (kCal/kWh) 3410 

GCV (kCal/kg) 3100 

Discount rate 11.29% 
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Working capital norms: 
a) Fuel stock 
b) O&M 
c) Receivable 
d) Maintenance spares 

 
4 months 
1 month 
2 months 
15% of O&M 

   

Before parting with the Order, the Commission has considered the 

submissions of HPPC that Clause 12.4 of the MYT Regulations provides for 

item wise gain to be shared between the generating company and the licensee 

in the ratio of 50:50. Considering the same, sale value of any residual of 

generation process has to be taken into account for determination of tariff. It is 

observed the residual of generation process should only be the ash of paddy 

straw/other biomass, which may not have any commercial value. Therefore, 

given the un-certainly regarding the quantum of ash generation and its pricing, 

the Commission is of the considered view that the proceeds for sale of ash 

shall be accounted for on actual basis i.e. the Generator shall maintain 

separate monthly account recording the production and sale of ash. The HPPC 

may inspect the same at any point of time and the IPP shall provide all possible 

assistance to the officer / officials of the Discoms / HPPC including production 

of bills / amount realised etc. Accordingly, on a quarterly basis, the verified 

proceeds netted off for any associated direct / indirect cost shall be shared in 

50:50 ratio between the Discoms / HPPC and the Generator herein. 

 

Further, the Petitioner was granted “Must Run Status” by the Commission, 

vide memo no. 385-386/HERC/Tariff dated 11.11.2019, for one year on trial 

basis as per the directions of the State Government, provided generator uses 

paddy straw as 75% of biomass fuel during non crushing season to address 

the environmental issues. Now that the tariff has been determined on the basis 

of paddy straw being primarily used as fuel and has been found most 

economical of all biomass fuel used, the Commission decides to extend the 

“Must Run Status” granted to the Petitioner during off crushing season, for 

another one year, on the condition that the Petitioner shall primarily use paddy 

straw as fuel, in order to address the environmental menace created by 

burning of paddy stubble. Further decision regarding “Must Run Status” will 

be taken after reviewing the progress of use of paddy stubble vis-à-vis merit 

order despatch. 

Based on the parameters discussed in the foregoing paras, the Commission 

determines the tariff for the life of the project, starting from FY 2019-20, 
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appended to the present Order (Annexure – A).  The tariff payable is the year to 

year tariff so determined by the Commission.  

 

In terms of the above Order, the present petition is disposed of.   

This Order is signed, dated and issued by the Haryana Electricity Regulatory 

Commission on 06.11.2020. 

 

 

Date:  06.11.2020               (Naresh Sardana)                                    (Pravindra Singh Chauhan)    
Place: Panchkula                     Member                                                  Member  

 

 
 

 



Water Cooled, ABFC Boiler - Naraingarh Sugar Mills Ltd. for 25 MW (Fuel: Primarily Paddy Straw)
Table of Parameters 25 MW
Capital cost (Rs. in Million / MW) 0.000

Cost of Land (Rs. Million) 0.000

Remaining capital cost 0.000

Residual value (10%) 0.00

Total depreciation ( Rs in Million / MW) 0.00

Loan component ( Rs in Million / MW) 0.00

Equity component ( Rs in Million / MW) 0.00

CUF 80.00%

O&M ( Rs Million / MW) 1.898
O&M escalation 5.72%

Depreication (first 13 years) 5.38%

ROE 14%

Income tax (MAT) pass through 0.00%

Income tax (Corporate Tax) pass through 0.00%

Interest on term loan 0.00%

Interest on working capital 8.11%

Auxiliary consumption 10.00%

Fuel cost (Rs. / MT) 1983 FY 2019-20

Fuel price escalation 5.00%

Heat rate (Kcal/kWh) 3410

GCV (Kcal/kg) 3100

Discount rate WACC 11.29%

Levellised tariff 4.61                         

25 MW

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Fuel cost with escalation 1983 2082 2186 2296 2410 2531 2657 2790 2930 3076 3230 3392 3561 3739 3926 4123 4329 4545 4772 5011

O&M with escalation 47.45 50.16 53.03 56.07 59.27 62.66 66.25 70.04 74.04 78.28 82.76 87.49 92.50 97.79 103.38 109.29 115.54 122.15 129.14 136.53

Outstanding Loan amount 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Loan repayment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Interest on loan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Working Capital
Fuel cost for four months 54.10 56.80 59.64 62.62 65.75 69.04 72.49 76.12 79.92 83.92 88.12 92.52 97.15 102.01 107.11 112.46 118.09 123.99 130.19 136.70

One month O&M 3.95 4.18 4.42 4.67 4.94 5.22 5.52 5.84 6.17 6.52 6.90 7.29 7.71 8.15 8.61 9.11 9.63 10.18 10.76 11.38

2 Months receivables 36.33 38.20 40.18 42.25 44.43 46.73 49.14 51.68 54.35 57.16 60.12 63.22 66.49 69.93 73.55 77.36 81.36 85.57 90.00 94.66

Maintenance spares15% of O&M 7.12 7.52 7.96 8.41 8.89 9.40 9.94 10.51 11.11 11.74 12.41 13.12 13.87 14.67 15.51 16.39 17.33 18.32 19.37 20.48

Total 101.50 106.71 112.19 117.96 124.02 130.39 137.09 144.14 151.55 159.35 167.54 176.16 185.23 194.76 204.78 215.32 226.41 238.06 250.32 263.22

Interest on working capital 8.23 8.65 9.10 9.57 10.06 10.57 11.12 11.69 12.29 12.92 13.59 14.29 15.02 15.79 16.61 17.46 18.36 19.31 20.30 21.35

Parameters Derivation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Capacity (MW) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25

Generation (Million Units) A 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40 74.40

Auxiliary Cons (%) 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%

Generation (Ex-bus Mllion Units) A1 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96 66.96

Station Heat Rate (Kcal/kWh) B 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410 3410
Calorific Value of fuel(Kcal/Kg) C 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100 3100

Overall Heat (Gcal) D= (A*B) 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704 253704

Fuel Consumption (MT) E=(D*1000/C) 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840 81840

Cost of fuel per MT ` F 1983 2082 2186 2296 2410 2531 2657 2790 2930 3076 3230 3392 3561 3739 3926 4123 4329 4545 4772 5011

Total Cost of fuel (Rs Million) G=E*F/10^
6

162.29 170.40 178.92 187.87 197.26 207.13 217.48 228.36 239.77 251.76 264.35 277.57 291.45 306.02 321.32 337.39 354.26 371.97 390.57 410.10

Fuel Cost (Rs/kWh) H=G/A1 2.42 2.54 2.67 2.81 2.95 3.09 3.25 3.41 3.58 3.76 3.95 4.15 4.35 4.57 4.80 5.04 5.29 5.56 5.83 6.12

Fixed Costs

O&M Expenses 47.45 50.16 53.03 56.07 59.27 62.66 66.25 70.04 74.04 78.28 82.76 87.49 92.50 97.79 103.38 109.29 115.54 122.15 129.14 136.53

Depreciation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Interest on Term Loan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Interest on Working Capital 8.23 8.65 9.10 9.57 10.06 10.57 11.12 11.69 12.29 12.92 13.59 14.29 15.02 15.79 16.61 17.46 18.36 19.31 20.30 21.35

Return on Equity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Income tax on ROE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fixed Cost 55.68 58.82 62.13 65.63 69.33 73.24 77.37 81.73 86.34 91.20 96.35 101.78 107.52 113.58 119.99 126.76 133.91 141.46 149.44 157.88

Fixed cost (Rs/kWh) 0.83 0.88 0.93 0.98 1.04 1.09 1.16 1.22 1.29 1.36 1.44 1.52 1.61 1.70 1.79 1.89 2.00 2.11 2.23 2.36

Total cost (Fixed+variable) 217.97 229.22 241.06 253.50 266.59 280.37 294.85 310.08 326.11 342.97 360.70 379.35 398.96 419.60 441.31 464.14 488.16 513.43 540.01 567.97

Tariff  (Rs/kWh) 3.26 3.42 3.60 3.79 3.98 4.19 4.40 4.63 4.87 5.12 5.39 5.67 5.96 6.27 6.59 6.93 7.29 7.67 8.06 8.48

Per unit tariff components

Per unit O&M Expenses 0.71 0.75 0.79 0.84 0.89 0.94 0.99 1.05 1.11 1.17 1.24 1.31 1.38 1.46 1.54 1.63 1.73 1.82 1.93 2.04

Per Unit Depreciation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Per Unit Interest on term loan 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Per Unit Interest on working capital 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.24 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.29 0.30 0.32

Per Unit Return on equity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Per unit income tax 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Levellised tariff

Discount factor                           1.00          0.899           0.807         0.725         0.652       0.586       0.526       0.473       0.425       0.382       0.343       0.308       0.277       0.249       0.224       0.201       0.181       0.162         0.146         0.131 

Discounted tariff components(variable) 3.39                                                        2.42            2.29             2.16            2.04            1.92         1.81         1.71         1.61         1.52         1.44         1.35         1.28         1.21         1.14         1.07         1.01         0.96         0.90            0.85            0.80 

Discounted tariff components(fixed) 1.22                                                        0.83            0.79             0.75            0.71            0.67         0.64         0.61         0.58         0.55         0.52         0.49         0.47         0.44         0.42         0.40         0.38         0.36         0.34            0.33            0.31 

Discounted tariff components (Total)                           3.26            3.08             2.91            2.75            2.60         2.45         2.32         2.19         2.07         1.96         1.85         1.75         1.65         1.56         1.47         1.39         1.32         1.24            1.18            1.11 

Fuel (Variable Cost) Rs/kWh                                 -                   -                    -                   -                   -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                   -                   -   

Levellised Fixed Cost (Rs/kWh) 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61

Variable Costs 

TARIFF (Rs / kWh) for 20 years from FY 2019-20 onwards for 20 years, for 155 days of off crushing period
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