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  The learned counsel for the review petitioner submitted as under:- 
 

(a) The present review petition has been filed by PGCIL for review of the 
Commission's order dated 27.9.2011 on the issues of additional return on 
equity, operation and maintenance expenses, and cost of initial spares. 
 

(b) The investment approval of the Board of Directors of PGCIL was granted 
on 14.1.2010. The scheduled date of completion reckoned in accordance 
with Appendix II to the 2009 regulations was 18.5.2012. As against this, 
the transmission line was completed by 1.8.2011 and therefore, the line is 
eligible for additional return on equity of 0.5%; 
 

(c) However, the Commission in its order dated 27.9.2011 relied on timeline 
of 18 months mentioned in the Investment Approval for completion of the 
transmission line and disallowed the additional return on equity; 
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(d) The 2009 regulations do not specify any norms for O&M expenses for 
multi circuit lines. Since the transmission lines under this project are 
having more than one sub-conductor, consideration of O&M expenses as 
1.5 times that of single circuit line is not in line with the 2009 
regulations. The O&M expenses allowed in the order of the Commission is 
inadequate and does not cover the expenses of maintenance activities 
required for the Multi circuit line of the petitioner; 
 

(e) The transmission line being multi circuit in nature, the small line length 
and the concentration of equipments in the line area, there is a greater 
requirement of spares over and above the limit provided for in the 2009 
regulations. The Commission in its order did not allow any relaxation as 
prayed for by the petitioner in relation to the cost of initial spares. 

 
2. The learned counsel for Tamilnadu Electricity Board (TNEB), Respondent 
No. 4, submitted that PGCIL had not pleaded in its tariff petition that the 
project completion period should be as per the Appendix II to the 2009 
regulations and not as per the investment approval of the Board of Directors of 
the company. As regards norms for O&M expenses, he submitted that the total 
line length is 6.15 Km which comprises of 4.5 Km of multi circuit line and 1.65 
Km of double circuit line. The Statement of Reason to the 2009 regulations 
provides that the O&M expenses for double circuit line of 1 Km is 1.5 times that 
of the single circuit line. As regards cost of initial spares, the learned counsel 
submitted that the same has been correctly allowed as per Regulation 8 of the 
2009 regulations. There is no error apparent on the face of the order which 
requires review. 
 
3.  Order in the review petition was reserved. 
   
 

 
                                                                                
                      By order of the Commission 
 

Sd/- 
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