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Record of Proceedings

The representative of the petitioner submitted that the schedule COD of the instant
assets was 20.11.2014. He submitted that first circuit of the Dehradun-Abdullahpur line
was put into commercial operation on 31.3.2018 and circuit 2 on 1.4.2018. He further
submitted that the petitioner has to pay annuity charges and requested to allow the

same as part of the tariff.
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2. The learned counsel for BRPL and BYPL submitted that the reasons given by the
petitioner for cost over-run are similar in all the petitions and the petitioner should be
directed to give the specific reasons for the cost over-run. He submitted that delay due
to RoW issues in the instant case is attributable to the petitioner and the petitioner
having vast experience in the execution of transmission systems should have taken
care of this issue at the stage of planning of the instant assets. He further submitted
that the TSA filed by the petitioner is not in accordance with the Regulation 3(63) of the
2014 Tariff Regulations. He further submitted that PERT chart should have been given
on the basis of the actual COD and it does not show the time taken for getting the forest
clearance and to resolve the RoW issues.

3. The Commission observed that the petitioner should give the specific reasons for
cost variation and the PERT chart should clearly state the time envisaged for the

different stage of execution of the transmission system and the actual time taken in all
future cases.

4.  After hearing the parties, the Commission reserved the order in the petition.

By order of the Commission
sd/-

(T. Rout)
Chief (Law)
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