
BEFORE THE HON'BLE CHHATTISGARH STATE

ELECTRICITY

REGULATORY COMMISSION, RAIPUR

Petition No. of 2025

[Filing of the review petition against common tariff

order dtd. 11.07.2025 passed by Hon'ble Commission

in petition No. 98/2024(T) containing final true up of

FY 2023-24, and for determination of ARR and retail

tariff for FY 2025-26.]

In the matter of-

PETITIONER Chhattisgarh State Power

Distribution Co. Ltd., 4th Floor,

Vidhyut Sewa Bhawan, Danganiya,

Raipur.

(Hereinafter referred as

Petitioner/Applicant/CSPDCL)

1. Description of Petitioner:

Petitioner is a deemed Distribution Licensee

performing the business of supply of electricity to the

consumers across the area of supply in the entire State

of Chhattisgarh. The petitioner is a successor of
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erstwhile CSEB and undertakes the distributions
functions of erstwhile Board in accordance with the
terms and conditions of transfer scheme published by
State Govt. w.e.f. 01.01.2009.

2. Description of Respondent:

The present petition being review of tariff order hence
electricity consumers availing supply of electricity
from the Review Petitioner are respondents.

3. Subject matter in brief including cause of action:

3.1 This review petition arises from impugned common
tariff order dated 11.07.2025, passed in Petition No.
98/2024(T), wherein the Hon'ble Commission, while
carrying out the true up for the FY 2023-24, has
disallowed genuine amounts, under different heads,
which is recoverable by CSPDCL from its consumers

as per the audited account statements, in line with the

applicable MYT Regulations, 2021. Due to such
disallowances, there has accrued an unacknowledged
revenue deficit. Further, in the impugned tariff order
dated 11.07.2025, the Hon'ble Commission has also

committed error in computing the ARR and retail
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tariff for the FY 2025-26 to an extent wherein, the
legitimately projected expenses of the review
petitioner has not been allowed.

3.2 That apart from disallowing claims made as per the
Tariff Regulations, Hon'ble Commission has further
allowed certain relaxations and rebates to the
consumers in the FY 2025-26, which were not part of
previous tariff orders and by nature are such that it
adversely impacts the financials of CSPDCL and
therefore, the instant petition is being filed seeking
review of the tariff order dated 11.07.2025.

4. The Provision of the Act or regulation under which
the proceeding initiated/relief claimed:

The relief is claimed under Order 47 Rule-1 of Civil
Procedure Code read with section 94(1)(f) of
Electricity Act 2003 and Rule 33(a) of CSERC
(details to be furnished by licensee or generating
company for determination of tariff and manner of
making application) Regulation, 2004.

5. Statement of limitation:
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5.1

5.2

5.3

According to Rule 33(a) of CSERC (Details to be
furnished by licensee of generating company for
determination of tariff and manner of making
application) Regulation, 2004 (No. 6 of 2004) the
time limit to file review petition is 60 days from the
date of Tariff Order. The detailed Impugned Order
was issued on 30.07.2025 in the Petition No. 98 of
2024 and the certified copy of the same was received
on 31.07.2025. Accordingly, the review petition was
required to be filed by 30.09.2025. Thus, the instant
petition is being filed with a delay of 50 days.

It is however submitted that the delay in filing of the
instant petition is bonafide as the instant review
petition is being filed for the sole reason that due to
the disallowance of legitimate expenses CSPDCL is
unable to realise its complete cost of supply.

Moreover, considering that the filing of review
petition has to be approved by the highest authority of
the review petitioner, the same took time due to which
there was delay in filing of the instant review petition.
However, considering that instant review petition on
merits would not prejudice rights or interests of any
third parties and would ultimately benefit the
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5.4

5.5

consumers of the State, it is requested that the delay
in filing of review petition maybe condoned.

It is humbly submitted that the condoning the delay
on filing of the instant review petition will not cause
any prejudice to any third party as the instant petition
pertains to the tariff of the Petitioner only and
therefore, it is requested that the delay in filing of the
instant review maybe petition maybe condoned.

That the Petitioner has good prima facie case and the
balance of convenience also lies in its favour and
therefore, it is requested that the delay of 50 days in
filing the instant review petition maybe condoned and
the petition maybe heard on the merits.

6. Statement of jurisdiction:

The Hon'ble Commission has jurisdiction to consider
the present petition according to section 94(1)(f) of
Electricity Act 2003 read with Order 47 Rule-1 of
Civil Procedure Code 1908.

7. Facts of the case in details:
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7.2

7.1 The Review petitioner had filed Tariff Petition
with no. 09/2024, in which submission was made
to the Hon'ble Commission for approving True-
up of FY 2023-24, determination of ARR for FY
2025-26 and determination of Retail Tariff for FY
2025-26. Since, the review petition contains
prayer for reconsidering the disallowances made
both in the True-up and the re-determination of
ARR, hence, the detailed submission on the issues
is being made separately.

The following issues are covered in the Review
Petition pertaining to the true-up for FY 2023-24,
approved by the Hon'ble Commission:

1. Deduction of Transmission Charges:

That the Hon'ble Commission has deducted an
amount of Rs. 32.53 Crores from the transmission
charges, observing that CSPDCL's. claim of
transmission charges is higher by Rs. 32.53 Crores, as
compared to the amount reported in the Audited
Accounts. It is to mention that in the petition this
amount has already been deducted from the power
purchase cost of Madhya Bharat Power Hydel Power
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Ltd, as M/s Madhya Bharat Ltd. reimburses the
Transmission Charges to CSPDCL, which CSPDCL
has already paid to Power Grid. Hence the deduction
of Rs 32.53 Cr from transmission charges is incorrect.
The comparative statement of the amount of
transmission charges mentioned in the balance sheet
and that in the petition is submitted for the purpose of
clarity and consideration of the Hon'ble Commission:

(In Rs. Crore)

Particulars
As per

FS
As per

petition
Remarks

Delayed
payment

surcharge

135.34 0.00 Reported as

Other Payment
(Delayed
payment

Surcharge to
CSPTCL)

Transmission

charges

2162.98 2195.01

Paid to

CSPTCL

1198.19 1198.19

Paid to

WRLDC

3.66 3.66

Paid to

PGCIL

1.93 1.93

Paid to CTU 990.84 990.84
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Paid to ОРТ 0.40 0.40

Refund by -32.03 0.00
MBPCL

(Madhya
Bharat Power

Considered as

reduction from

Hydel Power

purchaseLtd)

SLDC

Charges

8.99 8.99

Transaction

charges

0.40 0.40

Grand Total 2307.71 2204.40

From the table it can be observed that,

Delayed Payment surcharge of Rs. 135.34 crores wasreported under Other Payment (Delayed paymentSurcharge to CSPTCL).
The Refund by M/s. MBPCL was considered asreduction from Hydel Power Purchase.

II. Non-consideration of Power Purchase Cost for
Border Villages:

7.3 The Hon'ble Commission has disallowed amount of Rs.
0.21 Crores from power purchased for Border villages,
without providing any reasons for deduction. As per the


