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PROCEEDINGS
1. Background: The Kerala State Electricity Boara wvige lener

No KSEB/TRAC/SERC/P1:522/R1/04/254 dated 22.5.2004 nas filed a petition.
with Mis Tata Tea Limited, Munnar as the respondent. The petition centers
around the proposed agreement between KSEB and Mis Tata Tea Limitec
particularly with reference to the tariff for supply of electiicity by the KSEB to
Mis Tata Tea Limited The KSEB nhas proposed an upward revision in the tantt
based on the change ‘n consumption pattern by M/s Tata Tea Limited for thew
own use and supply to other consumers in the Munnar area The pettion was
notifiea tc Mis Tata Tea Limited and they, in their reply, vide letter No WE 4/1406
dated 30.07 2004 have opposed the proposal for upward revision in tariff by the
KSEB The reply of Mis. Tata Tea Limited was referred to KSEB and the KSER
furnisned a rejoinder to the reply of Mis Tata Tea Limited vide leter
NOKSEB/TRAC/SERC/P1'522/R1/04/523 dated 14.05.2004. in lns re;onder
the KSEB has reiterated its contentions in the original petitior

2. Hearing of the matter: The parties to the pettion were heara i e
proceecngs of tne Commission neld today. Representative of the KSEB argued
in favour of upward revision in tariff as proposed in the agreement depending v
tne change in consumption pattern of M/s Tata Tea Limited He stated that the
matter shouid be dealt with by the Commiission under previsions of Section 54 of
tne Electnicity Act, 2003 as preyed for in the peution. Representative of Mis ‘i ata
Tea Limited stated that upward revision in tariff would put huge financial burden
onthe Company and therefore it was not acceptable to themn

The Commission pointed out that the matter is between a licensee ana a
suppier or electiicity 1o the iconsoo and thoroforo it cannoet bo doait wwith unedar
provisions of Secuon 50 of the Electiicity Act, 2003 us lhese piovisiuie ielarid v



the Eiectnicity Supply Code pertaining to the retail suppiy ot clectricity by a
distributon ficensece to its consumers. The Commission telt that the matter could
De deait with as per the provisions of either Subsection (1) (a) of Section 62w of
the Act or Subsection (1) (b) of Section 86 of the Act lf‘the Commission is
required to determine tariff as per the provisions of Subsection {1 (a) of Scaticn
62 of the Act. the petitioner 1s required to furnish aii getaus reiztng ‘tc- tne cost of
supply. On the other nana, if the matier 1s [0 De dealt wir as ,\»o"/t%"ve; ﬁ' -"1‘:{*”5
of Subsection (1) (b) of Section 86 of tne Act, there snoud ﬁ;e iutua: -;;;r:se.-‘*;:
petween the parties of the power supply agreement with particuiar reference to
the tarff for suppiy of electricity.

The Commission, therefore, suggested that werore conswenng the matear
turtnier oy the Commission hoth the oarties wiz the KSER anc Mis Tae Fan
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the matter, as Guickly as possible, and intimate the resulils thereof to the
Commission
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