From:- Date: 09.10.2024
Sai Venkata Agro Industries Pvt. Ltd.

Mulkalla

Mancherial

To
The Secretary
TGERC
Vidyut Nivantran Bhawan
Near CTI, GTS Colony 14 0CT 2024
Hyderabad.

No. Sign

TGERC HYDERABAD INWARD

Respected Sir,

qub: HT SC No. ADB-308 (Now MCL-035), Load 800 KVA-
M/s. Sai Venkata Agro Industries Pvt. Ltd., Mulkalla, Mancherial
Division — Rectification of bills with 33 KV tariff-Request-Reg.

We would like to briefly submit our case as under for kind consideration:

FACTS OF THE CASE

At the time of setting up our new industry (cotton ginning and pressing
factory) at Village Mulkalla, Mancherial Division, our power requirement
load was 800 KVA. This load was sanctioned to our industry at 33 KV level
in the month of November, 2009. Accordingly, our power bills were eligible
and required to be billed with 33 KV tariff in accordance with the Tariff
Order for 2010-11 and onwards. But mistakenly, our electricity bills were
issued with 11 KV tariff instead of 33 KV tariff. A copy of the Tariff Order
2010-11 is enclosed herewith for your kind perusal. In the said order, it 1s
very clearly mentioned that the tariff shall be levied as per the actual
supply voltage. Thus, as per the Tariff Order for 2010-11 and subsequent
years, our industry had to be charged the power bills at the tariff of 33 KV
and not for 11 KV.



We did not observe the rate and paid the bills issued with 11 KV taniff. Later
on, when we made two representations, the first one on 04.07.2014 and the
second one on 06.10.2015 to revise our bills with 33 KV tariff. In the first
representation our bills were not revised. But in the second representation,
the bills were revised with 33 KV tariff and excess billed amount was

withdrawn and the matter was settled.

But to our surprise, demand for the adjusted amount was again raised
consequent to the objections made by your Internal Auditors. Then, we
again made a request to remove the demand amount as the audit objection
was not proper in accordance with the clear guidelines given in the Tariff
Order 2010-11. Sir, we firmly believe that the Department is bound to
collect the power charges strictly in accordance with the tariff order only
and not more than the prescribed charges. But even then, our bonafide

request was not considered by the Department.

We were then left with no other option but to file a case at the CGRF and
Hon’ble CGRF agreed with our view and was pleased to pass order in C.G.
No. 41 of 2016 in our favour. We then approached the Superintendent
Engineer for implementation of the order but he did not implement the
order of the CGRF and instead filed a case before the Hon’ble High Court
against the order the CGRF.



OUR SUBMISSIONS

Sir, the Department is duty bound to strictly collect the power charges as
per the Tariff Order issued by the ERC and nothing more than the
prescribed tariff. There is no dispute that our service agreement was for 11
KV tariff in the year 2009 in accordance with the conditions laid in the
sanction letter and we have paid the bills accordingly because in the Tariff
Order for the year 2009-10, there was no mention about the tariff based on

actual supply voltage in the said order.

However, the Tarriff Order for the year 2010-11 as applicable from
01.08.2010 makes it very clear to collect the charges as per the actual
supply voltage. Therefore, in our case it should be collected as per 33 KV as
it is the actual supply voltage. Sir, when the Tariff rules for the year 2010-
11 came into force with effect from 01.08.2010, the Department is duty
bound to implement the new rules in all aspects. In our case, the
Department has implemented only the increased per unit charges of power
without implementing the changed rule with regard to tariff billing as per
actual supply voltage. Thus, the Department has violated and not followed

the ERC Tarriff Order for the year 2010-11 and onwards.

Sir, we believe that instead of we making a request from our side, the
Department should have suo moto implemented the new Tariff Order and
revised our bills with effect from 01.08.2010 but was finally done only after

our second representation made on 06.10.2015.



OUR PRESENT REQUEST

You may be aware that cotton industry has suffered huge losses and
majority of the units of our area have gone bankrupt. We too are no
exception to it and have already closed our Industry due to huge losses and
financial crunch. Nevertheless, we are ready to pay the power dues as per
Tarriff Order for 2010-11 and close the matter permanently. Hence, we
kindly request you to consider our bonafide request and issue us revised
bills in accordance with the Tarriff Order for 2010-11. We also request you
to kindly withdraw the appeal filed before the Honorable High Court and
kindly implement the order passed by Hon’ble CGRF in C.G. No. 41 of 2016.
If any amount is further payable after removing the shortfall, we are ready
to pay the same and close the matter forever, We may be given a chance to
explain our grievance during the public hearing to be held at Nizamabad on

24.10.2024,

Thanking you Sir and anticipating a positive action in the matter.

Yours faithfully

For Sai Venkata Agro Industries Pvt. Ltd.

F A

Director

Encl: 1. Copy of the CGRF Order 41 of 2016

CC to The Chief General Manager (IPC & RAC)
TGNPDCL, Vidyut Bhawan,
Nakkalagutta
Hanmakonda.
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