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Based on the directions contained in order dated 29.9.2009 in Review Petition 
No. 86/2007, the main petition was set down for hearing to consider the question of 
capitalization of FERV in respect of determination of tariff for Kahalgaon STPS 
(hereinafter referred to as “the generating station”) for the period from 1.10.2007 to 
31.3.2009. 

2.  Learned counsel for the respondent MPPTCL, submitted that the only issue 
raised by MPPTCL in the Review Petition No.86/2007 was the capitalization of FERV 
and the Commission has allowed its prayer in the review petition by its order dated 
29.9.2009. He also submitted that in terms of the said order, tariff for the generating 
station should be revised. 
 
3.  Learned counsel for the petitioner referred to the record of the proceedings of the 
hearing held on 30.7.2009 and submitted that the petitioner and the respondents had 
put forth their respective submissions on merits and no further submissions were 
required to be made in the petition. The learned counsel also referred to para 5 of the 
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record of proceedings of the hearing held on 30.7.2009 and submitted that the 
Commission while reserving its orders had directed MPPTCL to submit documents to 
show that the equity remained constant in cases of Power Grid. He added that the 
affidavit dated 18.8.2009 filed by MPPTCL do not contain any information on this count. 
The learned counsel for the petitioner prayed that the respondent MPPTCL be directed 
to submit the information with a copy to the petitioner, before any orders are passed in 
the petition.  
 
4. In response, the learned counsel for the respondent MPPTCL clarified that it had 
not filed the requisite information in view of the fact that the Commission had allowed its 
prayer by order dated 29.9.2009 in the said Review Petition. The learned counsel 
prayed that the respondent MPPTCL may be granted two weeks time to file the 
documents/information as directed by the Commission during the hearing on 31.7.2009. 
 
5. The Commission directed the respondent MPPTCL to file the required 
information, with copy to the petitioner, latest by 20.11.2009. 
 
6.  Subject to the above, order in the petition was reserved.  
 
 

                        Sd/- 
 (T.Rout) 

       Joint Chief (Legal)   
 

 

 

 


