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CENTRAL ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
NEW DELHI 

 
Petition No. 61/2010 

 
 

Coram 
1. Shri S.Jayaraman, Member 
2. Shri M.Deena Dayalan, Member 
 

DATE OF HEARING: 28.10.2010      DATE OF ORDER: 8.11.2010 
 

 
In the matter of 

Petition under Regulation 22(2) read with Regulation 26 of the 
Central Electricity Regulatory Commission (Open access in the inter-
State transmission) Regulations, 2008. 

And in the matter of 
 

Monnet Ispat and Energy Limited, New Delhi …        Petitioner 
   Vs 
1.  State Load Despatch Centre, Chhattisgarh  

 2.  Chhattisgarh State Electricity Board, Chhattisgarh ..Respondents 
 

 
Following  was  present: 
 
 None .  

ORDER 
 

Through this application, the petitioner Monnet Ispat and Energy 

Limited, New Delhi has prayed as under: 

 
 
(a)  To declare the metering-point for energy injection for purposes of 

UI calculation is the regional periphery as per the  Central 
Electricity Regulatory Commission Guidelines  and not  the 
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generator`s connection with the respondent No.1  as has been 
done in the present case; and 

 
(b)  To declare that for over-injection, the petitioner is entitled to 

receive actual UI charges at the applicable UI rate in the regional 
periphery (and not @ Rs. 4.06/Kwh per unit or the UI charges 
whichever is lower as was permitted in the present case) and that 
the same is not to be restricted only for injections up to 101% of 
the scheduled energy on a daily basis.  

 

 
2. Vide record of proceeding dated 15.4.2010, the respondents were 

directed to file their reply by 7.5.2010, with a copy to the applicant. The 

petitioner was allowed to file its rejoinder, if any by 21.5.2010. No reply was 

filed by the respondents. On the request of   learned counsel for the first 

respondent,   the respondent was allowed to file its reply by 4.9.2010. No 

reply has been filed by the respondents and Accordingly,  petition was 

listed for hearing.  

 
 
3. None was present on behalf of the petitioner as well as 

respondents. Accordingly, petition is dismissed for default and non-

prosecution.  

 

  sd/- sd/- 
(M.DEENA DAYALAN)      (S.JAYARAMAN)   

MEMBER                MEMBER           
 
 
 


