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MES Employees Union &'abr, " : L
Bharatiya Pratirakshe Maadoor Sangh . < L /__,
Shri RA.. ?ulkarni & ors.‘ L . ...Applicants. o

: V/s . _ S “'- L : i
fin. of Oefence ' '...Resnondants.

CORAM: . Hon'ble Shri M. R. Kolhatkar, fember{A) "

Heard Shri S.P.Saxena/Hs¥<Bgo counsel for the
applicants and Shri R.K.Shetty, counsel for the °
Respondents.
2. M.P. No.630/96 is for stay of further hearing
of this C.A. pending decision in O.A. 1309/95 pending at
Frincipal Bench, New Delhi. Earlier, this Tribunal
rejected the T.P. in this csse. The grounds in M.¥. for

not appeal to me. The purpose of setting up of CAT

t the seats of High Court is to enable litigants

ensured through normal channels of reporting. The M.P.
is therefore rejected. !
3. After hearing the counsel for both sides J
it appears to me ‘that this Tribunal may have to scrutinise

the following aspects 3

a) The principle of All India fixstion of
rates v/s, the ‘principle of point of

supply fixation of rateié .
i
b) The frequency of the :ounssié;:; It is stated

that the earlier revision took place in 1987
and the next revision took place from 1992.
, * Para 916 of the relevant instructions states

‘that "the rates/charges far water and
Electricity would be reviewed periodically®
but the periodicity has kg not been specified.
Respondents to clarify as to what is the rates
periodicity and in particular when were the /

- last revised prior to 1987.

e c) The basis of fixation of charges after
calculating All Indis rates i.e. element of
subsidy allowed - criteris.

4. The respondents have contended that the

All India all inclusive cost per unit of electricity
supplied by MES was 2.16 per unit mkx«:for the year 1990-91,)
as against which the rate notified is k.1.80 per unit |
which shows a subsidy of Ps.0.36 per unit., However, the

corresponding data relating to water rates have not been
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given.; The respondents may furnish the same.
Secondiy, even accepting that there is a subsidy of
B5.0.36 built into the notified rates, whether the
subsidy has been unduly depressed to the det{@men{
of the applicants and how it compares with the subsidy
provided in the previous revision, i,e: :evision

prior to 1.1.1987. Similar dats £§§£ Tater rates

be given.
5. : Thus the Respondents are required to give
inf ormation regarding frequency of revision of data

and also All India rates of water andlélectricity

| pricr to the year in which the revisioh took place in
relation to the earlier revision, - ' Yy
So far as the applicants are concerned since

stand is that the rates should bé related to

&Q@lso-furnlsh the data relating to rates of }.5.E.B. and
N 4\'

respective parties to file written statement%and
. A
3 exchange the same before the next date!of hearing.

4.S.B. in 1987 and in 1992 per unlt. The l

7. . To be treated as part-heard, Fut up
for final hearing on 24.10.1996. A copy of the order g
be given to the parties. Certified True

' Date ..
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Heard Shri S.P.Saxena/Hs¥<E%0 counsel for the
applicants and Shri R.K.Shetty, counsel for the
Respondents.

2, M.P. No.63C/96 is for stay of further hearing

of this O.A. pending decision in O.A. 1309/95 pending at
Frincipal Bench, New Delhi. Earlier, this Tribunal
rejected the T.P. in this case. The grounds in #i.¥. for
stay do not appeal to me. The purpose of setting up of CAT
Benches at the seats of High Court is to enable litigants

to seek justice from the nearest seat of Bench of CAT,

The consistency in decisions of various CAT Benches is i

ensured through normal channels of reporting. The M.P.

Llowing aspects

a) The principle of All India fixation of
rates v/s. the principle of point of

supply fixation of rates. .
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b) The frequency of the wemersien -~ It is stated
that the earlier revision took place in 1987
and the next revision took place from 1992,
Para 916 of the relevant instructions states
that "the rates/charges for water and
Electricity would be reviewed periodically"
but the periodicity has ke not been spec1fied.
Respondents to clarify as to what 4s the rates

periodicity and in particular when were the /
last revised prior to 1987.

¢) The basis of fixetion of charges af ter
calculating All India rates i.e. element of
subsidy allowed - criteria.

4, ' The respondents have contended that the
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; given., The respondents may furnish thejsame. h

{
, Secondly, even accepting that there is a subsidy of

subsidy has been unduly depressed to thé detriment

|
| B.0.36 built into the notified rates, whether the
|

- of the applicants and how it compares with the subsidy

provided in the previous revision, i.e.|

revision

i prior to l.l. 1987. Similar data $é:{ w?ter rates

be given.

s
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I relation to the earlier revision, |
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Thus the Respondents are req#ired 10 give
inf ormation regarding frequency of revi?ion of data
and also All India rates of water and eiectricity

pricr to the year in which the revisionltook place in
;_\tand is that the rates should be!related to

M.S.W.5.B. in 1987 and in 1992 per unit, The

: respective parties to file written statémentgand

L

] exchange the same bef ore the next date of hearing.

(in o.a.283/95)
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.CORAMS Hon ble Shri M.R. Kolhatkar, Member(A )™

Heard 5hr1 S.P. Saxena/ﬁ:i:ﬁno counsel for the
applicants and Shri R.K.Shetty, counsel for the -
Respondents.i

2. . M.P. No.630/96'is for stay of further hearing

" of this O.A. pending decision in O.A. 1309/95 pending at
Principsl Bench, New Delhi. Earlier, this Tribunal

rejected the T.P. in this csse. The grounds in li.F. for

stay do not appeai to me, The purpose. of setting up of CAT
.Bencheé at the seat; of High Court iskto enable litigants
to seek.juétice from the nearest sezt of Bench of CAT,

The consistency in decisions of varicus CAT Benches is
‘ensured through normal channels of reporting., The M.P

heref ore rejected.
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lowlng»aspects :

.a) The principle of All India fixation of
rates v/s. the principle of point of

supply fixation of rates., .
e UIslean
b) The frequency of the wewersion ~ It is stated

that the earlier revision tookf%iaqe in 1687

~and the next revision took place from 1992.

" ~'Para 916 of the relevant instructions -states
ithat "the rates/charges far water and -
Electricity would be reviewed periodically®
but the periodicity has kg not ‘been spec1fied.
Respondents to clarify as to what is thé ‘rates
‘periodicity and in particular when were the [/
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given. The respondents may furnish'tae!same. ‘\‘
Secondly, even accepting that there is a subsidy of
B.0.36 built intc the notified rates, wgether the
subsidy has'been unduly depressed to the detriment

of the applicants and how it compares with the subsidy
provided in the previous revision, i.e.'revision

prior to 1.1,1987. Similar data £§§£ water rates

be given. ' |

5. Thus the Respondents are required to give

inf ormation regarding frequency of revision of data

o All Indiea rates of water and electricity

prler E% the year in which the revisicn took place in" 4

¥_ .'r | .
reb%tz@n to the earlier rev1510n. - 2
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So far as the applicants are concerned since

i , .
their stand is that the rates should be related to

sources of supply at the point of supply they shoulc
d .
also furnish the data relating to rates of M.S.E.B. and -

MeS.WeS.B. in 1987 and in 1992 per uni?. The
respective parties to file written statementSand

AL
exchange the same before the next date' of hearing.

7. i) To be treated as part-heard, Fut up ., -
for final hearing on 24.10.1996. A copy of the order ’
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