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Shri Deepak Gupta



     
Shri B.S.Ballagan
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Shri Ravinder Gautam, S.E./TR-II             

ORDER

1.
M/s AK Multimetals Pvt. Ltd. has in its Petition brought out that as per the General Conditions of Tariff of the Licensee,  all arc furnaces irrespective of quantum of contract demand, catered at 11 KV will be liable to pay a surcharge of 17.5% on the consumption charges including demand charges, if any. On the other hand, it is submitted that the petitioner is a large supply (LS) consumer of the Licensee availing supply at 11 KV with a sanctioned load/contract demand of 2726.294 KW/ 2500 KVA and is presently running a 3.5 tonne induction furnace. With a view to meeting the quality requirements of their customers, the petitioner proposes to install a   6 ton capacity arc furnace to be fed from a 2400 KVA transformer connected at 11 KV. This arc furnace, it is contended, will run only for a few days in a month during which period, the existing induction furnace will not be operated thus ensuring that the maximum demand will not exceed the sanctioned contract demand of 2500 KVA. Towards that end, the petitioner claims to have installed an electrical system which will not allow the induction furnace and arc furnace to operate simultaneously. A line diagram of this electrical system has been attached with the petition. The plea of the petitioner is that there is no justification for a licensee to impose a surcharge of 17.5% on account of installation of an arc furnace when the contract demand would at no time exceed 2500 KVA. 

2.
In reply to the petition, PSPCL has stated that supply voltage of 33 KV and voltage surcharge was introduced in 1973 by the then PSEB because of the violently fluctuating nature of the load of Arc Furnaces. The basis for levying surcharge for  all Arc Furnace consumers catered at 11 KV is stated to be as under:

a) A power transformer of higher than normal rating was required to be installed because of the fluctuating load (2.5 times of the norm).
b) Accelerated rate of depreciation of the Licensee’s power transformer.
c) Interest charges incurred on account of spare transformers required to be maintained.
d) Interest charges on transformers to be kept in stock.

e) Additional cost of metering equipment and accelerated depreciation charges thereof.

f) Additional testing and calibration charges

3.
PSPCL contends that for all the aforementioned reasons, Arc Furnace consumers can not be treated at par with other LS (power intensive) consumers.
4.
The petitioner filed written arguments stating therein that the prescriptions regarding voltage and surcharge were introduced as far back as 1973 and that during the course of the subsequent 37 years or so,  many technological upgradations have taken place which include improved electrical safety norms which have been highlighted by the petitioner as under:

i) Surge arrestors are now provided to safeguard the transformer from voltage surges appearing between line to earth and also between line to line.

ii) Additional surge suppression devices in the form of surge capacitors and resistors are also connected to check undue rise in surge voltage.

iii) Digital microprocessor based relays provide protection against time based and instantaneous over current faults.

iv) Moreover, electric arc furnaces are equipped with VCB, R-C net-work and lightning arrestors.

5.
It is further stated that the petitioner’s proposed Arc furnace will be fed from a 2400 KVA power transformer at 11 KV and that any surge or fluctuating load will first damage its H.T. transformer before the fault travels to the PSPCL grid. It is accordingly mentioned that Arc Furnace consumers catered at 11 KV supply with contract demand upto 2500 KVA may be treated at par with other LS (power intensive) consumers and should not  be liable to pay any surcharge .
6.
Responding to the written arguments filed by the petitioner, PSPCL has urged that there is need to obtain independent technical opinion with regard to the efficacy of the new technology in protecting the licensee’s equipment from excessive voltage surges that might occur in the operation of arc furnaces connected at 11 KV.

7.
The Commission notes that the General Conditions of Tariff provide that all arc furnace consumers irrespective of the quantum of contract demand catered at 11 KV are levied a surcharge @ 17.5% of consumption charges including demand charges, if any or monthly minimum charges. It is also evident that the practice of levying surcharge in such cases is continuing since 1973 to compensate the licensee on account of damage or excessive depreciation to the licensee’s power transformer and other factors as brought out in para 2 above. However, PSPCL has not been able to rebut the petitioner’s contention that technological upgradations since 1973 have eliminated the risk of damage to the Licensee’s transformer or other installations as well as need of incurring any extra expenditure on that account. The Commission is unable to accept the plea of PSPCL for an independent technical opinion in this respect as it expects that PSPCL would undoubtedly have sufficient technical expertise at its command. However, despite sufficient opportunity having been given, PSPCL has brought no evidence to the contrary. Moreover, it is also apparent that PSPCL’s policy of releasing connections to arc furnaces at 33 KV and levying surcharge where catered at voltages below this minimum threshold was designed to apply to larger arc furnaces and not for the size of the furnace proposed to be installed by the petitioner. In the circumstances, the Commission is of the view that arc furnace loads with contract demand upto 2500 KVA can be released at 11 KV without imposition of surcharge. 
             In the light of the above, the Commission decides as under:
(i) 
The petitioner may be allowed to run the Arc Furnace from the existing power connection at 11 KV provided the Contract Demand of the petitioner remains within the sanctioned Contract Demand of 2500 KVA. In case of any violation of Contract Demand, the petitioner, in addition to payment of demand surcharge will also be liable to bear the cost of replacement of the licensee’s equipment that suffered damage on that account.

(ii)       PSPCL will, within two months of allowing the petitioner to run the Arc Furnace from the existing connection of the petitioner and after observing the adverse effects, if any, specify the equipment(s) that might need to be installed by all such consumers, including the petitioner, for protection of its equipment.

(iii) 
In future, all Arc Furnace loads with CD upto 2500 KVA, having the specified protection system for suppressing voltage surge may be released at 11 KV without levy of any surcharge.

(iv) 
The General Conditions of Tariff and Conditions of Supply approved by the Commission shall stand amended to the above extent.
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