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The above MP.No.3 of 2009 came up for final hearing before the Commission on the 16th June 2009.  The Commission upon perusing the above petition and the connected records of the case and upon hearing both sides passes the following:

ORDER DATED 29th JUNE 2009
1.
Prayer of the Petitioner in MP No.3 of 2009






The prayer of the Petitioner in MP No.3 of 2009 is to direct the Respondent Board to adopt “Lag only” logic for metering Railway traction load so as to permit Railway to continue with HT fixed short capacitor banks for reactive power compensation at Traction sub-stations.

2.
Contentions of the Petitioner






(a)
The introduction of “lag + lead” logic has adversely affected the power factor going to the leading mode at time.






(b)
The present HT fixed shunt capacitors which are similar to those provided by Respondent Board at their grid sub-stations do not have facility for dynamically varying the compensation level in tune with the load.  However, as directed by the Commission, Petitioner Railway are undertaking the work of providing Dynamic Reactive Power Compensation (DRPC) equipment at all Traction sub-stations.







(c)
DRPC has drastically increased the system losses.







(d)
Export of reactive power from Railway traction sub-station does not cause over-voltage and instability in the TNEB grid.







(e)
All other electricity Boards are adopting “lag only” logic computing billing power factor for railway traction as recommended by the CEA.  The total additional recurring expenditure per annum is estimated at to Rs.5.81 crores.
3.
Contentions of the Respondent Board






(a)
The petition is not maintainable as the same is barred by principles of Resjudicata and order II Rule 2 of C.P.C. as the petitioner had earlier filed MP.No.5/2006 on the file of this Commission.  Furthermore the above petition is not maintainable as the same would amount to indirectly seeking to Review of the Order dated 2-4-2007 made in MP No.5/2006 by the Commission, that too after a long delay and hence barred by limitation.






(b)
The respondent reliably understands that the Indian Railways has installed Dynamic Reactive Power Compensation in several Traction Sub stations (TSS) viz., Lasalagon, Pimperkeda, Nagpur, Bhadi, Maxsi & Mohamma Kheda and achieved pf nearing unity without “lag only” logic.







(c)
It is submitted that any electrical component is bound to consume power and it is for the petitioner to work out cost effective methods without detriment to the interest of the Respondent.







(d)
The DRPC does reduce the utility’s system losses and what railway claims as losses is nothing but the additional power consumed by DRPC which is natural and as a consumer they ought to bear it which is commensurate with the railway passengers paying additional charges for booking the ticket on tatkal quota.







(e)
It is submitted that the CEA’s remark on leading var may hold good for a distribution network predominantly loaded with domestic/commercial consumers in a rural area but not for a 110kv network.






(f)
The petitioner’s contention will tantamount to the TNEB suffering the financial loss in terms of excess energy losses at supply network, on account of the inefficiency of customers load to operate within the prescribed parameters.







(g)
Railways have not offered sufficient justification. The Railway have cited the orders passed by a few State Commissions, where the traction tariff are higher than the TNEB. It is the lowest in Tamil Nadu.
4.
Arguments of the Petitioner Railway






The Petitioner Railway are not seeking review of the earlier Order of the Commission but a total exemption from implementation of the earlier Order of the Commission.  Only on technical grounds the Petitioner are before the Commission.  As a trial measure the Petitioner had implemented the earlier order of the Commission in some tractions.

5.
Arguments of the Respondent Board






This is not a new concept.  There is a suppression of harmonics already achieved.  The load of Railway is one percent of the grid.  There is no new ground for reviewing the earlier Orders of the Commission.

6. 
Findings of the Commission 






6.1. The Tariff Order dated 15-3-2003 of the Commission stipulated that all HT consumers should maintain a power factor of not less than 0.9 lag. Power factor below 0.9 lag is liable for penalty as per para 7.14 of the Tariff Order. The Tariff Order took into account the views of the Railways.  The earlier classification of HT Tariff I B applicable for Railways Traction was abolished and merged with HT Tariff I A.  This afforded considerable relief to the Railways.  






6.2. TNEB introduced in 2006, a modified software in the energy meter to reflect both   lag and   lead.  This resulted in the Railway traction system recording a lower average power factor thus disadvantaging the Railways.  Consequently, the Railways moved the Commission on 18-8-2006 in M.P. No.5 of 2006 for restoration of the old system of computation of power factor.  The Commission did not accept the plea of the Railways in its Order dated 2-4-2007 and directed the Railways to introduce the dynamic compensation system within a period of three years.  The Railways were given the benefit of the old system of computation of the power factor during this three year period , as the TNEB unilaterally introduced in 2006 the modified software without the approval of the Commission.  After 2-4-2007, the Commission issued an amendment to the Tariff Order on 22-5-2007, deleting the word lag in the Tariff Order of 15-3-2003.  This amendment implied that lead also would be reckoned for computation of power factor.   






6.3. Now, nearly two years after the Order of the Commission, the Railways have pleaded that implementation of the Order would cause severe financial strain on the Railways.  They have, further, pleaded that the dynamic compensation system would consume much higher power than the existing fixed compensation system.  These are grounds, which the Railways were well aware of, at the time of passing order of the Commission on 2-4-2007.  The Railways could have moved a Review Petition before the Commission within 30 days as provided in Clause 43 (1) of the Conduct of Business Regulations 2004 or appealed against the Order before the Appellate Tribunal for Electricity.  At this point of time, we are unable to entertain the petition of the Railways and therefore the petition is dismissed.

7. Appeal





An appeal against this Order lies to the Appellate Tribunal for Electricity as per Section 111 of the Electricity Act 2003 within a period of forty five days.

With the above findings, M.P. No.3 of 2009 is dismissed. No costs.
Pronounced in the Open Court on this day of 29th June 2009.
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