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Judgement

R.A. Sharma, J.—Petitioner is a public limited company It established a factory in
District Hamirpur for manufacturing ferro silicon/ferro alloys. For running its
factory it applied for power connection before U.P. State Electricity Board
(hereinafter referred to as the Board), which was sanctioned and an agreement
was accordingly entered into between the Board and the Petitioner.

2. Government of Uttar Pradesh in April, 1990 decided to give incentive/
concession for establishment of new industries in various districts of the state.
One of the concessions was exemption from payment of minimum consumption
guarantee charges for a period of five years for the new industries. In pursuance
of the above policy the Government of Uttar Pradesh issued an order dated
15-10-1990.

3. Only grievance raised by the Petitioner in this petition is that although it is
entitled to rebate of fifty percent in respect of entire amount of the bills issued
by the Board, but the Board is granting rebate only in respect of energy charges.
It is thus claimed that the Petitioner is entitled to rebate in respect of various
other items, such as fuel cost variation and establishment surcharge. In support
of this submission reliance has been placed, on behalf of the Petitioners, on the
rate schedule fixed by the Board copy of which has been filed as annexure-2 to
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the writ petition.

4. Learned Counsel for the Board, apart from disputing the above sub-mission,
has contended that Petitioner?s factory having been established before the policy
decision of the Government and it, being not a new industrial Unit, is not entitled
to any rebate at all. It is not necessary to go into this question, because even
otherwise contention of the learned Counsel for the Petitioner lacks merit.

5. According to the above notification rebate "on the amount of the bill as
computed under items Nos. 4 and 7" is liable to be given to new industrial units.
Item No. 4 deals with energy charges whereas item No. 7 relates to the extra
charges. A consumer is entitled to the rebate on the above two items only (items
No. 4 and 7), and no rebate is liable to be given to him on any other item.

6. Petitioner has raised some other grievances in its other connected writ
petitions (leading case being No. 16810 of 1990), which have already been
decided by this Court to day.

7. This writ petition lacks merit and is accordingly dismissed.
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