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TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
(Constituted under section 82 (1) of the Electricity Act, 2003) 

(Central Act 36 of 2003) 
 
PRESENT:  
 
 
Thiru M.Chandrasekar       ....  Chairman 
  

and 
Thiru.K.Venkatasamy       ….  Member (Legal) 
 
 

D.R.P. No.31 of 2014 
 
 
M/s.Hindustan Platinum Private Ltd. 
C-122, TTC Industrial Area 
Pawane 
Navi Mumbai – 400 703. 

… Petitioner  
        (Thiru Rahul Balaji 
       Advocate for the Petitioner)  

Vs. 
 
1. TANGEDCO  
 Rep. by its Chairman & Managing Director 
 144, Anna Salai 
 Chennai – 600 002. 
 
2. The Chief Financial Controller (Revenue) 
 TANGEDCO  
 144, Anna Salai 
 Chennai – 600 002. 
        …Respondents 

 (ThiruM.Gopinathan,  
StandingCounsel for Respondents) 

      
 
  Dates of hearing : 29-01-2014; 30-01-2014; 28-04-2014;  
      27-08-2019; 05-09-2019; 17-09-2019;  

22-10-2019; 12-11-2019; 17-12-2019; 
25-02-2020; 22-09-2020; 03-11-2020; 
01-12-2020; 08-12-2020; 22-12-2020;  
19-01-2021;23-02-2021 and 09-03-2021  

 
  Date of Order : 30-03-2021 
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          The DRP No. 31 of 2014 came up for final hearing on 09-03-2021. The 

Commission upon perusing the affidavit filed by the petitioner, counter affidavit filed 

by the respondent and all other connected records and after hearing both the 

parties passes the following:- 

 

ORDER 

1.  Prayer of the Petitioner in D.R.P.No.31 of 2014:- 

 The prayer of the petitioner in D.R.P. No. 31 of 2014is to direct the 

Respondents to forthwith make payment of a sum of Rs.67,28,754/- being the 

interest due and payable to the petitioner against delayed payments made by 

TANGEDCO for power supplied and further direct the Respondents for the future 

period to pay interest @ 1% per month for any delay in settlement of invoices 

beyond the period of 30 days from the date of invoice and alsoto direct the 

respondents tobear the costs of the instant petition including court fees and legal 

expenses and make payment of the said sum to the petitioner.   

2. In the hearing held on 28-04-2014, both the parties have submitted that 

they propose to negotiate the issue for finding the possible settlement.   

3. In the hearingheld on 27-08-2019, the Standing Counsel for 

TANGEDCOwas directed to issue a 15 days notice to the petitioner for 

acceptance on its offer of settlement of dues @ 6% per annum within a period of 

60 days.   

4. On 17-09-2019, the Petitioner’s counsel was directed to file Memo for 

accepting 6% interest on the payment from TANGEDCO and on 12-11-2019, the 

counsel for the petitioner sought time for filing acceptance memo. 
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5. Hearing held on 17-12-2019:- 

 During the hearing held on 17-12-2019, the petitioner’s counsel filed amemo 

for accepting 6% interest on the payment from TANGEDCOaccepting the offer 

made by TANGEDCO for settlement of the dues at 6% per annum, if the payment 

is made within a period of 60 days.  In the Memo, the petitioner has stated as 

follows:- 

(a) The payment of 6% interest shall be paid by TANGEDCO on all payments 

made belatedly till date. 

(b) Such payment shall be made within 60 days of filing of this affidavit before 

the Commission. 

(c ) The Commission may record such payment only on the basis of the present 

affidavit and this shall not be treated as a precedent for further belated 

payments, in respect of which interest at the rate provided for in the Tariff 

Orders, i.e. at 1% per month shall be paid.   

(d) The court fee paid by the petitioner may be directed to be paid by 

TANGEDCO, in addition to such interest as payment towards costs of this 

D.R.P. 

(e) In the event, the full payments due are not settled and paid within 60 days, 

the entire sums due towards interest become automatically due and payable 

at the full contractual rate and payment in that regard shall be paid by 

TANGEDCO. 

 

6. On 19-01-2021, the Commission directed the petitioner to file the details of 

the payment made and yet to be made by TANGEDCO.   
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7. On 09-03-2021, the Standing Counsel for TANGEDCO filed a Memo of 

calculations and the Counsel for the Petitioner has prayed to pass the orders on 

the Memo filed by the TANGEDCO thereby meaning that the petitioner side has 

no objection to the Memo filed by the respondent.  The Memo filed by 

TANGEDCO on 09-03-2021 reveals the following:- 

Sl. 
No. 

Period Cheque Details Amount 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1 02/2009 to 03/2013 Cheque No.489474 dated 
21-01-2020 

29,31,175/- 
 
 

  Total Amount 29,31,175/- 

(Rupees Twenty Nine Lakhs Thirty One Thousand One Hundred and 
Seventy Five only) 

 

8. It is seen from the above Memo that an amount of Rs.29,31,175/- had been 

settled as early as in the year 2020 itself.  While so, the Commission fails to 

understand as to why the proceedings have been dragged on for one reason or 

other, without ascertaining the factual details with regard to the payment made.  

Needless to state here that after the date of payment i.e. 21-01-2020, hearings 

were held on 25-02-2020, 22-09-2020, 03-11-2020, 01-12-2020, 08-12-2020, 22-

12-2020, 19-01-2021 and 23-02-2021.  In effect seven hearings took place in 

between and either of these parties could have presented the factum of payment 

during these hearings.    

 

9. The Commission is constrained to observe that the valuable time of the 

Commission has been lost due to the lack of diligence on the part of the officials 

of TANGEDCO in apprising the Counsel of the correct position.  There seems to 

be an absolute failure in co-ordination with the counsel on which we have to 
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necessarily express our unpleasantness.   

 

10. In this connection, we cannot spare the petitioner also for not assisting the 

Commission effectively.  It is seen from the letter dated 25-11-2019 of the 

petitioner that the petitioner was agreeable to the offer made by TANGEDCO 

@ 6% rate of interest if it is settled within 60 days.  We find from the compliance 

report, payment was made on 21-01-2020 which is well within the 60 days agreed 

upon for settlement.  In such case, we are unable to comprehend as to why the 

both the parties went on to say during the subsequent hearings that settlement 

was not reached @ 6%. 

 

11. It is also not known how the TANGEDCO on its own could have paid 

Rs.29,31,175/- towards settlement @ 6% in 2020 without the approval of the 

Commission and as to why the details of such payment has not been brought to 

the knowledge of the Commission thereafter immediately.  Even on 23-02-2021, 

the counsel for the petitioner did not inform the Commission about the payment 

made on 21-01-2020 and stated that no payment was made.  In fact, it is not 

known whether the cheque was ready on 21-01-2020 but was not handed over 

the petitioner.  It is also not known whether the petitioner had any knowledge that 

the cheque was ready as early as 21-01-2020 itself.  The Commission is also at a 

loss to understand as to why a meeting had to be convened as stated by the 

respondent and recorded in the Daily Order dated 23-02-2021 when the cheque 

was already ready as early as in January 2020.  We have to necessarily express 

sense of anguish and record our displeasure.  On these happenings which 

resulted in unnecessary listing and hearing of the already settled matter leading to 

waste of time. 
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12. As the Counsel for the Petitioner has not made any objection or disputed 

the payment made by the respondent, nothing survives for adjudication by this 

Commission. 

Accordingly, this D.R.P. No.31 of 2014 is closed as settled out of court. 

       (Sd........)      (Sd......) 
(K.Venkatasamy)                             (M.Chandrasekar)     
 Member (Legal)      Chairman 

/True Copy / 
    

     Secretary 
   Tamil Nadu Electricity  

   Regulatory Commission 


