
                  A consumer is the important visitor on our premises. 
            He is not dependent on us. We are dependent on him. 

                                                        - Mahatma Gandhi 
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Before The Tamil Nadu Electricity Ombudsman, Chennai 

Present :Thiru. S. Devarajan, Electricity Ombudsman 
 

A.P.No. 45 of 2020 
          BY RPAD 

M/s. Harihar Alloys Private Ltd., 
No.6, Thomas Street, 
Race Course Road, 
Trichy – 620 020. 
                . . . . . . . Appellant 
                         (Rep. by Thiru A. Rajagopalan, Manager) 

 
Vs. 

1.  The SuperintendingEngineer,  
Trichy Electricity Distribution Circle/Metro,  
TANGEDCO, Mannarpuram, 
Trichy 640 020. 
 
2.  Tamilnadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Ltd. 
TANGEDCO, 
Mount Road, 
Chennai-2. 
 

           . . . . . Respondents 
                (Thiru S. Krishnamoorty, SE/Trichy Metro) 
                                

Date of Hearing:  11-11-2020 
 

Date of order:  27-02-2021 
 

 The Appeal Petition received on 26.08.2020 from M/s. Harihar Alloys 

Private Ltd., No.6, Thomas Street, Race Course Road, Trichy – 620 020 was 

registered as Appeal Petition No. 45 of 2020.  The above appeal petition came up 

for hearing before the Electricity Ombudsman on 11.11.2020.  Upon perusing the 

Appeal Petition, Counter affidavit, written argument and the oral submission made 
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on the hearing date from both the parties, the Electricity Ombudsman 

passes the following order. 

                                                          

ORDER 

1. Prayer of the Appellant: 

The Appellant has prayed for an additional sanctioned demand of 250 KVA 

on 4-6-2019 thereby increasing the sanctioned demand from 1150 KVA to 1400 

KVA to their HT service connection No.171. 

 

2.0 Brief History of the case: 
 
2.1 The Appellant M/s. Harihar Alloys Pvt. Ltd. is a company engaged in 

manufacture of alloy steel casting since 1998 with the manufacturing facilities 

situated in two districts namely Trichy and Pudukottai District.   

 
2.2 Due to increase in orders there was an increase in demand for electricity 

therefore the appellant had applied for an additional demand of 250 KVA to their 

HT service connection No.171. 

 
2.3 Upon receiving the appellant’s application on 10.06.2019 the respondent 

have replied on 05.07.2019 that the request for additional demand is not feasible 

and the same will be considered after strengthening the present HT lines.  But only 

on further insistence by the appellant the respondent had informed the appellant to 

pay a sum of Rs.590/- as registration charges and Rs. 2,00,000/- as EMD charges. 

 

2.4 Since the grievance of the Appellant was not settled by the section office, 

the appellant filed a petition before the CGRF of Trichy EDC/Metro. The CGRF of 

Trichy EDC/Metro has issued an order dated 25.06.2020. Aggrieved over the 

order, the appellant has preferred this appeal petition before the Electricity 

Ombudsman. 

  
3.0 Orders of the CGRF : 

 
3.1 The CGRF of Trichy Electricity Distribution Circle/Metro have issued its 
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order on 25.06.2020. The relevant portion of the order is extracted below :- 

“Forum Conclusion: 

Based on the enquiry made during forum and based on the 

documents produced by the respondents before the forum the 

conclusion of the forum members and the facts of the case are as 

follows:- 

 

The Petitioner’s registration date for the additional load application 

falls on 17-8-2019 and revised miscellaneous charges order copy falls 

on 5-10-2019.  Based on the revised order, the Development charges 

notice has been issued to the HT applicant, after carried out all the 

technical procedures.  The revised rule for development charges for 

additional demand could be given effect to from the date of order only 

and not from the date of Registration. 

 

On 15-7-2020, the petitioner’s representative has submitted the order 

of the Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission, Chennai.  In 

which the petition No.M.P.No.7 of 2018 dated 3-10-2019 does not say 

that the said charges prevailing on the date of Registration should be 

given effect to. 

 

The said order does not support the case of the petitioner.  The date 

of registration is not relevant for fixing the charges.  There is no 

deficiency of service on the part of the Respondent. 

 

At these circumstances there is no other option except to reject the 

claim of the petitioner.” 

 

4.0 Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman: 

4.1 To enable the Appellant and the Respondents to put forth their arguments a 

hearing was conducted on 11.11.2020 through Video conferencing. 

 
4.2 On behalf of the Appellant Thiru A. Rajagopalan, Manager has attended the 

hearing and put forth his arguments.  

 
4.3 The Respondent Thiru S. Krishnamoorthy, Superintending Engineer of 

Trichy Electricity Distribution Circle/Metro has attended the hearing and put forth 

his arguments. 
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4.4 As the Electricity Ombudsman is the appellate authority, only the prayers 

which were submitted before the CGRF are considered for issuing order. Further 

the prayer which requires relief under the Regulations for CGRF and Electricity 

Ombudsman, 2004 alone are discussed hereunder. 

 
5.0 Arguments of the Appellant : 
 
5.1 The Appellant has stated that he has a HT service connection No.171. 

Because of increase in orders there was increase in demand for electricity 

therefore they had applied for additional sanctioned demand of 250 KVA on 4-6-

2019 thereby increasing the total sanctioned demand from 1150 KVA to 1400 KVA. 

 
5.2 The Appellant has stated that after receipt of their application dated                  

4-6-2019,  the Respondent by his letter dated 5-7-2019  informed that presently 

their request for additional demand was not feasible and the same will be 

considered positively after strengthening of the present HT lines by introducing a 

22KV ratio in existing Vengaimandalam 110/33-11 KV SS in order to bifurcate 

loads from 22 KV Omanthur feeder. 

 

5.3 Aggrieved by the Respondents reply letter, the Appellant in his letter dated 

1-8-2019 requested the Respondent to process their application dated 4-6-2019 for 

the additional demand of 250 KVA at the earliest and also provide them with the 

details as sought for by them. Thereafter the Respondent had informed the 

Appellant to pay a sum of Rs.590/- as registration charges and Rs.2,00,000/- as 

EMD charges which they had paid on 17-8-2019.  Subsequently, the application 

was registered vide their letter bearing No.03/Additional/2019-2020 dt.17-8-2019. 

 

5.4 In the letter dated 17-8-2019, the respondent had mentioned that the 

development charges to be remitted by the Appellant will be communicated in the 

due course. 

 

5.5 But, after a huge delay of 114 days the Respondent has sent a letter dated 

19-12-2019 wherein it was informed that the Commission has revised the 
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Miscellaneous charges in respect of the HT consumers with effect from 5-10-

2019 and as per the new revised tariff table 18  pertaining to the development 

charges (overhead), the charges for the HT services has been increased from the 

existing Rs.350 per KVA to Rs.1500 per KVA without any ceiling and hence the 

Appellant has to pay the development charges at the rate of Rs.1500/- per KVA i.e. 

a sum of Rs.3,75,000/- instead of Rs.87500/-. 

 
5.6 The Appellant has stated that they were completely shocked by the demand 

made by the Respondent vide their letter dated 19-12-2019 and had sent a 

representation to the  Respondent on 6-1-2020 requesting them to reconsider the 

development charges at the previous existing rate of Rs.350 per KVA since their 

application was numbered and accepted on 17-8-2019 itself. 

 

5.7 The Appellant has further stated that the Respondent vide their letter dated 

8-1-2020 have informed the Appellant  to pay the development charges as called 

for within 15 days ie. on or before 13-1-2020 failing which the registration fees and 

EMD charges paid by them will be forfeited. 

 

5.8 After the receipt of the above letter dt.08-1-2020, the appellant has sent a 

reply to the Respondent herein on 10-1-2020 stating that their request for 

additional demand was already registered on 17-8-2019 and therefore according to 

TANGEDCO rules they have to pay developmental charges prevailing at that time 

which is Rs.350 per KVA and not as per revised rates which is Rs.1500 per KVA 

as the Respondent had only delayed the processing of application without any 

valid reason. 

 

5.9 The Appellant has stated that however after receipt of their letter                

dt.10-1-2020, the Respondent has sent a reply on 30-3-2020.  In the said letter the  

Respondent has contended that the additional demand application was registered 

by TANGEDCO on 17-8-2019 and subsequent to the revision of miscellaneous 

charges on 5-10-2019 and as per Respondent letter dt. 8-1-2020, the Appellant 
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has been requested to remit the development charges at Rs.1500/- per 

KVA for further processing the Application. 

 

5.10 The Appellant has stated that as the letter bearing No. 

No.SE/TEDC/M/TRY/AEE/DEV/TA/F.HT SC No.171 dt. 19-12-2019 is illegal and 

without application of mind and against the terms and conditions of electricity 

supply the Appellant approached the Hon’ble CGRF, Trichy. 

 
5.11 The Appellant has stated that the CGRF has failed to appreciate the fact 

that the TNERC tariff revision order is applicable for prospective applications from 

5-10-2019 and cannot be given retrospective effect and therefore for applications 

received and registered before 5-10-2019 only old tariff shall be applicable.  

Therefore in the present  case the Development charges should be Rs.350 per 

KVA and not Rs.1500 per KVA as the application of the Petitioner’s company was 

registered on 17-8-2019 itself. 

 

5.12 The Appellant has stated that the Respondent instead of immediately 

processing the application with a malafide intention wontedly waited for 114 days 

and issued the impugned letter dt.19-12-2019 to remit the development charges at 

the rate of Rs.1500/- for 250 KVA along with inspection charges and additional 

meter security deposit totally amounting  to Rs.4,20,040/-.  Hence  the dates and 

events will clearly show that the Appellant are diligent in obtaining the additional 

demand.  Therefore, the appellant requested to consider the development charges 

at the rate of 350 per KVA existing at the time of accepting and registering the 

application on 17-8-2019.  

 
6.0 Arguments the Respondent: 

6.1 The appellant, M/s. Harihar Alloys (P)Ltd. have applied for an additional 

demand of 250KVA over and above the existing demand of 1150 KVA totaling 

to 1400 KVA for their SC No.171. The additional demand application has been 

received through the registered post.  
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6.2 Necessary feasibility report has been requested from the field and the 

report has been received from EE/O&M/Thuraiyur stating that 

 The Tail End Voltage Regulation of the existing 22 K Omandur feeder 

fed from 110/22-11 KV Puthanampatty Sub Station which is feeding 

the above HT service is found beyond the permissible limits even after 

carrying the strengthening/ improvement of HT lines. 

 Further, it is found that erection of duplicate feeder and load transfer is 

not feasible and hence it is proposed to establish a new 110/22-11 KV 

Sub Station at Pulivalam area. 

 Due to non availability of suitable land for the establishment of new 

Substation at load centre and based on the discussion with  Head 

Quarters an estimate for 110/22 KV Bay extension to introduce 22 

KV ratio in Vengaimandalam 110/11 KV SS in order to bifurcate the 

load of now feeding HT Service 22 KV Omanthur feeder. 

6.3 Therefore, the 250 KVA additional demand application received was kept 

on hold and the facts intimated to the Applicant stating 

1. The 22 KV ratio introduction proposal is under process and the same will 

be got sanctioned earliest. 

2. After sanctioning of the above proposal additional demand request will be 

considered positively. 

 

6.4 Thus in order to effect additional demand of 250 KVA to HT SC. NO. 

171, M/s. Harihar Alloys it is necessary to bifurcate the loads of 22 KV 

Omandur feeder fed from 110/22-11 KV Puthanampatty Sub Station. 

 

6.5 Hence, it is proposed to introduce 22 KV ratio in the nearby 

Vengaimandalam 110/11 KV Sub Station for load bifurcation as per the Head 

Quarters instruction by bifurcation of Partial loads of Existing 22 KV Omandur 

feeder (Currently feeding the above HT service) fed from 110/22-11 KV 
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Puthanampatty Sub Station to the newly proposed 22 KV Sathirapatti 

feeder and proposed 22 KV Poonampalayam feeder to be fed from 110/22-11 

KV Vengaimandalam Sub Station upon introduction of 110/22 KV ratio. 

 

6.6 In this regard, Feasibility study has been carried out and an estimate has 

been evolved and submitted to the competent authority.  The registration fees 

and the EMD notice for the additional demand application has been issued and 

the same has been remitted by the applicant and registered vide 

Reg.No.03/AddL/2019-20, Dt.17.08.2019. Subsequently, the load and estimate 

sanction for processing the additional demand application has been requested 

to the Chief Engineer/Distribution/Trichy.  

6.7 A Capital Expenditure of Rs.591.55 Lakhs Gross and Rs.525.70 Lakhs 

Nett has been administratively approved for the introduction of 22 KV ratio in 

Vengaimandalam 110/11 KV Sub Station and the necessary link line estimate 

for an amount of Rs.37,09,170/- Gross and Nett has been sanctioned by the 

competent authority on 19.11.2019.  

6.8 Therefore, the Development charges notice has been issued to the HT 

applicant on 19.12.2019 at the rate Rs.1500/- per KVA as per the revised 

miscellaneous charges on 05.10.2019.  The Due date for remittance of the 

development charges is 13.01.2020. But the HT applicant has neither remitted 

the development charges nor requested for the time extension. 

 

6.9 Mean time, a representation letter was received from the applicant stating 

to consider and revise the Development charges at the rate of Rs.350/- per KVA 

instead of Rs.1500/- per KVA (as per the revised miscellaneous charges on 

05.10.2019), since the application registered on 17.08.2019.  Based on the 

representation, an instruction was sought for from the Head Quarters and reply 

has been received intimating that the revised rates will take effect from 

05.10.2019 and to take appropriate action accordingly. 
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6.10 Hence, in view of above circumstances the petitioner has been 

informed that the development charges levied are as per the Board rules in force and 

requested to remit the same for further processing of the application for an additional 

demand of 250 KVA to HT SC no. 171. 

6.11   TANGEDCO is always ready to extend reliable supply to all the consumers 

as per Board rules in force and there is no specific intension to any of our 

consumers for delay in process of request. 

 
7.0  Findings of the Electricity Ombudsman: 

7.1 I have heard the arguments of both the appellant and respondent.  In this 

connection, the issue to be decided is whether the prayer of the Appellant to adopt 

the development charges Rs.350 per KVA prevailing at the time of registering the 

application is acceptable? 

7.2 The appellant has stated that they had applied additional demand of 250 

KVA on 4.6.2019 increasing the present sanctioned demand 1150 KVA to 1400 

KVA for the HT SC No. 171.  The respondent in his letter dt. 5.7.2019 replied that 

the appellant’s request is not feasible and will be considered after strengthening 

the HT lines and bifurcating the loads from the 22 KV Omandhur feeder.  Again 

based on the appellant’s representation dt.1.8.2019, the additional demand 

application was registered on 17.08.2019 on payment of registration charges 

Rs.590/- and EMD amount Rs.2,00,000/-. 

7.3 After a huge delay of 114 days the respondent has issued a demand notice 

dated 19.12.2019 for an amount of Rs.3,75,000/- towards development charges at 

the rate of Rs.1500 per KVA based on the revised miscellaneous charges as per 

the Hon’ble Commission’s order dt. 3.10.2019 commenced with effect from 

5.10.2019 which is untenable since the application was registered on 17.8.2019 

itself well before revision of miscellaneous charges, contented the appellant.  

Further the appellant has contended that the Hon’ble Commission’s miscellaneous 

charges revision order is applicable for the prospective applications from 5.10.2019 
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and cannot be given retrospective effect and therefore for applications received 

and registered before 5.10.2019, old rate only applicable.  Hence the development 

charges shall be payable at the rate of Rs.350 per KVA prevailing on the date of 

registration of the application since the respondent had only delayed the process of 

the application without valid reason.  

7.4 The respondent has stated that the additional demand application dated 

04.06.2019 was received on 10.06.2019 for the HT SC No. 171.  The feasibility 

report was got prepared on 28.6.2019 which states that (i) the existing Omandur 

feeder regulation found beyond permissible limits even after carrying out 

strengthening of HT lines (ii) erection of duplicate feeder and load transfer is not 

feasible and hence establishment of new 110/22-11 KV sub-station was proposed 

(iii) Due to non-availability of suitable land for new sub-station at load centre, 

110/22 KV Bay extension was proposed in Vengaimandalam 110/11 KV sub-

station in order to bifurcate the load of 22 KV Omanthur feeder.  Based on the 

feasibility study additional demand application was registered on 17.8.2019. 

7.5 The Respondent has further stated that the administrative approval for the 

capital expenditure was obtained on 19.11.2019 for the introduction 22 KV ratio in 

Vengaimandalam 110/11KV sub-station and a link line estimate also got 

sanctioned on 17.12.2019.  Consequently the notice for the development charges 

to be paid by the appellant was issued on 19.12.2019 at the rate of Rs.1500 per 

KVA prevailing at the time of issue of notice as per the Commission’s 

miscellaneous charges revision order dt. 03.10.2019 which is effective from 

05.10.2019.  The demand notice for the charges to be paid by the appellant will be 

issued only after sanctioning the estimate.  Hence the development charges at the 

rate of Rs.1500 per KVA prevailing at the time of issue of notice is applicable, the 

respondent contended. 

7.6 Both the appellant and the respondent have referred to the Hon’ble 

Commission’s order in M.P. 7 of 2018 dt. 03.10.2019 on Miscellaneous charges 

which is effective from 05.10.2019.  The appellant has contended that the charges 

are applicable prospective applicants only and cannot be levied retrospectively for 
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the applications registered prior to 05.10.2019.  But the respondent has 

contended that the demand notice for the collection of all charges including the 

development charges will be issued only after approval of the proposal and 

sanctioning of the estimate.  In the case on hand, the proposal was approved on 

19.11.2019 and the estimate has been sanctioned on 17.12.2019 and the demand 

notice has been issued on 19.12.2019.  In this regard I am of the view that the due 

arises only after the demand is raised.  In the present case, the demand is raised 

on 19.12.2019 i.e. after sanctioning the estimate.  At the time of issue of demand 

notice, the Miscellaneous charges order dated 03.10.2019 issued by the 

Commission is in force.   Therefore, I am of the view that the applicability of all the 

charges including the development charges will arise only when the demand is 

issued.  In view of the above, the argument of the respondent that the development 

charges applicable shall be the rate prevailing at the time of issuance of demand 

notice is acceptable to me. 

7.7 From the available records it could be seen that the respondent has taken 

earnest steps to sanction the additional demand right from the date of receiving the 

application till the sanctioning of the estimate and then raised the demand notice.  

But the delay can be attributed to the procedures involved, decision making by 

various levels of authority, lack of experience on technical issues at the level of 

competent authority, delay in decision making and lack of specific follow up of the 

proposal.  Hence I don’t find any merit on the contention of the appellant that the 

delay in sanctioning the additional demand by the respondent is intentional.  

However the respondent is bound by regulation 4 of the Tamil Nadu Distribution 

Standards of Performance regulation which states that the additional demand shall 

be sanctioned even for the cases involving commissioning of new sub-station 

within 180 days from the date of receipt of application.  In this case the date of 

receipt of application by the respondent is 10.06.2019.  The demand notice has 

been issued only after 180 days wherein the proposal does not involve new sub-

station.  Hence I propose to award maximum Rs.1000/- towards compensation 

payable to the appellant by the respondent for the delay in sanctioning the 

additional demand as per regulation 21(1)(b) of TN DSOP Regulation. 
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8.0 Observation: 

8.1 The appellant’s application for the additional demand was received on 

10.06.2019.  Feasibility report evolved on 28.6.2019.  The respondent has replied 

on 5.7.2019 that the request of the appellant for additional demand is not feasible.  

But only on further insistence by the appellant in their letter dt.01.08.2019, the 

respondent registered the application on 17.8.2019 after collecting EMD and 

application charges.  Respondent had taken 67 days to register the application.  

This is because of lack of technical expertise and administrative procedure.  The 

respondent has taken another four months to get the approval and estimate 

sanction. 

8.2 As per the Tamil Nadu Distribution Standards of Performance regulation 

even new service connection should be given within 6 months from the date of 

receipt of application even if it involves establishment of new sub-station.  But the 

present case is only sanction of additional demand which is not sanctioned even 

after 6 months of receipt of application though the proposal does not involve 

erection and commissioning of new substation.  The action of the respondent has 

caused revenue loss not only to the appellant but also to the licensee which could 

have been realized had the additional load sanction been effected as per time 

schedule.   

9.0 Conclusion: 

9.1 In view of my findings in para 7 above, the Respondent is eligible to collect 

the development charges at the rate of Rs.1500 per KVA for the additional demand 

of 250 KVA requested by the appellant. 

9.2 The Respondent is directed to pay Rs.1000/-(Rupees one thousand only) to 

the appellant towards compensation for the delay in sanctioning the additional 

demand as per regulation 21(1)(b) of TN DSOP Regulation. 

9.3 A compliance report shall be furnished within 30 days from the date of 
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receipt of this order. 

9.4 With the above findings the AP No. 45 of 2020 is disposed of by the 

Electricity Ombudsman.  No costs. 

 
  (S. Devarajan) 

                       Electricity Ombudsman 

                             “Ef®nth® Ïšiynaš, ãWtd« Ïšiy” 

                                   “No Consumer, No Utility” 
 

To 

1)  M/s. Harihar Alloys Private Ltd., 
No.6, Thomas Street, 
Race Course Road, 
Trichy – 620 020. 
             
2)  The SuperintendingEngineer,  
Trichy Electricity Distribution Circle/Metro,  
TANGEDCO, Mannarpuram, 
Trichy 640 020. 
 
3)  The Chairman & Managing Director,   – By Email 
TANGEDCO,  
NPKRR Maaligai, 
144, Anna Salai, Chennai -600 002. 
 
 
4)  The Secretary,      – By Email 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission, 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, 
Guindy, Chennai – 600 032. 
 
5)  The Assistant Director (Computer) – For Hosting in the TNERC Website 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission, 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, 
Guindy, Chennai – 600 032. 

 

 


