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on 27.10.2022.  Upon perusing the Appeal Petition, Counter affidavit, written 

argument and the oral submission made 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 to direct the TANGEDCO to consider and take a 

decision on the Appellant’s association application dated 20.06.2016 for waiver of 

BPSC surcharge filed under Samadhan Scheme. 

 
2.0      Brief History of the case:  
  
2.1 In the year 1990, JE, Operations and Maintenance, TNEB, Arisipalayam, 

Salem demanded payment of electric charges under Tariff- IX instead of Tariff-II in 

respect of street lights in Leigh Bazaar. The demand was challenged before the 

High Court, Madras W.P.No.11651/1990. Stay order of the demand notice was 

obtained by the Appellant.  

 
2.2 The case was allowed in favour of Leigh Bazaar by order dated 10.06.1999. 

TNEB had  filed appeal W.A.No.893/2001 against the order dated 10.06.1999 and 

the writ appeal W.A.No.893/2001 was allowed in favour of TNEB order dated 

08.09.2008.  

 
2.3 Aggrieved by the order in the writ appeal W.A.No .893 / 2001, the 

Appellant’s association had filed Special Leave Petition SLP.(Civil) No.625/2009 

before the Hon’ble Supreme court of India and  obtained stay for  the demand 

notice as well as the order made in the appeal.  The Special Leave Petition was 

dismissed against the Appellant prayer on 17.10.2013.  After the dismissal of the 

Special Leave Petition, the Assistant Engineer, Operation and Maintenance, Tamil 

Nadu Generation and Distribution Corporation Ltd, Arisipalayam, Salem had 

demanded the arrears of electricity charges and arrears of Interest on 14-05-2014. 
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2.4  The Appellant filed W.P.No.14024 of 2014 for challenging the demand order 

dated 14.05.2014 on levy of BPSC during the pendency of litigation against the 

tariff difference arrears. The Hon’ble High Court after considering the facts of 

the case granted liberty to the Appellant’s association to apply  under regulation 18 

Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply Code.  

 

2.5  Hence the Appellant has filed a petition with the CGRF of Salem EDC. The 

CGRF of Salem EDC has issued an order dated 28.12.2021. 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 Salem Electricity Distribution Circle issued its order on 

28.12.2021. The relevant portion of the order is extracted below :- 

 

������������������������    ��	��	��	��	    :::: 

“��������� �	 �� ����� �� 452/009/286 �%&� 
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-.��/0 V B: ��%�� 34L���@ ?8�<� �E 3.D�..� 

�0���@M2, ?�%*�@ �F�< �� �����*NB:� -.��/0 V 2 

*�B)@��/@.%:, �� O*�?8�� P�� Q� �����2 11651/90 ��� 

8;B: 3.�@�J=+���.  ?�S� �� */@�� 34S�=8.%:� .�@ 

P�.F	 3�%&+���.  ��E� �.%: 8���.F��2 ?�%*�@ .�@ 

P�.FD�E �I��� 3�&8.%: 8;B: 3.�@F��/<, ?�%*�@ �� 
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�.%:� P�.F	� 3����/<+�=.  ��E� �T	�.FD%:� 
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Sl. 
No
. 

SC.No. Period of 
Arrears 

Amt. of 
arrears 

Period of 
delay 

BPSC Total 
Amount 

1 452-009- 
286 

03/1987 to 
08/2003 

240657.00 03/1987 
to 
11/2013 

887955.00 1128612.00 

2 452-009- 
557 

04/1996 to 
08/2003 

58670.00 04/1996 
to 
11/2013 

189318.00 247988.00 

   299327.00  1077273.00 1376600.00 

 

�.%: �� P�����F�2 ?�%:G��/<+� �� */@���� 

WS�8� 3.��*B: �� ����� �� 452-009- 286 B: 8/0� 

3.��*��*  13.12.2013 ?.�M/@ F[= �� ERS452AR2Q1307 a5��*	� ��  

����� ��:452-09-286-%: P� WS�8� 3.��*M� 8/0��* 

b.99764/ 10.01.2014 ?.�M/@ F[= �� ERS452AR3Q1710 a5��*	� �%&� 

�� ����� ��: 452-009-286-%: P� WS�8� 3.��*M� 8/0��* 

b99327/- 13.02.2014 ?.�M/@ F[= �� PR.No: M3010483 a5��* �� 

O*�?8�F�2 34S�.��/<+�=. ?�S�, �g.�FF�2 Q���� 8;B:*+ 

WP.No.14024/2014, MP No.1/2014 �%&� MP No. 2/2014 3.�@F��/@.%: 

?�%*�@ �F�< �� �����*NB: P� �� */@� WS�8� 

3.��*M� 8/0�3.��*M2 b2,00,000/- 34S�=��& 3.DB*��/@.� 

�0���@M2 04.06.2014 ?.�M/@ �*F[= a5��* 8UHB*��/<+�=. 

?�%*�@ �� �����*NB*�E �� */@� WS�8� 3.��*��E= V��= 

?.�8�F 34S�.��@��2 P+�=. ?�S�, ?�%*�@ �� ����� 452-009-

286 *@J. 11.1.2014 i.2 ��& 8�F �� =�0��2 P+�= �%&� �� 

����� ��: 452-009-557 *@J. 09.01.2014 i.2 ��& 8�F �� 

=�0��2 P+�=. .%3��C= �������2 �� P������ ?�%*�@ �� 

�����B*NB*�E WS�8� 3.��*M� 8/0M�E .+N�0 34Lj��& 

?*�F��/@.%:, �������E= .%3��C=+� TNERC supply code regulation 5(4) 2 

:G��/<+� D�B*���E X}B*�@8�& 3.D�=B 3*�+���<)�=. 

 

(ii) (a) Where any HT consumer neglects to pay any bill by the due date, he shall be liable 

to pay belated payment surcharge from the day following the due date for payment. 

Where any LT consumer (except service relating to public lighting and water supply and 

other services belonging to local bodies) neglects to pay any bill by the last day of the 

notice period, he shall be liable to pay belated payment surcharges from the day following 

the last day of the notice periods. 

In according to the provision any payment default by the consumers, the payment 

should be realized along with the applicable BPSC only. 
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In this case, an objection was pointed out by the audit party for revision of tariff 

from II to V (Now commercial tariff). Against the above order, the consumer has filed a 

writ petition, against the revision of tariff. Finally, the Hon'ble High Court has passed an 

final order to consider the consumer grievance in CGRF 

As per the prevailing tariff order dated 11.08.2017, the usage of public Welfare 

activities made by the local bodies services can be billed under tariff II- A. Other than 

local bodies the service billed under commercial tariff only. 

The above service should have been billed under applicable tariff V from the date 

of effecting supply, but the service was billed under tariff II. It has been made short billing 

of service connection. 

Further, it is informed that now the TANGEDCO has to obtain a sanction from the 

Hon'ble TNERC for waiver of BPSC for allowing to the consumer prior to implementation. 

In such practice was completed on or before 2018 onwards only. No proposal can be 

submitted for an individual consumer as and now. 

�E?8 ?�%*�@ TNERC Supply code regulation 3(4)2 :G��/<+� 

8�*�/<.H��0 �� ����� ��:452-009-286, 03/1987 i.2 

08/2003 8�F P+� �� */@� WS�8� 3.��*��E b.2,40,657/- 

�%&� �� ����� ��: 452-009-557-%:� 04/1996 i.2 08/2003 

8�F P+� �� */@� WS�8� 3.��* b.58,670/- �� 

P�����F�2 34S�.��@ ?8�<� ��&� ?�%*�@ �� */@� 

WS�8� 3.��*B: P� 8/0M�E �� P������ WS�8� 

3.��* 34S�=� V��= ?.�8�F *�B)/< �� 

P�����@�IJ= 8U2 34L���@?8�<� ��&� �������E= 

�g.�F� ?*�B�*M�E .+N�0 34L= P�.FD<)�=.  ?�S� 

?�%*�@ P�.F	 3����/@ �I ��. *�5��%:+ �g.�FF�2 

34S�.��@ ?8�0� WS�8� 3.��*M�E 8U2 34L� V@80B�* 

?�%3*�+N��&�, �<B*��/@ V@80B�*M� D8F���E 

�������2 3.DB:��&� 34�%3��G����/��/?�%:/?45� 

�8�*NB: �G	&�.��<)�=.” 

 

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 27.10.2022 through video conferencing.   

  
4.2 On behalf of the Appellant, Thiru K.Duraisamy, Senior Advocate attended the 

hearing and put forth his arguments. 
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 4.3 The Respondents Thiru R.Rajavelu, EE/O&M/West-Salem and Thiru 

S.Karthikeyan, AE/O&M/Arisipalayam, Salem EDC have attended the hearing and 

put forth their arguments. 

  
4.4  As the Electricity Ombudsman is the Appellate authority, only the prayers 

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

the prayers which require 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 submitted that the Leigh Bazaar Merchants Association 

Ltd had laid roads inside the association compound and the TNEB installed electric 

poles and provided street lights. The Leigh Bazaar Merchants Association Ltd 

obtained two electricity service connections Nos.452-009-286 and 452-009-557  in 

the limits of Leigh Bazaar distribution. 

 
5.2  The Appellant has submitted that in the year 1990, JE/O&M/Arisipalayam, 

Salem demanded payment of electric charges under Tariff-IX instead of Tariff-II in 

respect of street lights in Leigh Bazaar. The demand was challenged before the 

High Court in W.P.No.11651/1990 and a stay order for the demand notice was 

obtained. Thereafter, the case in W.P.No.11651/1990 was allowed in favour of 

Leigh Bazaar by order dated 10.06.1999. Against the order dated 10.06.1999, 

TNEB filed appeal W.A.No.893/2001 and during the pendency of the appeal the 

Appellant association has the benefit of stay of the demand notice. The writ appeal 

W.A.No.893/2001 was allowed in favour of TNEB by  order dated 08.09.2008. 

Aggrieved by the order made in the writ appeal W.A.No.893 / 2001, the association 

filed Special Leave Petition SLP.(Civil) No.625/2009 before the Hon’ble Supreme 

court of India. The Special Leave appeal Petition was dismissed on 17.10.2013. 

  
5.3  The Appellant has submitted that after the dismissal of the Special Leave 

Petition, the AE/Arisipalayam, Salem by letter 14.05.2014 has demanded arrears 

of electricity charges and arrears of Interest as follows; 
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S.No. S.C.No. Arrears of 
Electricity charges 

Arrears of Interest 
 

1 452-009-286  2,40,657/- 8,87,995/- 

2 452-009-557  58,670/- 1,89,318/- 

 Total 2,99,327/- 10,77,273/- 

 

5.4 The Appellant has submitted that the demand for payment of difference of 

electricity charges under Tariff-II and Tariff-IX in respect of street lights in Leigh 

Bazaar made the Appellant’s association to approach the court and obtained a 

stay order on the demand notice. During the pendency of the writ petition, Writ 

Appeal before the Hon'ble High Court, and SLP before the Hon'ble Supreme Court, 

the TNEB/TANGEDCO was directed by the court to charge tariff from the Appellant 

association at the rate in respect of street lights i.e Tariff II.  By order dated 

27.11.2013, the Department demanded Rs.2,99,327/- towards arrears amount and 

Rs.10,77,273 towards interest. Immediately Appellant association remitted the 

arrear amount charges of Rs.2,99,327/- under three installments dated 

13.12.2013, 10.01.2014, 19.02.2014 and the grievance is only concerning the levy 

of arrears of interest of Rs.10,77,273/-. As per the orders of the Hon’ble courts 

during the pendency of the litigation especially when the Appellant’s association 

had the benefit of a stay order of the demand notice, there is no liability on part of 

the petitioner to pay interest on the difference amount between Tariff-II and Tariff-

IX. Therefore, the demand of arrears of Interest Rs.10,77,273/- by the 

AE/Arisipalayam, Salem is per se illegal. 

 
5.5  The Appellant has submitted that the Appellant’s association filed 

W.P.No.14024 of 2014 challenging the demand order dated 14.05.2014 and the 

Hon’ble High Court by way of interim order directed the Appellant’s association to 

pay Rs.2,00,000/- without prejudice. In compliance with order the Appellant 

association remitted Rs.2,00,000/- on 04.06.2014. 

 
5.6  The Appellant has submitted that during the pendency of the writ petition 

Appellant’s association applied under the Scheme of Waiver of Payment of 

Surcharge on 20.06.2016 and the same was pending on the file of the 
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AE/Arisipalayam, Salem. By order dated 30.11.2021, the Hon’ble High Court after 

considering the facts of the case granted liberty to the Appellant’s association to 

apply  under regulation 18 Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply Code and the Hon’ble 

High Court, observed in the order made in W.P.No.14024 of 2014, application of 

waiver filed by the association is still pending. 

 

5.7  The Appellant has submitted that in order to comply with the direction of the 

Hon’ble High Court, the Appellant association preferred a consumer complaint in 

Petition No.65 of 2021 before the Electricity Consumer Redressal Forum, Salem 

on 20-12-2021 raising all the factual aspects concerning the demand of arrears of 

interest of Rs.10,77,273/- by the AE/Arisipalayam, Salem. 

 
5.8  The Appellant has submitted that the Appellant’s association put forth before 

the Consumer Forum that the delay in payment of charges was not intentional and 

it is due to the fact that the Appellant’s association enjoyed the benefit of the 

protection order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court / High Court directing the TNEB / 

TANGEDCO to continue to charge tariff for the Appellant association at the rate in 

respect of street lights i.e., Tariff-II. 

 
5.9  The Appellant has submitted that the association intends to settle the 

dispute with the Respondent based on the application of waiver of surcharge 

BPSC filed under Samadhan Scheme on 20.06.2016 before the AE/Arisipalayam, 

Salem. CGRF, Salem in its order dated 28.12.2021 observed that the TANGEDCO 

has to obtain a sanction from the Hon'ble TNERC for waiver of BPSC. Therefore, 

an order of direction to the Respondent to consider and take a decision on the 

Appellant’s association application dated 20.06.2016 for waiver of BPSC surcharge 

under the Samadhan Scheme is just and essential. 

 
5.10  The Appellant has submitted that the Consumer Forum, Salem by order 

dated 28.12.2021 dismissed the Grievance/Complaint of Appellant association on 

the finding that service should have been billed under applicable tariff V instead of 

tariff II therefore the charging of BPSC is valid. The Appellant did not pay the 

difference in tariff because it had the benefit of court orders. More so, the writ 
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petition filed by the Appellant was allowed by the Hon'ble High Court. Further, it is 

a settled law that no person/entity should be victimized by going to a court of law. 

The Appellant association already submitted an application dated 20.06.2016 for 

waiver of BPSC along with an undertaking under the Scheme for Waiver of Belated 

Payment Surcharge (BPSC) to the Respondent. When such was the ground reality 

it is unfortunate that the Consumer Redressal Forum, Salem did not consider 

above mentioned facts/aspects and dismissed the complaint. Against the CGRF 

order the Appellant association is filing the present appeal before this Hon'ble 

Tamil Nadu Electricity Ombudsman for the following among other; 

  
(a) The order of the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum is against the law 

since the Appellant did not pay the BPSC which   had the benefit of interim order 

from the Hon'ble Supreme Court /High Court. 

 
(b) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum ought to have seen that during the 

pendency of the writ petition, Writ Appeal before the Hon'ble High Court and SLP 

before the Hon'ble Supreme Court, the TNEB/TANGEDCO was directed by the 

courts to charge tariff from the Appellant association at the rate in respect of street 

lights i.e Tariff II. 

 
(c) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum ought to have seen that as per the 

orders of the Hon'ble Court during the pendency of the litigation especially when 

the Appellant’s association had the benefit of a stay order of the demand notice, 

there is no liability on part of the Appellant’s association to pay interest on the 

difference amount between Tariff-lI and Tariff-IX. 

 
(d) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum failed to appreciate that by order 

dated 27.11.2013 the department demanded Rs.2,99,327/- towards arrears 

amount and Rs.10,77,273/- towards interest. Immediately Appellant association 

remitted the arrear amount charges of Rs.2,99,327/- under three installments dated 

13.12.2013, 10.01.2014, 19.02.2014 and now the grievance is only concerning the 

levy of arrears (BPSC) of Rs.10,77,273/-. 
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(e) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum failed to appreciate that the 

Appellant association filed W.P.No.14024 of 2014 challenging the demand order 

dated 14.05.2014 and the Hon'ble High Court by way of interim order directed the 

Appellant association to pay Rs.2,00,000/- towards BPSC without prejudice.  

 
(f) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum failed to note that the Appellant 

association remitted the arrear amount charges of Rs.2,99,327/ under three 

installments dated 13.12.2013, 10.01.2014, and 19.02.2014. When such is the 

ground reality it is improper on the part of the CGRF in directing the Appellant 

association to pay the arrears amount which was already paid way back in the 

years 2013/2014. 

 
(g) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum failed to appreciate that the 

Appellant association already submitted an application dated 20.06.2016 for waiver 

of BPSC along with an undertaking under the Scheme for Waiver of Belated 

Payment Surcharge (BPSC) to the Respondent. 

 
(h) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum erred in holding that no proposal 

for a waiver can be submitted by the Appellant association since the waiver 

application ought to have been submitted before 2018. But, the Appellant 

association submitted a BPSC waiver application much before the cut off date i.e 

20.06.2016. 

 
(i) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum failed to see that the demand of 

BPSC Rs.10,77,273/- by the Respondent is per se illegal. 

 
5.11  The Appellant requested to set aside the order dated 28.12.2021 passed by 

the CGRF, Salem, and consequently set aside the demand order dated 

14.05.2014 of the AE/Arisipalayam, Salem in so far as demand of Belated 

Payment of Surcharge (BPSC) of Rs.10,77,273/- charged on the electricity service 

connection Nos. 452-009-0286 and 452-009-557 of the Leigh Bazaar Merchants 

Association Ltd, Salem is not correct and render justice. 
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6.0     Counter submitted by the Respondent: 
 
6.1   The Respondent has submitted that in Salem West division, Shevapet Sub-

division, Arisipalayam section Service No. 452-009-286 and 452-009-557, the 

incorrect adoption of tariff to the petitioner had been brought to light by the Audit 

branch in their Audit slip No.94 Dt.08.04.1987 for an amount of Rs.32,249.20 

specifying private sector (i.e.) billed under public lighting without specific order of a 

competent authority. Accordingly, JE, O&M/, Arisipalayam issued notice to collect 

the difference amount from tariff Il to tariff IX (Now the commercial tariff is called 

tariff V). The petitioner appealed to the chairman of TNEB. The chairman of TNEB 

confirmed the arrears and tariff change from public light to commercial purposes. 

 
6.2  The Respondent has submitted that the petitioner being an agreement 

holder is bound by the Terms and Conditions of the supply of electricity. The 

petitioner filed a writ petition before the Hon'ble High Court, Madras in WP 

No.11651/90 against the change in tariff from II to IX (Now Commercial Tariff V) in 

LT SC No.452-009-286 and got interim stay through WP 17398/1990. A judgment 

order was passed by the Hon'ble High court on 10.06.1999 in favor of the 

petitioner. 

 
6.3  The Respondent has submitted that the Board appealed vide WA 

No.893/2001. In CMP 8045/2001 in WA 893/2001 on 10.07.2001 the Hon'ble High 

court passed order for stay of twelve weeks of the learned Single Judge Order 

dated 10.06.1999.  

 
6.4  The Respondent has submitted that based on the stay, legal opinion was 

obtained from the legal cell, TNEB to convert the tariff from II to IX from the month 

of 08/2003 and tariff conversion was done. WRIT APPEAL was ordered in favor of 

the Board on 08.09.2008 specifying that the petitioner association which is running 

a private market does not come within the meaning of undertaking or local body 

providing streetlights. Therefore, the order passed in W.P.No:11651 of 1990 is set 

aside and the writ appeal is allowed. As per the order passed by the Hon'ble High 
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court, the petitioner was liable to pay tariff change as per the terms and conditions 

of supply, arrears along with interest amount. 

 
6.5  The Respondent has submitted that Writ Appeal SLP(Civil) No. 625/2009 

was filled by the petitioner and the same was dismissed by the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court of India, New Delhi on 17.10.2013. Based on the SLP judgment show cause 

notice was issued to Street light Tariff Applicability as detailed below on 

27.11.2013 

 
Sl. 
No. 

Service No. Period of 
Arrears 

Amount of 
Arrears 

Period of 
Delay 

B.P.S.C Total 
Amount 

1 452-009-286 03/1987 to 
08/2003 

240657.00 03/1987 to 
11/2013 

887955.00 1128612.00 

2 452-009-557 04/1996 to 
08/2003 

58670.00 04/1996 to 
11/2013 

189318.00 247988.00 

   299327.00  1077273.00 1376600.00 

 

6.6  The Respondent has submitted that as per Terms and Conditions of Supply 

of Electricity clause  

“20.01 Interest is payable on any outstanding amount excluding interest component 
if any. Interest is payable from the date following the last due date for payment of 
any bill. No interest will be levied on interest. 
 
20.02  All the low tension assessment amounts, which are not paid within the 15th 
of that month or extended date, if any, shall bear an interest of 1.5% per month 
subject to a minimum of Rs.1/- per assessment". 

 
6.7  According to the above provision, an amount of Rs.13,76,600/- has been 

worked out towards the CC arrears along with interest for the period from 03/1987 

to 08/2003 and the same was liable to pay by the petitioner. 

 
6.8  The Respondent has submitted that the Petitioner requested 20 installments 

to pay the above amount in his letter dt:05.12.2013, however, the consumer 

agreed and submitted to pay the amount in 13 installments. The agreement was 

signed by the petitioner for 13 installments along with the due date. 

 
6.9  The Respondent has submitted that Petitioner has paid the amount of 

Rs.1,00,000/- vide ERS452AR2Q1307 Dt.13.12.2013, Rs.99764/- vide 
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ERS452AR3QI7I0, Dt.10.01.2014, Rs.99327/- vide PR No.M3040483 

Dt.13.02.2014, Rs.176/- vide ERS452AR3Q1710 Dt.10.01.2014. Service 

Connection 452-009-286 was disconnected on 11.01.2014 and sc No.452-009-557 

was disconnected on 09.01.2014 due to non-payment of CC Arrears as per 

TNERC supply code regulation 17(5).  

"If a service connection remains disconnected for a period of three months for non-
payment dues to the licensee, the licensee shall issue a notice requiring the 
consumer to get supply restored within three months from the date of receipt of 
such notice and failure to him that failure to avail supply within period will result in 
termination of the agreement. After expiry of notice period of three months, the 
agreement shall stand terminated." 

 

6.10 The Respondent has submitted that mean time WP No 14024/2014 filed by 

the consumer and also CMP.No.1/2014 & CMP.No.2/2014 in WP.No.14024 / 2014 

filed by the consumer.  The Hon'ble High court by order dt.28.04.2014 directed the 

petitioner to deposit a sum of Rs.2,00,000/- within two weeks. The consumer paid 

the amount on 04.06.2014,  the case was listed for hearing. 

  

6.11  The Respondent has submitted that on 30.11.2021 judgment received in 

W.P.No.14024/2014 to consider the grievance of the petitioner in Consumer 

Grievance Redressal Forum under regulation 18 of Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply 

Code. 

 

6.12 The Respondent has submitted that the consumer M/s.Leigh bazaar 

merchants association approached Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum in 

petition no.65 of 2021 for waiver of BPSC under Circular Memo No CFC / R / FC / 

R / AS3 / D.No.251 / 16, dated. 16.02.2016.  The consumer Grievance Redressal 

forum in its order dated 20.12.2021 dismissed the petition and directed that the CC 

Arrears had to be paid and BPSC should be calculated up to the date of payment of 

arrears. 

  

6.13   The Respondent has submitted that as per the direction of the TNE 

Ombudsman the consumer had paid an amount of Rs.3,27,137/- (i.e) 25% total 

amount of Rs.13,08,313/- ordered by CGRF on 20.12.2021.  After the payment of 
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amount, the consumer submitted this appeal petition before the Hon'ble TNE 

Ombudsman. As per the TNERC Supply code 5(4) BPSC levied till date is as 

follows:  

A. Total Pending to be paid 

I. Arrears as on 12.11.2013 Show Cause Notice           :         1376600 

II. BPSC as on 28.12.2021 (From 12/2013 to 12/2021)  :         431040 

III. BPSC as on 09.09.2022 (From 12/2021 to 09/2022)  :             44900 

                                                                                               1852540 

 

B. Already Paid 

 i)  BPSC - Receipt No. ERS452AR2Q1307 on 13.12.13        :         100000 

 ii) Receipt No. ERS452AR2Q1307on 10.01.14  - BPSC        :           99764 

                                                   CC charges :              176 

                RC charges :                60 

iii) Receipt No. M3040483/ 13.02.2014 - BPSC                       :           99327 

iv) Receipt No.M7216022/04.06.2014 – BPSC                        :         200000 

v) Receipt No.ERS452IA2D308/27.07.22 – other income       :          327137 

Total              :          826228 

 C. Balance to be paid                                                          :        1026312 

 

6.14 The Respondent has submitted his counter for the grounds stated by the 

Appellant; 

  
a) The order of the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum is a legal one. The 

benefit of the interim order from the Hon'ble Supreme court / High court does not 

apply to the Appellant, since the Hon'ble Court set aside the demands of the 

Appellant, and also there is no provision for waiver of BPSC in the Terms and 

Conditions of Supply of Electricity and TNERC's Codes and Regulations. The 

cases and stays are only regarding the change of Tariff from Tariff II to Tariff IX 

(Now tariff V) and not for BPSC. 

 
b) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum delivered the judgment only after 

duly considering the pendency of Writ Petitions before the Hon'ble High court & 

Supreme court regarding the Tariff rates. 
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c) The liability is on the Appellant to pay interest on the difference amount between 

Tariff II and Tariff IX. Since the court set aside the prayers of the Appellant, the  

Demand to pay interest had been issued only after the judgment of the SLP. 

 
d) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum considered the department demand 

dated 27.11.2013 and the amount indicated in the order and the amount remitted 

by the petitioner. The amount Rs.2,99,327/- paid by the Appellant on 13.12.2013, 

10.01.2014, 13.02.2014 in arrear amount Rs.299327/- and BPSC up to 27.11.2013 

Rs.1077273/- is adjusted only against the BPSC levied, as per TNERC supply 

code regulation 5(4). Also, the petitioner has executed an undertaking to pay 

arrears along with interest mentioning the due date as 13 installments but paid only 

three installments. Hence the arrear amount to be paid by the Appellant remains as 

it is mentioned in the demand notice dated 27.11.2013. 

 
e) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum has considered the W.P No.10424 

of 2014 and the payment made by the Appellant for Rs.2,00,000/- and adjusted in 

BPSC before issuing the judgment. 

 
f) The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum has considered the amount of 

Rs.2,99,327/- paid by the Appellant on 13.12.2013, 10.01.2014, and 13.02.2014. 

The amount paid by the Appellant is adjusted against the BPSC and hence the 

Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum considered the pending arrear amount and 

ordered the Appellant to pay the arrears amount. 

 
g) The scheme of one-time waiver was valid for six months from the date of the 

Hon'ble TNERC order on M.P.No.15 of 2014 dated 06.01.2016. The representation 

was not considered, since the request was received after a time-lapse of six 

months. 

 
h)  The BPSC of Rs.10,77,2731- is levied as per the Hon'ble TNERC's Supply 

code regulations 5(4). Also as per the Terms and Conditions of Supply of Electricity 

clause 20.01 interest is payable on any outstanding amount excluding the interest 

component if any. All the reasons given by the Consumer Grievance Redressal 
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Forum for dismissing the grievance of the Appellant are sustainable as per the law 

in force and it is not liable to be set aside. There is no provision for waiver of BPSC 

in the Terms and Conditions of Supply of Electricity and TNERC's Codes and 

Regulations. 

 
7. 0   Findings of the Electricity Ombudsman 
 
7.1  I have heard the arguments of both the Appellant and the Respondent. 

Based on the arguments and documents submitted by them, the following  are the 

issues to be decided 

 
1) Whether the contentions of the Appellant for waiver of BPSC surcharge 

filed under the Samadhan scheme on 20-06-2016 is tenable?  

  
7.2  Before going into detail about the Appeal Petition findings, a concise note of 

the problem is discussed. There was a dispute on claiming of Tariff IX (now Tariff 

V) by the Respondent for the existing street light service connection under Tariff II 

of the Appellant’s M/s Leigh Bazaar Merchants Association since 1990. This issue 

was raised upto the Hon’ble Supreme court of India. The Hon’ble Supreme court of 

India, New Delhi vide SLP (Civil) 625/2009 dt.17-10-2013 had dismissed the 

Appellant Contentions. After this, the Respondent claimed the Arrears along with 

BPSC. Despite legal finality being reached for the Appellant’s Service connection 

as Tariff V and not Tariff II, the Appellant again challenged the Respondent's claim 

of arrears on the Tariff differences along with BPSC by further filing a petition in the 

High court vide W.P.No.14024 of 2014 dt.14-05-2014. However as per the Interim 

order, the Appellant had paid an amount of Rs 2,00,000/- on 04-06-2014, which 

was adjusted against BPSC.  

 
7.3  Subsequently, the Hon’ble High Court vide order dt. 30-11-2021 had 

directed the Appellant to approach the CGRF with a direction to decide the issue 

on merits. The CGRF/Salem EDC has passed an order dt 28-12-2021 dismissing 

the Prayer of the Appellant and directed to pay the Arrears along with BPSC up to 

the date of payments of arrears. Aggrieved over the orders of CGRF, the Appellant 

has filed the petition before this Electricity Ombudsman.   
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7.4  The claim of the Respondent was that Public lighting Tariff II cannot be 

applied to the lighting arrangements provided inside the private premises of M/s. 

Leigh Bazaar Merchants Association Ltd., Leigh Bazaar, Salem – 636 009 which 

was not a local body like Panchayat, Municipality and Corporation etc. The  Claim 

of the Appellant was that Tariff II is applicable and protested to pay the charges on 

account of difference in tariff between Tariff  IX (Now Tariff V) & Tariff II.  The issue 

of applicable Tariff for the Appellant’s M/s. The Leigh Bazaar Merchants 

Association Ltd., Leigh Bazaar, Salem – 636 009 St light service Connections 

reached a finality as commercial Tariff V  by virtue of Judgment issued by the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court in SLP (Civil) No 625/2009 dt 17-10-2013 viz. dismissal of 

the Appellant’s plea. The long legal battle between the Appellant and Respondent 

since 1990 to decide on the appropriate Tariff after a strong claim and counter 

claim by both parties reached a finality after 23 years.  

 

7.5 From the above, the contention between the Appellant and Respondent is 

regarding claim of difference in tariff rates and BPSC for the delayed period.  As 

per Regulation 14(1) of TNE  Supply Code, if any charges remains unpaid beyond 

the notice period, the service connection shall be liable to be disconnected 

forthwith without further notice and until full payment is collected. Moreover, if any 

arrears are not paid beyond the notice period by any consumer, he should pay the 

dues/arrears along with other necessary charges which implies the BPSC. Hence it 

is well established that any arrears not paid beyond notice period attract BPSC. 

7.6   Hence the issues before this Electricity Ombudsman is to find out  

1. What are the conditions for Claiming BPSC (interest) on Arrears when 

there is a legal dispute?  

2. Whether the argument of the Appellant  for waiver of BPSC is tenable?   

3. Whether the Appellant's claim that he had paid the outstanding arrears 

amount of Rs 2,99,327/- (as charged by the Respondent on 27-11-2013 to 

pay Rs 2,99,327/- and Rs 10,77,273/- as outstanding arrears and arrears of  

interest respectively) under three installments dated 13-12-2013, 10-01-

2014,19-02-14 is correct? 
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4. Whether the Appellant's claim of waiver of BPSC surcharge filed under 

the Samadhan Scheme from 20-06-2016 is correct? 

8.0 Findings on the first issue:  

8.1   The Terms and conditions of Supply of Electricity that existed during 1990 

where in the clause 20.01 and 20.02 is referred below 

Clause 20.01 “Interest is payable on any outstanding amount excluding interest 

component, if any. Interest is payable from the date following the last due date for 

the payment of any bill. No interest will be levied on interest” 

 

Clause 20.02 “ All the low tension assessment amounts, which are not paid within 

the 15th of that month or extended date, if any, shall bear an interest of 1.5% per 

month subject to minimum of Rs 1/- per assessment”. 

 
8.2 Further, the Regulation 5(4) of TNE Supply Code is given below; 

“5. Miscellaneous charges 

xxxx 
xxxx 
xxxx 
(4) Belated payment surcharge (BPSC) 
All bills are to be paid in the case of HT consumers, within the due date specified in the bill 
and in the case of LT consumers, within the due date and notice period specified in the 
consumer meter card. 
 
** (ii) (a) Where any HT consumer neglects to pay any bill by the due date, he shall be 
liable to pay belated payment surcharge from the day following the due date for payment. 
Where any LT consumer (except services relating to Public lighting and water supply 
and other services belonging to Local Bodies) neglects to pay any bill by the last day of 
the notice period, he shall be liable to pay belated payment surcharge from the day 
following the last day of the notice period. 
 

(b) Where the local bodies neglect / fail to pay any bills in respect of LT services for Public Lighting 

and Public Water Works, and other services of Local Bodies, the belated payment surcharge shall 
be applicable for the payments made beyond 60 days from the date of demand.  In case of 
payment made beyond 60 days from the date of demand, the belated payment surcharge shall be 

payable from the day following the 60th day of demand. 

 
(c) The surcharge shall be for a minimum period of fifteen days and where the delay 
exceeds fifteen days but does not exceed one month, it shall be for the number of 
whole months, and for any fraction of a month, it shall be proportionate to the number 
of days. 
 

(iii) If the due date in the case of HT consumers and the last day of the notice period in the 
case of LT consumers falls on a holiday, the surcharge is payable from the day 
following the next working day.” 
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** Substituted as per Commission’s Notification No TNERC/SC/7-7 dated 14.12.2007 (w.e.f. 
9.1.2008) which before substitution stood as under : 

 
(i) Where any HT consumer neglects to pay any bill by the due date, he shall be 

liable to pay belated payment surcharge from the day following the due date for 

payment. Where any LT consumer neglects to pay any bill by the last day of the 

notice period, he shall be liable to pay belated payment surcharge from the day 

following the last day of the notice period. The surcharge shall be for a minimum 

period of fifteen days and where the delay exceeds fifteen days but does not 

exceed one month, it shall be for one whole month and where the delay exceeds 

one month, it shall be for the number of whole months and for any fraction of a 

month it shall be proportionate to the number of days. 

 
*** (iv) In the case of LT Consumers (except Local Bodies) the surcharge shall be 1.5% per 
month for the outstanding arrears towards the price of electricity supplied. In respect of 
LT services belonging to Local Bodies, the surcharge shall be 0.5% per month for the 
outstanding arrears towards the price of electricity supplied. 
 
 
*** Substituted as per Commission’s Notification No TNERC/SC/7-7 dated 14.12.2007 
(w.e.f.9.1.2008) which before substitution stood as under : 
 

(iv) In case of LT consumers (except Local Bodies and Government Departments) the 

surcharge shall be 1.5% per month for the sum outstanding towards the price of 

electricity. In case of Local Bodies and Government Departments, the surcharge 

shall be 1% per month for the sum outstanding towards the price of electricity supplied. 

 

(v)  In the case of HT consumers except Local Bodies and Government Departments the surcharge 
shall be 1.5% per month for the notice period. In the case of Local Bodies and Government 
Departments, the surcharge shall be 1% per month for the notice period.  

 However for the consumers who are availing of extension of time beyond the notice period 
up to the end of the due month, on an application to the licensee, the BPSC shall be at 2% per 
month from the expiry of the due date allowed for payment, for a full month irrespective of the 
number of days delayed. When no extension of time is granted or the delay continues after the 
expiry of the extended time, the surcharge shall be at 1.5% per month. 
 
(vi) In case of sums other than price of electricity supplied which are outstanding, surcharge shall 
be leviable at the discretion of the Licensee at a rate not exceeding 1.5 % per month. 
 

(vii) In the case of short assessment included in a subsequent bill, surcharge shall accrue in the 
case of HT consumers, after the due date for the payment of the subsequent bill 
wherein the short assessment is included and in the case of LT consumers, it shall 
accrue from the day following the last day of the notice period. 
 

(viii) In the case of short assessment permitted to be payable in installments, the surcharge shall 
accrue only when there is default in the payment schedule and the surcharge shall be worked out 
from the day following the day on which the installment fell due and shall be payable along with the 
amount of installment due. 
 

(ix) Where the service connection stands terminated, the amount of Security Deposit and 
the interest accrued thereon shall first be adjusted against belated payment surcharge 
and the remainder if any, against other dues. 
 
(x) The belated payment surcharge is payable only on any outstanding amount excluding belated 
payment surcharge component. 
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(xi) The belated payment surcharge shall not be levied on electricity tax and electricity tax 
shall not be levied on the belated payment surcharge.” 

8.3    From the above, it is understood that the default consumers have to pay the 

BPSC in the case of short assessment and if they neglect to pay by the last day of 

the notice period, they shall be liable to pay belated payment surcharge from the 

day following the last day of the notice period. 

9.0  Findings on the second issue: 

9.1 In the case of waiver of BPSC during the period of stay in question, I would 

like to refer the judgment issued by Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in M/s.Kanoria 

Chemicals and Industries Vs U.P State Electricity  Board in SLP (C) no.6558 of 

1990. The relevant paras are discussed below;  

“JUDGMENT B.P. JEEVAN REDDY, J.  

Civil Appeals [Arising out of SLP (C) Nos.6588/94, 21905-06/93, 21913-14/93, 6479/94 & 

23250/94 Leave granted in Special Leave Petitions.  

These appeals are preferred against the judgment of a Division Bench of the Allahabad High Court 

dismissing the writ petitions filed by the Appellants. The Appellants are large consumers of 

electricity.  

By a Notification dated April 21, 1990, the Uttar Pradesh State Electricity Board had revised the 

electricity rates/tariffs under Section 49 of the Electricity (Supply) Act, 1948. The Notification inter 

alia provided for payment of interest in case the bill amount is not paid within the specified period. 

Clause 7(b) read as follows:  

"7(b) For delayed payment: In the event of any bill of whatever nature it may be not being paid by 

the due date specified therein, the consumer shall pay an additional charge per day of seven paise 

per hundred rupees or part thereof on the unpaid amount of the bill for the period by which the 

payment is delayed, beyond the due dated specified in the bill, without prejudice to the right of the 

Board to disconnect the supply." 

The validity of the aforesaid Notification was questioned in the Allahabad High Court by way of a 

writ petition filed by the Eastern U.P. Chamber of commerce and Industry, Allahabad and certain 

individual consumers. On the Interlocutory Application filed in the said writ petition, the High 

Court passed the following Order on July 25, 1990:  
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"In this case S/Sri Sudhir Agarwal and S.C. Budhwar have filed appearance on behalf of 

Respondents. They pray for and are granted two weeks' time for filing rejoinder affidavit. List this 

petition for disposal, if possible at the admission stage, on 16th August, 1990. This is necessary in 

view of recurrence of this matter in large number of cases and revenue in large scale being affected 

for electricity charges. 

Meanwhile till 23-8-1990 unless recalled earlier, the operation of the notification dated 21.4.1990 

shall remain stayed. The Respondents are restrained from realising the additional amount of 

electricity charges from petitioners in pursuance of the said notification. However, the petitioner 

shall continue to pay at the old rate." 

[Emphasis added] The said order was continued by subsequent Order dated August 30, 1990 and 

September 7, 1990.  

It appears that besides the above writ petition, several other writ petitions were filed questioning 

the aforesaid Notification. In every writ petition, there was an Interlocutory Application praying for 

stay of operation of the said Notification but there does not appear to be any uniformity in the 

interim orders made by the High Court in those writ petitions. For example, in Writ Petition 

No.300097 of 1990 filed by the Employer Association of Northern India, the interim order was to 

the following effect:  

"Meanwhile effect shall not be given to the notification dated 21st April, 1990 as against the 

petitioners. However, it is made clear that in the event of failure of the writ petition the petitions 

shall deposit with the relevant authority within a period of one month from the date of dismissal of 

the writ petition the difference between the amount of electricity dues, which will be paid 

hereinafter by the petitioners under our order and the sum which may be calculated on the basis of 

the impugned notification." 

[Emphasis added] All the said writ petitions challenging the said Notification were ultimately 

dismissed by a Division Bench on March 1, 1993.  

From this stage onwards, we will refer to the facts and contentions in civil appeal arising from 

Special Leave Petition (C) No.6588 of 1990 [preferred by M/s. Kanoria Chemicals and Industries 

Limited], as representative of the facts and contention in all the matters being disposed of under 

this judgment. Though the individual facts vary, the questions arising in these appeals are common.  

After the dismissal of the writ petitions on March 1, 1993 as aforesaid, Kanoria says, it deposited 

the difference amount between pre-revised and the revised electricity rates. It did not, however, 

deposit the "additional charges" leviable under clause 7(b), referred to above, which are generally 

referred to - and referred to hereinafter - as "late payment surcharge". Thereupon, the Board 

issued a notice of demand calling upon Kanoria to pay the late payment surcharge in a sum of 

Rs.3,27,01,408.88p. [calculated upto February 28, 1993]. Similar demand notices were served 

upon other Appellants also. A fresh batch of writ petitions were filed by several consumers 

including the Appellants herein questioning the notices demanding late payment surcharge under 

clause 7(b). The main contention of the Appellants before the High Court was that inasmuch as 

the High Court had stayed the operation of the Notification dated April 21, 1990 [by its Order 
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dated July 25, 1990 as continued from time to time], clause 7(b) remained inoperative during the 

period July 25, 1990 to March 1, 1993 and, therefore, no late payment surcharge can be levied on 

the amount withheld by Appellants under the orders of the court, even though their writ petitions 

were dismissed ultimately. According to the Appellants, it was not a case where the court injuncted 

the Board from collection the dues according to the aforesaid Notification, or was it a case where 

the collection of bill amount was stayed simplicitor. It was a case, they submitted, where the 

operation of the very Notification was stayed which meant that from the date of the stay order, 

clause 7(b) did not operate and was not effective till the dismissal of the writ petitions. Strong 

reliance was placed upon the decision of this Court in Adoni Ginning Factory v. Secretary, Andhra 

Pradesh State Electricity Board [1979 (4) S.C.C. 560]. The said contention has been rejected by the 

Division Bench. R.A. Sharma, J., speaking for the Division Bench, first examined the nature and 

effect of the interim orders passed by courts pending disposal of substantive matters and then 

opined that in Adoni Ginning, this Court cannot be said to have held that in the case of stay of 

operation of the Notification, interest does not accrue at all. Sharma, J. pointed out that the said 

decision was concerned only with the period during which an order of injunction restraining the 

Board from collecting the revised charges was in operation and this Court opined that an order 

of injunction does not prevent the accrual of interest provided by the relevant tariffs/rules. 

Sharma, J. pointed out that the recoverability of the interest amount of the period covered by an 

order of stay of the Notification was not at all in issue in Adoni Ginning and, therefore, it cannot be 

said that there is any decision on the said question. Affirming the opt-repeated principle that a 

decision is an authority only for what it actually decides, the learned Judge opined that the 

consumers are liable to pay the late payment surcharge under clause 7(b) of the said Notification 

even for the period covered by the aforementioned order dated July 25, 1990 [as extended from 

time to time]. The learned Judge also pointed out that the interim orders passed in various writ 

petitions were not uniform and by way illustration set out in the interim order in Writ Petitionz 

No.30097 of 1990 [quoted by us hereinabove]. The correctness of the judgment is called in question 

in this batch of appeals.  

Sri R. Vaidyanathan, who lead the arguments on behalf of the Appellants, submitted that the 

impugned decision of the High Court is clearly contrary to the principles enunciated by this Court 

in Adoni Ginning and cannot, therefore, stand. Counsel relied upon another order this Court dated 

April 23, 1996 in special leave Petition (C) No.9087-88 of 1996 [M/s. Hindalco Industries Limited 

v. State of Uttar Pradesh]. Learned counsel submitted that clause 7(b) of the Notification dated 

April 21, 1990 was penal in nature inasmuch as the late payment surcharge provided by it works 

out to 25.5 interest per annum. Such high rate of interest, learned counsel submitted, cannot but be 

characterized as penal.  

Inasmuch as the decision in Adoni Ginning constitutes the sheet-anchor of the Appellant's case, it is 

necessary to closely examine the facts and ratio of the said decision. Electricity charges were 

enhanced by the Government of Andhra Pradesh under an Order dated 30th January, 1955. The 

enhancement was questioned by certain consumer by way of writ petitions in Andhra Pradesh High 

Court. The High Court stayed the operation of the Government Order enhancing the rates. The writ 

petitions came up for hearing before a learned Single Judge on February 22, 1957 and were 

allowed. The Government of Andhra Pradesh preferred writ appeals which were allowed by a 

Division Bench of that court on 19th December, 1958 upholding the validity of the enhancement. 
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Thereafter, the Andhra Pradesh State Electricity Undertaking with effect from Ist April, 1959 issued 

bills to several consumer call in upon them to pay the arrears of enhanced charges. No demand was 

made under these notices for surcharge [for delayed payment of Bill amount] on the arrears. 

Meanwhile several consumers approached this court and obtained order of injunction restraining 

the Government/Board from realising from them the "amount of arrears occasioned by the 

enhancement of rates". Injunction was granted by this Court subject to certain conditions including 

the condition that in the event of the dismissal of their appeals, the Appellants shall pay the arrears 

with interest calculated @ one percent per annum. All the appeals were dismissed by this Court on 

25th March, 1964. Thereafter, the Electricity Board issued demand notices calling upon the 

consumers to pay surcharge @ twelve percent per annum on the arrears in respect of which they 

had obtained order of injunction pending their appeals before this court. On receipt of these 

demand notices, the consumers again approached the High Court by way of writ petitions 

questioning the demand. Their writ petitions were allowed by a learned Single Judge observing that 

no surcharge was leviable during the period when the order of injunction granted by this Court was 

operation. The writ appeal preferred by the Board were, however, allowed by a Division Bench 

against which decision some of the consumers approach this Court again. It is, therefore, clear that 

the only dispute in Adoni Ginning pertained to the liability of the consumers to pay surcharge @ 

twelve percent per annum on the amount not collected from them under the orders of injunction 

granted by this Court pending their appeals. It is significant to notice that the dispute in the said 

case did not pertain to the liability of the consumers to pay the surcharge amount for the period 

covered by the order of stay granted by the High Court; the Board did not choose to demand any 

surcharge for that period. The contention of the Appellants in Adoni Ginning was that by virtue of 

the injunction order granted by this Court, the consumers cannot be said to be in default in paying 

the electricity charges and, therefore, no surcharge was leviable. The contention was rejected by 

this Court [D.A. Desai and O. Chinnappa Reddy, JJ.]. The Court pointed out that according to 

clause (9), a consumer was liable to pay the bill amount within thirty days, in default of which he 

was liable to pay "an additional charge of one percent on the amount of the bill for every month 

delay or part thereof". The contention urged by the Appellant therein was repelled in the following 

words:  

"The injunction granted by this court restrained the government from realising the arrears of 

enhanced charges..... All that the injunction did was to restrain the Board from realising the 

arrears which meant that the Board was restrained from taking any coercive action such as 

disconnection of supply of electricity etc. for the realisation of the arrears. The operation of G.O. 

No.187 dated 30th January, 1955, as such was not stayed. Thus the obligation of the consumers to 

pay charges at the enhanced rates was not suspended though the Electricity Board was prevented 

from realising the arrears. It was up to the consumers to pay or not to pay the arrears. If they paid 

the arrears they relieved themselves against the liability to pay surcharge. If they did not pay the 

arrears they were bound to pay the surcharge if they failed in the appeals before the Supreme 

Court. This was precisely what was pointed out by the Electricity Board in the Bills issued to the 

consumers after the Supreme Court granted the injunction. We may mention here that the 

Electricity Board is not demanding any surcharge on the arrears for the period during which the 

Andhra Pradesh High Court had granted stay. It was explained by the learned Counsel for the 

Electricity Board that no surcharge was claimed for that period as the operation of G.O.No.187 

dated 30th January 1955 had itself been stayed at that time. Surcharge was claimed for the period 
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during which the appeals were pending in the Supreme court since the Supreme Court did not stay 

the operation of G.O.No.187 but only restrained the Board from collecting the arrears. 

 

That no stay of G.O.No.187 was ever intended to be granted by the Supreme Court is also clear 

from the circumstance that there was no injunction restraining the Electricity Board from collecting 

future charge at the enhanced rates. the Electricity Board was, therefore, right in claiming 

surcharge for the period the during which the appeals were pending in the Supreme Court and not 

Claiming surcharge for the period during which the Writ Petition and Writ appeals were pending in 

the High Court." 

[Emphasis added] The learned counsel for the Appellants in the appeals before us rely upon the 

portions underlined in the above passage as a decision supporting their contention that where the 

operation of Government Order is stayed, no surcharge can be demanded upon the amount 

withheld. We find it difficult to agree. In our respectful opinion, the underlined portions do not 

constitute the decision of the court. They merely refer to the fact that the Board itself did not make a 

demand for surcharge amount in respect of the period covered by stay under its own understanding 

of the effect of the stayed order granted by the High Court and that it was justified in its opinion. 

The demand was , the court pointed out, in respect of the period covered by the order of injunction 

granted by this Court. This Court held expressly that the grant of and injunction does not relieve 

the consumers of their obligation to pay the charges at the enhanced rates and, therefore, the 

demand for surcharge/interest for such period is not illegal. The portions underlined cannot be 

understood as laying down the proposition that in respect of the period covered by stay, no demand 

can be made. No such proposition can be deduced from the said passage for the reason that the 

liability for the said was not at all in issue in the said decision. Unless put in issue and pronounced 

upon, it cannot be said that there was a decision on the said issue. There was no list between the 

parties with respect to the period covered by the stay order of the High Court. If so, it cannot be 

said that any decision was rendered by this court on the said issue or aspect, as it may be called. 

We, therefore, agree with the High Court that Adoni Ginning cannot be read as laying down the 

proposition that the grant of stay of a Notification revising the electricity charges has the effect of 

relieving the consumers/petitioners of their obligation to pay late payment surcharge/interest on the 

amount withheld by them even when their writ petitions are dismissed ultimately. Holding otherwise 

would mean that even though the Electricity Board, who was the Respondent in the writ petitions 

succeeded therein, is yet deprived of the late payment surcharge which is due to it under the tariff 

rules/regulation. It would be a case where the Board suffers prejudice on account of the order of 

the court and for no fault of it's. It succeeds in the writ petition and yet loses. The consumer files the 

writ petition, obtains stay of operation of the Notification revising the rates and fails in his attack 

upon the validity of the Notification and yet he is relieved of the obligation to pay the late payment 

surcharge for the period of stay, which he is liable to pay according to the statutory terms and 

conditions indeed form part of the contract of supply entered into by him with the Board. We do not 

think that any such unfair and inequitable proposition can be sustained in law. No such proposition 

flows from Adoni Ginning. It is a matter of common knowledge that several petitioners [their 

counsel] word the stay petition differently. On petitioner may ask for injunction, another may ask 

for stay of demand notice, the third on may ask for stay of collection of the amount demanded and 

the fourth one may ask for the stay of the very Notification. Such distinctions are bound to occur 

where a large number of writ petitions are filed challenging the same Notification. the interim 
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orders made by the Court may also vary in their phraseology in such a situation. Take this very 

case while the consumers has asked for stay of operation of the Government Order revising the 

rates, those very consumers asked for an injunction when they came to Supreme Court. 

Furthermore, as pointed out rightly by the High Court, the order of the stay granted by the High 

Court in writ petitions questioning the validity of the Notification dated April 21, 1990 were not 

uniform. In the case of writ petition filed by the Eastern U.P. Chamber of Commerce and Industry, 

Allahabad, the operation of the Notification was stayed while in the case of the writ petition filed by 

the Employers Association of Northern India, it was directed that "effect shall not be given to the 

notification dated 21st April, 1990 as against the petitioner shall deposit with the relevant authority 

within a period of one month from the date of dismissal of the writ petition the difference between 

the amount of electricity dues to be paid hereinafter by the petitioner under our orders and the sum 

which may be calculated on the basis of the impugned notification". The words "sum which may be 

calculated on the basis of the impugned notification" in the later order clearly mean and include the 

late payment surcharge as well. The acceptance of the Appellants' argument would thus bring about 

a discrimination between a petitioner and a petitioner just because of the variation of the language 

employed by the court while granting the interim order though in substance and in all relevant 

aspects, they are similarly situated. It is equally well settled that an order of stay granted pending 

disposal of a writ petition/suit or other proceeding, comes to an end with the dismissal of the 

substantive proceeding and that it is the duty of the court in such a case to put the parties in the 

same position they would have been but for the interim order of the court. Any other view would 

result in the act or order of the court prejudicing a party [Board in this case] for no fault of its and 

would also mean rewarding a writ petitioner inspite of his failure. We do not think that any such 

unjust consequence can be countenanced by the courts. As a matter of fact, the contention of the 

consumers herein, extended logically should mean that even the enhanced rates are also not 

payable for the period covered by the order of stay because the operation of the very Notification 

revising/enhancing the tariff rates was stayed. Mercifully, no such argument was urged by the 

Appellants. It is ununderstandable how the enhanced rates can be said to be payable but not he late 

payment surcharge are provided by the same Notification - the operation of which was stayed.  

As has been pointed out by S.C. Agrawal, J., speaking for a three-Judge Bench in Shree Chamundi 

Mopeds Ltd. vs. Church of South India Trust Association, Madras [ 1992 (3) S.C.C.1], "while 

considering the effect of an interim order staying the operation of the order under challenge, a 

distinction has to be made between quashing of an order and stay of operation of an order. 

Quashing of an order results in the restoration of the position was it stood on the date of the 

passing of the order which has been quashed. The stay of operation of an order does not, however, 

lead to such a result. It only means that the order which has been stayed would not be operative 

from the date of the passing of the stay order and it does not mean that the said order has been 

wiped cut from existence."  

Sri Vaidyanathan relied upon an unreported order dated April 23, 1996 in Special Leave Petition 

(C) Nos.9087-88 of 1996 [Hindalco Industries v. State of U.P.]. We have seen the order but we do 

not find anything in the said order supporting the contention of the learned counsel.  

Sri Vaidyanathan contended that the rate of `late payment surcharge' provided by clause 7(b) is 

really penal in nature inasmuch as it works out to 25.5 percent per annum. Learned counsel also 
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submitted that the petitioners understood the decision in Adoni Ginning as relieving them of their 

obligation to pay interest for the period covered by the interim order and that since they were 

acting bonafide they should not be mulcted with such high rate of interest. We cannot agree that the 

rate of late payment surcharge provided by clause 7(b) is penal, but having regard to the particular 

facts and circumstances of this case and having regard to the fact that petitioners could possibly 

have understood the decision in Adoni Ginning as relieving them of their obligation to pay 

interest/late payment surcharge for the period of stay, we reduce the rate of late payment surcharge 

payable under clause 7(b) to eighteen percent. But this direction is confined only to the period 

covered by the stay orders in writ petitions filed challenging the Notification dated April 21, 1990 

and limited to March 1, 1993, the date on which those writ petitions were dismissed.  

For the above reasons, the appeals fail and are dismissed subject to the above mentioned 

direction with respect to the rate of levy of late payment surcharge under clause 7(b) of the 

Notification dated April 21, 1990.  

Writ Petition (C) No.761 of 1993 Writ Petition (C) No.761 of 1993 too is dismissed for the same 

reasons. No costs.”  

9.2    It is seen from the above order, the TNEB/TANGEDCO is eligible to collect 

BPSC along with arrears during the period of stay. Hence it is pointed out that  a 

distinction has to be made between quashing an order & stay of operation. 

Quashing of order results in the restoration of the position as it stood on the date of 

passing of the order which has been quashed. The  Stay of operation of an order 

only  means  that the  order which has been stayed would not be operative from 

the date of passing of the stay order and it does not mean that the said order has 

been wiped  out from existence. From the forgoing paras it is understood that the 

demand of the arrears along with BPSC during the  period of stay also can be 

claimed. 

10.0 Findings on the third issue: 

10.1  In this issue, the Appellant has claimed  that he has been charged by the 

Respondent on 27-11-2013 to pay Rs.2,99,327/- and Rs.10,77,273/- as 

outstanding arrears and arrears of  BPSC.  Based on the claim, he had paid the 

outstanding arrear amount Rs 2,99,273/- under three installments dated 13-12-

2013, 10-01-2014, 19-02-2014. The Appellant further argued that his grievance 

now to be settled was the interest component claimed by the Respondent for Rs 

10,77,273/-.  
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10.2 In this context, I would like to refer the documents submitted by the 

Respondent to ascertain the Appellant’s claim of payment of arrears. The 

Respondent vide letter *.��. P.3��/�� /���/34/?*� /�.*.WS�8 ��.450/ 

13, V�+ 27.11.13 had clearly stated the arrears for the two services and the interest 

amount as tabled below.  

Sl 

No 

SC No. CC Arrears BPSC arrears Total 

Amount Period of Arrears Amount of 

Arrears 

Period of 

Arrears 

Amount of 

Arrears 

1 452-009-286 03/1987 

    to 

08/2003 

2,40,657/- 03/1987 

 to  

11/2013 

887955/- 1128612/- 

2 452-009-557 04/1996 

 to  

08/2003 

58,670/- 04/1996 

 To 

11/2013 

189318/- 247988/- 

 3���.� - 2,99,327/-  10,77,273/- 13,76,600/- 

 

10.3  In reply to the above demand, the Appellant had given an Agreement in 

Rs.80 stamp paper dt 9-12-2013 agreeing to pay all the dues starting from the first 

installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt. 12.12.2013, second installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt. 

12.01.2014, third installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt. 12.02.2014, fourth installment 

Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.03.2014, fifth installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.04.2014, sixth 

installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.05.2014, seventh installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt. 

12.06.2014, eighth installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.07.2014, ninth installment 

Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.08.2014, tenth installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.09.2014, 

eleventh installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.10.2014, twelfth installment Rs.1,00,000/- 

dt.12.11.2014, thirteenth installment Rs.1,00,000/- dt.12.12.2014 and fourteenth 

installment Rs.76,600/- dt. 12.01.2015. The Appellant also agreed to adhere strictly 

to the schedules of installments for making payments within the due dates without 

prejudice to the monthly / bi-monthly current consumption charges failing which the 

supply would be disconnected without further notice and reconnection  would be 

effected only on settlement of the entire (including balance installment) dues with 

Belated payment surcharge for the installments not paid on the due date . 
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10.4  It is seen from the above undertaking that the Appellant had agreed to make 

payment of arrears along with BPSC and if at all, the installments on dues had not 

been paid, the service connections would be disconnected.   Further on scrutiny of 

the receipt issued by the Respondent it is found that the Respondent received 

payments only for pending BPSC amount of Rs.2,99,091/- (Rs.1,00,000/- vide ERS 

452AR2Q1307, dt.13-12-2013, Rs 99764/- vide ERS 452AR3Q1710, dt 10-01-

2014, Rs 99327/- vide PR No.M3010483 dt.13-02-2014,CC Arrears of Rs.176/- & 

RC fees of Rs.60/- vide ERS 452AR3Q1710, dt.10-01-2014. Hence the Appellant 

claim for making payment of arrears does not find merit. 

  
11.0  Findings in the fourth issue: 

11.1 Now the final issue to be decided is on the Appellant's claim of waiver of 

BPSC surcharge filed under the Samadhan Scheme on 20-06-2016. 

 
11.2  The Appellant represented that he had filed a court case dt.14-05-2014 

challenging the demand order of AE/O&M/Arsipalyam, dt.14-05-2014. However as 

per the Hon’ble High Court’s Interim order he had paid the BPSC amount of Rs 

2,00,000/- on 04-06-2014. During the case pendency period, the Appellant had 

claimed that he had submitted a representation for waiver of BPSC on 20-06-2016 

under one time offer.  The Appellant further claimed that as directed by Hon’ble 

High Court in  W.P.No.14024 of 2014  order dated 30-11-2021  he had filed a 

petition before CGRF on 20-12-2021 to set aside the claim of demand of arrears of 

interest by the Respondent dt 27-11-2013 for Rs 10,77,273/.  However his 

request to  set  aside the interest claimed had been rejected by the CGRF without 

considering the Samadhan scheme representation made with the Respondent on 

20-06-2016 during the pendency of trial of the W.P.No 14024 of 2014.  

 
11.3 In this context, I would like to state that there were no regulations for waiver 

of B.P.S.C. However TNERC in M.P No 15 of 2014, dated 06-01-2016 has ordered 

in its finding for a one-time waiver for six months from the date of order which is 

discussed below. 

“5. Findings of the Commission:- 
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The TANGEDCO in its Petition has requested to approve the Waiver of BPSC with the 

following eligibility conditions and based on the amount involved as dues of CC arrears. 

 

The Consumers opting to come under the Scheme of Waiver of BPSC has been 

categorized under three categories: 

1. Category – I : Consumers/persons requiring reconnection. 

2. Category – II : Consumers/persons not requiring reconnection. 

3. Category –III : Consumers/persons in whose services violations/ unauthorized use of 

electricity/theft of electricity is detected, whether the service is under disconnection 

or the service is under reconnection in view of the Orders of the Court 

Category: I 

In respect of consumers/persons requiring reconnection: 

 In respect of the eligibility conditions for considering any consumer/person shall not 

exceed the maximum period for reconnection as stipulated in Regulation 22  of the TNE 

Supply Code as on the date of application for waiver of BPSC made within the period of 

the scheme in force. 

 

The minimum period of eligibility to apply for a waiver under the scheme is fixed as 

3.5(three and a half) years from the date of disconnection in respect of HT services and 

1.5(one and half) years from the date of disconnection in respect of LT services.  

 

Category II: 

In respect of Consumers /persons not requiring reconnection: 

 

The minimum and maximum limit for eligibility to make an application for waiver of BPSC 

under the scheme may be 3.5(three and a half) years and 25(twenty-five) years respectively, 

from the date of disconnection of service for both HT and LT services and such application 

should be made within the period when the scheme is in force. 

 

After payment of all dues except BPSC under the present scheme, such consumers are 

eligible for new service connection only. 

 

Category III: 

 Consumers /persons in whose services violations / unauthorized use of electricity / theft of 

electricity is detected, whether the service is under disconnection or the service under 

reconnection given the orders of the Court: 

 

(i) Irrespective of the date of disconnection / date of detection of violation / unauthorized 

use of electricity / theft of electricity, a consumer / person may apply for a waiver of BPSC 

under the scheme during the period when the scheme is in force 

 

During the operationalization of the scheme, TANGEDCO can approve the waiver 

proposal as per the procedure proposed by them in their petition to realize the long 

pending arrears to clear the arrears of CC Charges. 
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The consumers/persons who satisfy any one of the above eligibility conditions can apply 

under the scheme of waiver of BPSC. The general conditions common to all categories 

shall be as follows: 

 

1. The scheme of waiver of BPSC shall be a one-time measure. The scheme of waiver 
of BPSC shall be in force for six months from the date following the date of the 

Order of the Commission. 

 

2. The application for waiver of BPSC should be made in writing within the said six 
months along with an undertaking to pay the outstanding dues in one lump sum 

immediately without any demur. 

 

(ii) The consumers / persons who have raised litigations against the dues, either for the 

Current Consumption Charges or for the amount assessed for the violation / unauthorized 

use of electricity / theft of electricity, shall execute an undertaking that (i) he will abide by 

the final decision taken by the competent authority of the TANGEDCO as per the scheme 

for a waiver of BPSC in force; and that, on obtaining the order of waiver of BPSC, he will 

make the payment in one lump sum in terms of the order of waiver of BPSC and 

simultaneously he shall withdraw the connected litigation at once without any demur. 

 

The commission cannot go into each case and give approval case by case. However, it can 

approve the scheme per se for a specified period. Accordingly, the present scheme of 

waiver of BPSC is approved as a one-time measure to facilitate recovery of Current 

Consumption Charges which are due to TANGEDCO for six months from the date 

following the date of the Order of the Commission.” 

 

11.4 From the above it could be understood that this waiver of BPSC should be a 

one-time measure and limited to a period of six months from the date of order of 

the commission. In this context, it should be noted that the date of order of the 

Hon'ble TNERC commenced on 06-01-1016 and ended on 06-07-2016.  

 
11.5  In this context I would like to refer to the Prayer of the Appellant in W.P.No 

14024 of 2014  

 “Prayer: Writ Petition filed under Article 226 of the Constitution of India for 

issuance of a Writ of Certiorari filed Mandamus, calling for the records of the 

Respondents relating to the order of the 1st Respondent in letter 

No.EE/O&M/West/AAO/RB/F.T.A. Notice D.No. 286/14 dated 22.04.2014 and of 

the 2nd Respondent in Lr.No.AE/O&M/AP/SLM/F.C.C.Arrears/No.450-4/2014 

dated 14.05.2014 and quash the same and direct the Respondents herein to 

forthwith restore electricity supply to S.C.452-009-286.” 

 
11.6  It is seen from the above the Appellant prayed to quash the Termination of 

Agreement dated 22-04-2014 and demand notice of Respondent  dated 14-05-
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2014 and to restore the Electricity of the disconnected Service. In the above 

prayer, it is established that the Appellant sought reconnection of disconnected 

services.  

 

11.7  On scrutiny of the documents submitted by the Respondent it  is noticed that 

the Appellant’s St light service connections 452-009-286 and 452-009-557 were 

disconnected on 10-01-2014 and 09-01-2014 respectively. 

  
11.8  In this context, I would like to state that as per Regulation 22(6) of T.N.E. 

Supply code, LT consumers whose service connection had been disconnected for 

more than six months and less than two years could get reconnection, subject to 

payment of Arrears, BPSC/Interest and other charges.   

 
11.9   On scrutiny of the claim, the Appellant had submitted an application dated 

20.06.2016 for waiver of BPSC along with an undertaking under the Scheme for 

Waiver of Belated Payment Surcharge (BPSC) to the Respondent. However the 

Respondent argued that the scheme of one-time waiver was valid for six months 

from the date of Hon'ble TNERC order on M.P. No.15 of 2014 dated 06.01.2016 

(till 06.07.2016). The Respondent stated that the representation of the Appellant 

was not considered, since the request was made after the time-lapse of six 

months.  

   
11.10     On verification of the documents, it is noticed that the Appellant failed to 

establish any valid proof for having submitted the waiver application in time or any 

acknowledgement from the Respondent. In this connection it is observed that the 

Appellant had undertaken several strong legal battles with the Respondent up to 

the level of the Supreme Court. If at all the Appellant had made a representation 

for waiver of BPSC in time, he could have obtained proper acknowledgment from 

the Respondent at the time of submission of his documents. The Appellant’s  

argument that he had applied just like that without proper acknowledgment for a 

Waiver of BPSC, that too, during the pendency of his plea  in W.P.No 14024 of 

2014 cannot be taken as a point for consideration.  Hence I conclude the claim of 



 

  

32 

 

the Appellant that he had submitted the representation for waiver well within due 

date  is found not in order.  

 
11.11   Another logical analysis  to be carried out whether the  Appellant’s claim  is 

tenable. It is seen from the one-time waiver of the BPSC order of Hon’ble TNERC, 

the schemes  had been valid for six months from the date of order ie 06-01-2016 ie 

up to 06-07-2016 with the conditions for category as I discussed below: 

“Category : I 

  

In respect of consumers/persons requiring reconnection: 

  

In respect of the eligibility conditions for considering any consumer/person shall not 

exceed the maximum period for reconnection as stipulated in Regulation 22 of the TNE 

Supply Code as on the date of application for waiver of BPSC made within the period of the 

scheme in force.  

 

The minimum period of eligibility to apply for a waiver under the scheme is fixed as 

3.5(three and a half) years from the date of disconnection in respect of HT services and 

1.5(one and half) years from the date of disconnection in respect of LT services.” 

 

11.12 From the conditions stipulated in the waiver scheme, the minimum period of 

eligibility to apply for a waiver under the scheme is fixed as 1.5 years (one and 

half) years from the date of disconnection in respect of LT services.  In the present 

case, the Appellant’s service connections 452-009-286 and 452-009-557 were 

disconnected on 10-01-2014 and 09-01-2014 respectively.  The Appellant in his 

arguments has submitted that during the pendency of the writ petition Appellant’s 

association applied under the Scheme of Waiver of Payment of Surcharge on 

20.06.2016 and the same was pending on the file of the AE/O&M/Arisipalayam, 

Salem.  By the time when the Appellant made application for waiver scheme i.e. on 

20.06.2016, the Appellants service connections become ineligible for consideration 

since the maximum period of eligibility to apply for a waiver under the scheme for 

reconnection as stipulated in Regulation 22 of the TNE Supply Code has already 

been exceeded and minimum period also exceeded by 6 months over and above 

the fixed period of 1.5 years between the period of 06-01-2016 and 06-07-2016.     

 
11.13  With the above findings, the claim of the Appellant for waiver of BPSC 

surcharge filed under the Samadhan Scheme on 20-06-2016 is found without merit 
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as per TNERC’s order issued in M.P No 15 of 2014, dated 06-01-2016.  Therefore, 

the prayer of the Appellant to waive BPSC surcharge filed under the Samadhan 

Scheme is rejected since the maximum period of eligibility to apply for a waiver 

under the scheme for reconnection as stipulated in Regulation 22 of the TNE 

Supply Code has already been exceeded and minimum period also exceeded by 6 

months over and above the fixed period of 1.5 years between the period of 06-01-

2016 and 06-07-2016.  

 
11.14. The chronological events are given below  

(a) The Appellant legal battle started during 1990 for applicability of Tariff II for his  

service connections utilized for the street lights for M/s. Leigh Bazaar Merchants 

Association Ltd., Leigh Bazaar, Salem – 636  009, on par with the Tariff of street 

lights of other  local bodies, Panchayats, Municipality and Corporation,  reached a 

finality  through the dismissal of the case filed in the Supreme Court SLP (Civil) No 

625/2009  and the Judgment  dt 17-10-2013 clarified the tariff as commercial Tariff 

V instead of tariff II. 

 
(b)  The Appellant’s claim of the service under Tariff II and the demand of payment 

of the difference of charges between Tariff IX (now LT Tariff V) and II challenged in 

the court had failed.  

 
(c) Hon’ble Supreme Court of India on M/s Kanoria Chemicals and Industries Vs 

U.P State Electricity Board SLP (C) No.6558 of 1990 Judgement clarified that 

BPSC/Interest can be claimed against the arrears during the period of stay 

obtained in the Court.  Hon'ble TNERC’s had  directed Tangedco in many cases to  

collect the dues along with necessary interest charges for the delayed payment 

from the Petitioner. Hence the claim of the Appellant’s prayer not to collect BPSC 

along with the demand of the arrears is also decided against the Appellant. 

 
(d) The Appellant’s claim that he had paid the outstanding arrears amount of Rs. 

2,99,273/- under three installments dated 13-12-2013,10-01-2014,19-02-2014 is 

also not found correct as the Respondent received payments for BPSC and not for 

the arrears (as claimed by the Appellant).  
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(e) The scheme of one-time waiver was valid for the period of six months from the 

date of the Hon'ble TNERC order in M.P.No.15 of 2014 dated 06.01.2016. 

Appellant's representation was not considered since application for waiver was 

submitted after the time limit. 

 
12.0  Conclusion : 

 

12.1  As per my findings in the paras above, the Appellant’s prayer for waiver of 

BPSC surcharge filed under Samadhan Scheme is set aside and the licensee is 

directed to collect the remaining arrears from the Appellant  upto the date by 

issuing necessary 15 days notice and report the action taken  within 30 days from 

the receipt of this order. 

 
12.2   With the above findings the A.P.No.63 of 2022 is finally disposed of by the 

Electricity Ombudsman.  No costs. 

 

(N. Kannan) 
                   Electricity Ombudsman 
 

                                     “Ef®nth® Ïšiynaš, ãWtd« Ïšiy” 

                                    “No Consumer, No Utility” 

 

To 

1. Thiru R.V. Balagangadhara Thilagar,   - By RPAD 

The Director,  
M/s. The Leigh Bazaar Merchants Association Ltd.,  
Leigh Bazaar, Salem – 636 009. 
             
2.  Assistant Engineer/O&M/Arisipalayam, 
Salem Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO,  
301A Rathinasamy puram ,Thammannan Road,  
Salem-636009. 
 
3.  The Executive Engineer/O&M/West-Salem, 
Salem Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO,  
Valluvar Nagar, Annathanapatty,  
Salem – 636002. 
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4.  The Superintending Engineer,   -By Email 
Salem Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO, 
K.N.Colony P.O,  Salem - 636 014. 
 
5.  The Chairman & Managing Director,  – By Email 
TANGEDCO,  
NPKRR Maaligai, 144, Anna Salai,  
Chennai -600 002. 
 
6.  The Secretary,  
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,    – By Email 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, Guindy,  
Chennai – 600 032. 
 
7.  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. 

 

 

 


