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PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

SCO NO. 220-221, SECTOR 34-A, CHANDIGARH 

      PETITION No. 52 of 2016 

        DATE OF ORDER: 14.02.2017 

 Present:   Shri D.S.Bains, Chairman 

    Shri S. S. Sarna, Member. 

In the matter of:  Petition under Section 142 of Electricity Act, 2003 

read with clause 9 of the PSERC (Electricity 

Supply Code and Related Matters), Regulations, 

2007 and other relevant sections of the Electricity 

Act, 2003 and regulations framed by this 

Commission, and clause 44 of the Supply Code, 

2014, for taking necessary action against the 

respondent and its officials for violating the 

provisions of Supply Code, 2007 and Electricity 

Act, 2003 and charging Service Connection 

Charges in violation of the Clause 9 of the Supply 

Code, 2007 and Section 43 of the Electricity Act, 

2003 and Order passed by this Commission in 

Petition No.5 of 2012 titled as M/s Trident Limited 

V/s PSPCL and another and further for directing 

the respondents to refund the amount illegally 

charged by the respondent, in violation of 

provisions of Supply Code, 2007 and Electricity 

Act, 2003, on account of Service Connection 

Charges; any other order or direction which this 



Order in petition no. 52 of 2016 

 

2 

 

commission may deem fit and proper may also be 

passed in favour of the petitioner. 

AND 

 Sportking India Limited, Village Jeeda, NH-15, 

Kotkapura Road, District Bathinda through its 

authorized Signatory Shri Nikhil Kalra, Company 

Secretary of the Company. 

Versus 

 Punjab State Power Corporation Limited 

(PSPCL), through its Chairman-cum-Managing 

Director, The Mall, Patiala. 

Order: 

 The petitioner, who is running a spinning mill, has filed the present 

petition under section 142 of the Electricity Act, 2003 read with relevant 

regulations of Supply Code for taking action against the respondents for 

charging service connection charges in violation to the provisions of the 

Act and the Supply Code regulations and to direct the respondents to 

refund the amount illegally recovered from the petitioner. The petitioner 

made the following pleadings: 

1.1 The petitioner deposited ₹11,50,000/- as security amount with 

PSPCL on 23.10.2008 and applied for a new electricity connection 

with load/demand of 11500kW/8000 kVA. The Feasibility 

Clearance Committee in its meeting held on 29.04.2010 granted  

feasibility clearance to release the load by erecting 3.2 KMs of new 

66 kV single circuit Independent line on single circuit towers with 
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0.15 square inch (wolf) ACSR conductor from existing 66 kV Sub 

Station Jida to the firm’s premises. Thereafter, the petitioner 

deposited ₹7,38,000/- as ACD/Security and ₹33,750/- as Security 

(meter) on 03.06.2010. 

1.2 PSPCL asked the petitioner to deposit ₹46.50 lac as cost for 

erection of 66 kV bay at Jida Sub-station, which was deposited on 

18.06.2010.  Thereafter, the petitioner submitted A&A form and 

also deposited ₹1,00,000/- on 03.06.2010. 

1.3 Chief Engineer/TL, PSTCL Patiala sanctioned the estimate for 

erection of 66 kV Single Circuit line from Jida Substation to 

Sportking factory at Jida amounting to ₹49,10,526/- and PSPCL 

demanded payment of ₹48,30,526/- (as the petitioner has earlier 

deposited ₹80,000/- on 21.05.2010), which was deposited on 

03.08.2010. 

1.4 PSPCL issued Demand Notice dated 04.11.2010 and asked the 

petitioner to deposit ₹1,00,07,600/-. Out of this amount, 

₹75,52,000/- was towards ACD/Security and ₹24,55,600/- was 

towards cost of 2.8 KMs line.  The petitioner deposited this amount 

on 18.11.2010.  So for release of this load, the petitioner has 

deposited ₹1,20,16,136 as Line Charges/SCC/Bay Charges 

1.5  Regulation 9.1.1 of Supply Code gives power to PSPCL to recover 

Service Connection Charges for grant of new connections. As per 

clause 9.1.1(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007, duly amended vide 1st 

amendment to Supply Code, 2007 on 24.05.2010, PSPCL could 

recover actual expenditure incurred for providing the service line 

and proportionate cost of back-up/common line (33000 volts or 
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above) up to the feeding Substation including bay or per kW/kVA 

service connection charges as determined by this Commission, 

whichever is higher. 

1.6 In the present  case,  the estimated expenses on account of 

Service Line and back up line up to feeding Substation were 

calculated by Chief Engineer/TL, PSPCL Patiala for erection of 66 

kV Single Circuit line on single circuit towers to the tune of 

₹49,10,526/-, vide its letter dated 27.07.2010.  Further, the 

AEE/DS Sub Division, Goniana has calculated ₹46.50 lac as Bay 

Charges and ₹24,55,600/- towards the cost of cable which was 

also included in the cost of estimate for erection of 66 kV 

transmission line.  So PSPCL could recover this amount only from 

the petitioner but the PSPCL wrongly and illegally charged 

₹24,56,600/- towards cost of cable twice in violation of the 

provisions of 9.1.1(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007. 

1.7 The petitioner complied with the demand notice and the 

load/demand of 6364.7kW/4428 kVA was released by PSPCL on 

19.01.2011 and thereafter remaining 5135.30 kW/3572 kVA was 

released on 11.07.2011. 

1.8 The petitioner applied for additional load/demand of 6500 kW/6000 

kVA in existing load on 08.02.2011 along with initial security 

deposit and thus making total load of 18000 kW with CD of 14000 

kVA and the same was allowed by the Feasibility Clearance 

Committee in its meeting dated 25.01.2012.  The additional load 

was to be released through the same 66 kV Jeeda-Sportking 

Transmission line which was erected at the cost of the petitioner 
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when it applied for original load and no further extension of the line 

etc. was required for releasing the additional load. 

1.9 The clause 9.1.2 (i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007 provides for 

recovery of charges in case of consumers with supply voltage of 

33 kV and above requests for release of additional load/demand. 

An EHT consumer, who has paid the actual cost of the line 

requests for additional load which can be fed from the same line 

without any augmentation then such consumer shall be liable to 

pay only the proportionate cost of backup/common portion of line 

upto feeding sub-station. 

1.10 The petitioner has paid the whole backup line cost as demanded 

by the PSPCL along with bay charges amounting to ₹1,20,16,126/- 

even though the service connection charges @ ₹900 per kVA on 

the original contract demand of 8000 kVA was ₹72,00,000/- only.  

Further as per Feasibility Committee report, the existing line was 

able to cater to the extended load without any augmentation and 

as such the petitioner was not liable to pay any further cost as per 

proviso to clause 9.1.2(c) of the Supply Code.  However, PSPCL 

wrongly and illegally issued demand notice no.559 dated 

13.03.2012 and asked the petitioner to deposit ₹54,00,000/- as 

Service Connection Charges. 

1.11 The petitioner vide letter dated 23.04.2012, specifically submitted 

that the PSPCL has already charged more at the time of release of 

connection and further that PSPCL is not entitled to get any 

Service Connection Charges at the time of release of additional 

load because there was no augmentation of line and the load could 
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be released from existing line.  A request was made to refund the 

extra charged amount at the time of original connection and also 

not to charge any further Service Connection Charges on account 

of release of additional load of 6500 kW with CD of 6000 kVA. 

1.12 To avoid delay in the commissioning of the expansion project, the 

petitioner deposited ₹54 lac as Service Connection Charges under 

Protest on 20.07.2012 and complied with the demand notice.  

PSPCL thereafter released load/demand 3500 kW/3230 kVA on 

26.07.2012 and remaining 3000 kW/2770 kVA on 17.10.2012. 

1.13 A similar issue arose in the case of Trident Limited where they 

have already paid the cost of 66 kV line including the bay charges 

and applied for additional load of 13000 kW with additional 

demand of 19000 kVA.  PSPCL raised a demand of ₹1,54,20,247/- 

as Service Connection Charges and Trident Limited filed a Petition 

No.5 of 2012. The Commission vide Order dated 11.06.2012 

allowed the petition & set aside the impugned demand and held 

that where a consumer has already paid the entire cost of 33 or 66 

kV line then he is not liable to pay further Service Connection 

Charges. 

1.14 As per section 43 of the Electricity Act, 2003, every distribution 

licensee shall on an application by the owner or occupier of any 

premises, give supply of electricity to such premises within one 

month after receipt of the application requiring such supply.  It is 

the universal obligation of the distribution licensee to supply 

electricity to an owner or occupier of any premises within one 

month after receipt of the application requiring such supply.  It is 
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also the duty of a distribution licensee to develop and maintain an 

efficient, co-ordinated and economical distribution system in his 

area of supply and to supply electricity in accordance with the 

provisions contained in the Electricity Act, 2003. The distribution 

licensee under section 46 of the Act has also been given right to 

charge from a person requiring a supply of electricity in pursuance 

of section 43, any expenses reasonably incurred in providing any 

electric line or electrical plant used for the purpose of giving that 

supply, as may be specified by the Commission. 

1.15 Thus, only State Commission can authorize a distribution licensee 

and that too by way of regulations framed in this regard to recover 

any expenses incurred in providing any electric line or electrical 

plant used for the purpose of giving that supply, which implies that 

a distribution licensee cannot charge anything more than 

authorized by regulations as per this section from a person seeking 

supply of electricity.  And further, the regulations framed by the 

State Commission can grant only which has been provided in 

section 46 of the Electricity Act, 2003. Section 46 provides that the 

amount to be charged as per regulations should not be more than 

the expenses actually incurred and it has to be reasonable.    

1.16 The impugned demand of ₹54,00,000/- was not only against the 

provisions of clause 9.1.2(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007 but also 

against the order dated 11.06.2012 passed by the Commission in 

petition No.5 of 2012 and section 46 of the Electricity Act, 2003. 

1.17 The present matter further involves interpretation of the provisions 

of the Supply Code framed by the Commission.  The Commission 
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notified Supply Code, 2014 and it has been specifically mentioned 

in clause 48 that the Punjab State Electricity Regulatory 

Commission (Electricity Supply Code and Related Matters) 

Regulations, 2007, as amended from time to time, shall stand 

repealed from the date of commencement of these Regulations but 

notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or purported to have 

been done under the repealed Regulations shall deemed to have 

been done or purported to have been done under these 

Regulations.  Clause 44 of the Supply Code, 2014 specifically 

provides that any dispute arising between the distribution licensee 

and a consumer in respect of interpretation of the Supply Code 

shall be referred to the Commission. 

1.18 The petitioner prayed that necessary action may kindly be taken 

against the respondent PSPCL and its officials who have raised 

the impugned demand of ₹54,00,000/- and recovered this amount 

from the petitioner in violation of the provisions of clause 9.1.2 

(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007, Section 46 of the Electricity Act, 

2003 and also against the Order dated 11.06.2012 passed by the 

Commission in petition No.5 of 2012.   

  The petitioner further prayed that necessary interpretation of the 

rule 9.1.2(c) may kindly be done to the effect that the petitioner is 

not liable to pay any further cost for seeking any additional load 

when the actual line cost has been paid by the petitioner and the 

line is able to cater the additional load.   

  The respondents may kindly be directed to refund the above said 

amount of ₹54,00,000/- deposited by the petitioner under protest 
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along with interest being demand is totally wrong and illegal and in 

violation of the provisions of clause 9.1.2(c) of the Supply Code, 

2007, Section 46 of the Electricity Act, 2003 and also against the 

Order dated 11.06.2012 passed by the Commission in petition 

No.5 of 2012. 

2.0 After hearing the counsel for the petitioner on 21.06.2016, the 

petition was admitted. The Commission vide order dated 

27.06.2016 directed PSPCL to file reply by 12.07.2016 with copy to 

petitioner and the petitioner was directed to file rejoinder by 

21.07.2016 with copy to PSPCL. PSPCL was also directed to 

report the name of the officer/official responsible for contravening 

the orders/rules and regulations notified by the Commission. The 

petition was fixed for arguments on 28.07.2016. 

3.0 PSPCL vide Chief Engineer/ARR & TR Memo No.5478 dated 

 21.07.2016 submitted its para-wise reply and submitted as under: 

3.1 Admitted that the petitioner had deposited ₹11,50,000/- as security 

amount with the respondent on 23.10.2008 and applied for 

feasibility clearance of new electricity connection with proposed 

load of 11500 kW with contract demand of 8000 kVA.  The case of 

the petitioner was discussed by the Feasibility Clearance 

Committee in its meeting dated 29.04.2010 and feasibility 

clearance was granted to release the load of the petitioner by 

erecting 3.2 KMs new 66 kV single circuit independent line on 

single circuit towers with 0.15 square inch ACSR conductor from 

existing 66 kV Sub Station Jida to the premises of the petitioner. 
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The petitioner also deposited ₹7,38,000/- as ACD and ₹33750/- as 

meter security on 03.06.2010. 

3.2 The petitioner deposited ₹46,50,000/- as cost of bay at Jida 

substation and ₹49,10,526/- as SCC/Line Charges. This amount 

was the estimated cost of construction of 3.2 KMs new 66 kV 

Single Circuit Independent line on single circuit towers with 0.15 

square inch ACSR conductor from existing 66 kV Substation Jida 

to the premises of the petitioner. This estimate was for construction 

of new line and it did not include the proportionate costs of the 

common/back up 66 kV line of the length of 9.349 KMs from 

Substation Baja Khana to Substation Jeeda including bay.  As per 

Commercial Circular No.68/2008, the proportionate cost of the line 

including bay is ₹26,88,000/-. The amount of ₹24,55,660/- 

demanded by PSPCL from the petitioner does not include the full 

proportionate cost of back up/common line including bay and as 

the full cost is ₹26,88,000/- so the petitioner deposited ₹2,32,340 

less, which are recoverable. 

3.3 The request of the petitioner for extension in load of 6500 kW with 

CD of 6000 kVA was allowed by the feasibility clearance 

committee in its meeting held on 25.01.2012 and the load was 

proposed to be fed from existing 66 kV line. The contention of the 

petitioner that as per proviso to clause 9.1.2 (i)(c) of the Supply 

Code 2007, he was not liable to pay any Service Connection 

Charges for additional load is wrong. As per the provisions of 

clause 9.1.2(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007 the petitioner,  being 

EHT Consumer, who had paid for actual cost of 66 kV feeder and 

bay, was still liable to pay proportionate cost of the 
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backup/common line up to the feeding substation including bay.  

Total amount of ₹20,16,000/- as proportionate cost of back up line 

from 220 kV Baja Khana substation to 66 kV Jeeda substation 

including bay  

3.4 However, AEE, Goniana had demanded ₹54,00,000/- as Service 

Connections Charges @ ₹900 per kVA of additional demand as 

these charges were higher of service connection charges or actual 

expenses.  The charges were demanded by PSPCL officials on the 

basis of their interpretation of amendment made by the 

Commission in the provisions of clause 9.1.1(i)(c) of Supply Code, 

2007 vide notification dated 24.05.2010.  As per this amendment, 

the following proviso was added after clause 9.1.1(i)(c)of Supply 

Code, 2007 vide notification dated 24.05.2010 

“Provided that charges payable will not be less than those 

computed as per kW/kVA Basis”. 

PSPCL officials were of the view that this amendment was also 

applicable in cases of release of additional load. 

3.5 The contention of the petitioner  that the respondent had forced the 

petitioner to deposit ₹54,00,000/- as Service Connection Charges  

is wrong hence repudiated.  The petitioner instead of challenging 

charges demanded in the Court/other Consumer grievance 

redressal forum paid these charges on 20.07.2012.  The petitioner 

has also stated wrongly that it had paid these charges under 

protest.  After receipt of these charges, the load of the petitioner 

was released. 
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3.6 The petitioner has given reference of the Order of the Commission 

in the petition No.5 of 2012 in the matter of Trident Limited versus 

PSPCL/PSTCL claiming that on the basis of this Order, no Service 

Connection Charges are recoverable from the petitioner.  The case 

of the petitioner and Trident are different as in the case of Trident 

Limited,  the load of the consumer was being fed from independent 

66 kV Line emanating from 220 kV substation Handiaya (Barnala) 

and there was no back up/common line up to the feeding 

Substation. However, in the case of petitioner, the feeding 66 kV 

Substation Jeeda is being fed by backup/common 66 kV line of 

9.343 KMs from Baja Khana Substation.  As such, the 

proportionate cost of this backup line including bay is recoverable 

as per provisions of clauses 9.1.1 and 9,.1.2 of Supply Code, 

2007. PSPCL admitted that fixed kW/kVA charges from EHT 

consumers for release of additional load are not recoverable 

as specified by the commission and the petitioner is only 

liable to pay ₹20,16,000/- for release of additional 

load/demand. At the time of obtaining of new connection, the 

consumer was liable to pay ₹26,88,000/- for proportionate costs of 

backup/common line including bay upto feeding Substation but 

petitioner was charged only ₹24,55,660/- .  As such ₹2,32,340/-

(Difference of ₹26,88,000 and ₹24,55,660) are recoverable from 

the petitioner. 

3.7 The charges of ₹54 lac were demanded by PSCL officials on the 

basis of their interpretation of amendment made by the 

Commission in clause 9.1.1(i)(c) of Supply Code, 2007 vide 

notification dated 24.05.2010.  These charges were demanded 
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before the Commission passed the Order in petition No.5 of 2012, 

and thus there is no deliberate attempt to disobey the Orders of the 

Commission. Moreover, there is no violation of the Order of the 

Commission as petitioner was not a party in the petition No.5 of 

2012.   

4.0 During hearing on 28.07.2016, the petitioner sought time for filling 

the rejoinder and PSPCL prayed to file amended reply. The 

Commission vide order dated 01.08.2016 directed PSPCL to file 

amended reply by 11.08.2016 with copy to the petitioner and the 

petitioner was directed to file rejoinder by 18.08.2016 with copy to 

PSPCL. The petition was fixed for hearing on 23.08.2016. 

5.0 PSPCL vide CE/ARR & TR Memo No.5683 dated 12.08.2016 filed 

 the amended reply and submitted as under: 

5.1 The feasibility clearance was granted for release of load of 11500 

kW with CD of 8000 kVA by erecting 3.2 KMs of new 66 kV single 

circuit independent line on single circuit towers with 0.15 square 

inch ACSR conductor from existing 66 kV sub station Jida to the 

premises of the petitioner. The supply to the petitioner was to 

emanate from 220 kV mother station Bajakhana. The Service 

Connection Charges were payable by the consumer/petitioner as 

per the provisions of Clause 9.1.1(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007 

which provides that an applicant seeking supply at 33 kV or above 

shall pay expenditure incurred for providing service line and 

proportionate cost of common portion/back up line, including bay, if 

any provided that the charges payable will not be less than those 
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computed on per kW/kVA basis. Accordingly, the petitioner 

deposited ₹1,20,16,126/- as Service Connection Charges.  

5.2 The estimate of ₹49,10,526/- is for erecting 3.2 KMs of new 66 kV 

single circuit Independent line from existing 66 kV Substation Jida 

to the premises of the petitioner and it did not include the 

proportionate cost of the backup/common 66 kV line of 9.349 KMs 

length from mother Substation Baja Khana to Substation Jeeda 

including bay.  As per standard rates approved by Commercial 

Circular No.58/2008, the proportionate cost of this line/bay is 

₹26,88,000/-.  As such, the amount of ₹24,55,600/- demanded by 

A.E.E. Goniana does not include the full proportionate cost of 

backup/common line including bay and the full cost is ₹26,88,600/- 

instead. As such ₹2,32,400/- are further recoverable from the 

petitioner. 

5.3 The petitioner applied for additional load of 6500 kW with CD of 

6000 kVA on 08.02.2011.  The Feasibility Clearance Committee 

allowed this extension in its meeting dated 25.01.2012. As per the 

terms imposed by Feasibility Clearance Committee, the existing 

and proposed load was to be fed from 66 kV Jeeda Substation and 

backup/common line for the feeding of this load was 66 kV line 

from 220 kV mother Baja Khana Substation to Jeeda Substation. 

5.4 The contention of the petitioner that as per proviso to clause 

9.1.2(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007, he was not liable to pay any 

service Connection charges for additional load, but still A.E.E. 

Goniana, sub division issued demand notice dated 13.03.2012 for 

₹54,00,000/- for Service Connection Charges for additional 
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load/contract demand is not right.  Clause 9.1.2(i)(c) of the Supply 

Code, 2007 applicable at the time of issue of demand notice to the 

petitioner as well as compliance of demand notice by petitioner 

reads as under: 

“In case of a consumer with supply voltage of 33,000 volts and 

above, the consumer will be liable to pay the cost of service line 

and proportionate cost of backup/common line (33,000 volts and 

above) including bay, if any. 

Provided that where a HT/EHT consumer having a sanctioned 

load/contract demand exceeding 500 kW/500 kVA who has paid 

the actual cost of HT or EHT service line or feeder, requests for 

additional load and such load can be fed from the same line 

without any augmentation, then the HT consumer would be liable 

to pay only the proportionate cost of HT main and feeding 

substation.  An 33000 volts or EHT consumer would be liable to 

pay only the proportionate cost of backup/common line (33000 

volts or above) up to the feeding Substation including bay”. 

 The petitioner being EHT consumer who had paid for actual cost of 

66 kV feeder and bay was still liable to pay proportionate costs of 

the common/backup line and bay up to the feeding Substation.  

The total charges of ₹20,16,000/- were recoverable from the 

petitioner.  

5.5 The petitioner has given reference of the Order of the Commission 

in the petition No.5 of 2012 in the matter of M/s Trident Limited 

versus PSPCL and PSTCL and claimed that on the basis of this 

Order, no Service Connection Charges on account of proportionate 
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cost of backup/common line and bay are recoverable from 

petitioner.  The facts of both the cases are not fully similar.  In the 

case of Trident Limited, the load of the consumer under Sanghera 

Sub Division was being fed from independent 66 kV line emanating 

from 220 kV mother Substation Handiaya (Barnala).  In this case, 

there was no backup/common line up to the feeding Substation.  

But in the case of petitioner, the feeding 66 kV Substation Jeeda is 

being fed by backup/common 66 kV line of 9.349 KMs from Baja 

Khana Sub Station. As such proportionate cost of this back 

up/common line and bay installed at Baja Khana Substation are 

recoverable. 

5.6 PSPCL demanded ₹54,00,000/- as Service Connections Charges.  

These charges were higher of ₹54,00,000/- (@ ₹900/- per kVA of 

additional Contract Demand) and ₹20,16,000/- as calculated 

above.  The charges were demanded by PSPCL officials on the 

basis of their interpretation of amendment made by the 

Commission in the provisions of clause 9.1.1(i)(c) of Supply Code, 

2007 vide notification dated 24.05.2010.  As per this amendment 

the following proviso was added after clause 9.1.1(i)(c)of Supply 

code, 2007 vide notification dated 24.05.2010.  As per this 

amendment the following proviso was added after clause 

9.1.1(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007. 

“Provided that charges payable will not be less than those 

computed as per kW/kVA Basis”. 

PSPCL officials were of the view that this amendment was also 

applicable in cases of release of additional load. These charges 
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were demanded on 13.03.2012 before the date of 11.06.2012 on 

which the Commission passed the Order in petition No.5 of 2012.  

In this Order the Commission had clarified that the aforementioned 

amendment was not applicable in case of release of additional 

load.  Petitioner made the compliance of demand notice on 

20.07.2012 and very short time had elapsed between passing of 

the Order and depositing of money by the petitioner. 

5.7 It is wrong that at the time of release of additional load/demand, 

there was deliberate violation of Electricity Act, 2003, Supply Code, 

2007 or Orders of the Commission in petition No.5 of 2012 since 

the law in this respect was settled only by Order dated 11.06.2012 

of the Commission in petition No.5 of 2012 and the demand notice 

to the petitioner was issued on 13.03.2012, which was before 

passing of this Order. The petitioner made compliance of this 

demand notice on 20.07.2012 and very short time had passed 

between the date of Order and making compliance of the demand 

notice. 

5.8 The consumer has not gone to any Court/other grievance 

redressal forum.  If this consumer had approached grievance 

redressal forum as per the Electricity Act, the appropriate relief 

would have been given to the consumer.  The petitioner has 

directly approached the Commission instead. 

6.0 The petitioner filed rejoinder to the reply of PSPCL on 17.08.2016 

 and submitted as under: 

6.1 The petitioner admitted that the feasibility clearance for a load of 

11500 kW with CD of 8000 kVA was granted by erecting 3.2 KMs 
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of new 66 kV single circuit Independent line on single circuit towers 

with 0.15 square inch (wolf) ACSR conductor from existing 66 kV 

Sub Station Jida to the firm’s premises and this supply was to 

emanate from 220 kV sub-station Bajakhana. The case of the 

petitioner is that it is liable to pay service line charges upto the 

feeding Substation and not beyond that.  It is correct that the 

estimate of ₹49,10,526/- is for erecting 3.2 KMs new 66 kV Single 

Circuit Independent line from existing 66 kV Substation Jida to the 

premises of the petitioner.  In the case of the petitioner, there was 

independent service line from the premises of the petitioner up to 

the 66 kV feeding substation at Village Jeeda and there was no 

backup/common line from the premises of the petitioner up to the 

feeding Substation i.e. 66 kV Jeeda Substation.  It is totally denied 

that the petitioner is liable to pay any proportionate cost of the 66 

kV line of the length of 9.349 KMs from mother Substation Baja 

Khana to Substation Jeeda including bay.  The calculations made 

by the PSPCL are totally wrong and illegal.  They have totally 

misinterpreted the provisions of the Supply Code, 2007.  The 

PSPCL is wrongly treating the 66 kV line from mother Substation 

to feeding Substation as backup/common line.  It was never the 

intention of the Commission to allow the PSPCL to recover any 

charges beyond the feeding Substation.  Otherwise the 

Commission would have specifically mentioned that a consumer is 

also liable to pay proportionate cost of line from mother Substation 

to feeding Substation. 

6.2 The petitioner tried to explain his interpretation of service line and 

common portion/back line through diagrams.  
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6.3 The Commission while approving the annual tariff is also approving 

the investment plans of the respondent corporation for their capital 

expenditure for network capacity addition, improvement project for 

network up to 66 kV, construction of new substations and mini grid 

Substations along with associated transmission lines/system 

improvement works etc. Thus, the distribution utility had to incur 

the capex for the distribution network to supply the power to the 

consumer. 

6.4 The recovery of expenditure other than the expenditure as per rule 

9.1.1 (a)(ii) is not allowed under the Supply Code as the total cost 

of service line from the premises of the petitioner up to the feeding 

Substation of Jeeda (where bay had also been erected by the 

corporation for the petitioner) had been recovered and this is the 

point of connection as per State Grid Code. 

Even though PSPCL had recovered the estimated line expenditure 

of ₹49,10,526/- but till date PSPCL had not given the actual detail 

of the expenditure and the refund has not been granted inspite of 

the general orders of the Commission. 

6.5 PSPCL while issuing the demand notice on 23.06.2010 had 

demanded a sum of ₹24,55,600/- on account of conductor charges 

of 2.8 KM line and this figure had been calculated by PSPCL on 

the service line of 3.2 KM (after excluding permitted line length of 

300-400 Meters) @ ₹8,77,000 per KM as per CC Circular 

No.68/2008 but now they are claiming that the said recovery of 

₹24,55,600/- was made on account of proportionate expenses of 

backup/common line which is now calculated by them at 
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₹26,88,000/- with a short recovery of ₹2,32,400/-.  From these 

facts, it is also very much clear that the demand of ₹24,55,560/- 

made by the AEE Goniana was totally illegal and the petitioner has 

rightly stated in its petition that the PSPCL has wrongly demanded 

this amount of ₹24,55,600/- as line charges.  From the reply of the 

PSPCL, it is clear that this demand was made on account of line 

charges from 220 kV mother Substation to 66 kV Substation and 

as such this demand is also illegal and the petitioner is entitled to 

get refund of this amount also.  The calculations made by the 

respondent in this para of the preliminary submissions are totally 

wrong and hence denied.  It is also denied that ₹2,32,400/- are 

further recoverable from the petitioner. 

6.6 It is correct that as per the provisions of clause 9.1.2(i)(c) of the 

Supply Code, 2007, the petitioner being EHT consumer who had 

paid for actual cost of 66 kV feeder and bay was still liable to pay 

proportionate costs of the common/backup line and bay up to the 

feeding Substation. But in the present case, there was no 

backup/common line because the petitioner was the only 

consumer on this line and as such the consumers are not liable to 

pay any amount beyond the feeding substation.  The consumers 

are liable to pay proportionate cost of common line/backup line up 

to the feeding Substation and not beyond the feeding substation.  It 

is totally denied that the line emanating from 220 kV substation to 

the 66 kV Substation is the backup/common line. 

6.7 The petitioner has rightly given reference of the Order of the 

Commission in the petition No.5 of 2012 in the matter of Trident 

Limited versus PSPCL and PSTCL.  It is totally denied that the 
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above said case is different from the present case.  The 

connection of Trident Limited was released from 220 kV 

substation, which was the feeding sub-station and if the 

interpretation of the PSPCL has to be taken as correct then this 

220 kV Substation must have been fed from some line coming 

from some place.  The consumers are not liable to pay any 

charges beyond the feeding Substation and the PSPCL is totally 

misinterpreting the provisions of the Supply Code, 2007.  It is 

totally denied that in the case of petitioner the 66 kV line of 9.349 

KMs from Baja Khana Substation to feeding 66 kV Substation 

Jeeda is backup/common line.  It is also denied that the petitioner 

is liable to pay any cost of this 66 kV line and bay installed at Baja 

Khana Substation. 

6.8 PSPCL has misinterpreted the amendment made vide notification 

dated 24.05.2010 in the Supply Code, 2007.  This amendment was 

not applicable in case of release of additional load.  The 

Commission rightly decided the petition No.5 of 2012 and held that 

this amendment is only for the purpose of release of connection 

and not at the time of release of additional load.  The petitioner 

sent the request letter dated 23.04.2012 but the PSPCL even did 

not reply to the same.  The Commission decided the petition No.5 

of 2012 on 11.06.2012 and the respondent accepted the amount 

from the petitioner on 20.07.2012.  So for more than one month, 

PSPCL failed to take cognizance of the Order passed by the 

Commission.  Even after passing of the Order by the Commission, 

PSPCL could  reply to the request letter of the petitioner but they 

failed to do so. 



Order in petition no. 52 of 2016 

 

22 

 

6.9 PSPCL has recovered  ₹46,50,000/- from the petitioner on account 

of bay charges, though as per CC No.68/2008 dated 171.2.2008, 

PSPCL could recover ₹41 lac only as bay charges which is 

corroborated by the respondent in their own preliminary 

submissions for calculating backup/common line charges.  So the 

petitioner is entitled to get refund of 5.50 lac excess charged by the 

PSPCL on account of Bay charges. 

7.0 During hearing on 23.08.2016, the proxy counsel for the 

respondent, i.e. PSPCL, prayed for adjournment as the arguing 

counsel was held up in the proceedings before Hon’ble Punjab & 

Haryana High Court and as prayed, the matter was adjourned to 

08.09.2016 for arguments. 

8.0 During hearing of the petition on 08.09.2016, the learned counsel 

for the petitioner advanced his arguments.  The learned counsel 

for the respondent submitted written arguments in respect of para 

No.1 & 2 of rejoinder filed by the petitioner and argued as under: 

8.1 The contention of the petitioner is wrong and hence repudiated.  In 

this case, the provisions of Supply Code 2007 are relevant.  

Petitioner is an EHT consumer and for EHT consumer there is a 

specific provision in Supply Code 2007 for recovering service 

connection charges at the time of release of new connection which 

is Clause 9.1.1 (i) (c).  Provisions of this clause are reproduced as 

below. 

 “That the applicant seeking supply at voltage of 33000 volts and 

above will be liable to pay the expenditure incurred for providing 
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the service line and proportionate cost of back up/common line 

including bay, if any.” 

 These provisions are clear to the effect that a new consumer will 

be charged the cost of service line and proportionate cost of back 

up/common line including bay up to the feeding substation from 

mother substation.  As per these provisions if there is already one 

or more consumers at the distribution main from which new 

connection is to be provided then the PSPCL will charge the cost 

of service line from its point of origin to the premises of new 

consumer in case no augmentation of distribution main is involved.  

If it is required that the distribution main is to be augmented then 

the new consumer will be charged for the cost of augmentation of 

distribution main from the feeding substation up to the point of 

origin of service line of new consumer as well as cost of service 

line of new consumer.  In both the cases proportionate cost of 

backup/common line including bay from the mother substation up 

to feeding substation is to be recovered. 

8.2 Rationale is that consumers of 33 kV and above supply voltage 

cause considerable load on the distribution systems as well as 

associated transmission lines of the distribution licensee and as 

such must compensate distribution licensee for this. It is worth 

noting that provisions of Supply Code for recovering service 

connection charges from the consumers having supply voltage 

less than 33 kV and having load/demand more than 500 kW/500 

kVA are contained in Clause 9.1.1 (i) (b) of the Supply Code 2007 

which includes the cost of service line of the new consumer as well 

as cost for augmentation of distribution main, if required, from 



Order in petition no. 52 of 2016 

 

24 

 

feeding substation up to the point of origin of service line or fixed 

per kW/kVA charges whichever is higher.  There is no mention of 

back up/common line as this provision is not applicable for 

consumers having supply voltage of 33 kV and above.  As 

consumers having supply voltage of 33 kV and above cannot be 

charged fixed kW/kVA charges, as such the full cost of distribution 

system and associated transmission lines of distribution licensee 

should be recovered from these consumers.  The matter was also 

internally referred to the Commercial wing of PSPCL who opined 

that 

 “It is intimated by the field office that 66 kV connection of the 

consumer firm has been released after constructing 66 kV bay at 

66 kV sub-station Jeeda which in turn is being fed from 220 kV 

sub-station Baja Khana.  Therefore the 66 kV line from 220 kV 

sub-station Bajakhana to 66 kV sub-station Jeeda shall be 

common/back up line for this consumer.” 

 As such the proportionate cost of Backup/Common line including 

bay from Baja Khana substation up to Jeeda substation are 

recoverable.  In this para the petitioner has submitted that PSPCL 

has demanded ₹49,10,526/- on account of estimate of expenditure 

on construction of independent feeder from the Jeeda substation to 

the premises of the petitioner and due to probability of less 

expenditure on this account the petitioner is entitled to refund.  It is 

submitted that as per memo no.2042 dated 27.07.2016 of 

Addl.S.E., T.L. Division, PSPCL, Bathinda total expenditure on this 

account is ₹51,48,109/-.  As such the petitioner is liable to 

reimburse PSPCL ₹2,37,583/- which is difference between actual 
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expenditure and amount deposited by the petitioner.  as part and 

parcel of this para. 

8.3 In reply to the para no.2 of reply to the preliminary submissions of 

the rejoinder PSPCL submitted that the line from Bajakhana 

Substation to Jeeda substation is backup/common line in the case 

of petitioner.  Provisions of Supply Code 2007 for release of 

additional load to consumers having supply voltage of 33 kV and 

above are contained in Clause 9.1.2 (i) (c) which were applicable 

at the time of issue of demand notice to the petitioner as well as 

compliance of demand notice by petitioner. 

 It is evident from these provisions that consumer having supply 

voltage of 33 kV or above is liable to pay proportionate cost of 

backup/common line and bay.  In these provisions 

backup/common line is used only for consumers having supply 

voltage of 33 kV or above.  It is clearly mentioned that consumer 

having supply voltage less than 33 kV and having load/demand 

above 500 kW/kVA who has paid for the cost of service line or 

feeder would be liable to pay only the proportionate cost of HT 

main and feeding substation while similarly placed consumer 

having supply voltage of 33 kV or above would be liable for 

proportionate cost of backup/common line up to feeding substation 

including bay.  As such backup/common line is used only for 

consumers having supply voltage of 33 kV and above.  If intention 

of the law had been recovery of costs from consumers having 

supply voltage of 33 kV or above from the point of origin of service 

line up to the feeding substation then it would have been 

specifically mentioned as provided for in the case of consumers 
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having supply voltage less than 33 kV and having load/demand 

above 500 kW/kVA in clause 9.1.2 (i) (c) of Supply Code 2007.  

8.4 PSPCL intimated that the total expenditure for construction of bay 

at 66 kV Jida substation is ₹37,73,729/- excluding cost of land and 

building. In case cost of land and building are included then the 

recoverable amount will be more than ₹46.50 lac deposited by the 

petitioner. 

8.5 The learned counsel for the respondent sought time for submitting 

the following: 

a) Calculations and proof of charging/deposit of the proportionate 

cost of backup/common line including Bay from 220 kV Substation, 

Baja Khana to 66 kV Substation Jeeda in the case of release of 

original load; 

b) Actual expenditure incurred by PSPCL on the construction of 66 

kV Bay at 66 kV Substation Jeeda for 66 kV line feeding the 

consumer/petitioner. 

8.6 The Commission vide Order dated 09.09.2016 directed PSPCL to 

submit the above stated information by way of an affidavit with an 

advance hard copy as well as soft copy to the petitioner by 

13.09.2016 and the next date for arguments was fixed for 

15.09.2016. 

9.0 PSPCL vide SE/DS Circle Bhatinda latter dated 12.09.2016 filed 

the requisite information by way of an affidavit dated 12.09.2016 

and submitted that the correct service connection charges 
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recoverable from the petitioner at the time of release of connection 

in year 2010 were as under: 

 1. Cost of construction of new 66 kV Single Circuit   =₹49,10,526/-                                  

     independent line on single circuit towers with 0.15   

     square inch ACSR from existing 66 kV Sub Station   

     Jeeda to the premises of the Petitioner.    

 2. Charges for bay installed at substation Jeeda  =    ₹46,50,000/- 

 3. Proportionate cost of line and bay from Baja   =₹26,88,000/-

     Khana substation to Jeeda substation for release   

     of contract demand of 8000 kVA at the time of   

     release of new connection.                

     Grand Total             =₹1,22,48,526/- 

 The petitioner deposited ₹1,20,16,126/- as service connection 

charges which nearly approximates the amount payable as service 

connection charges at the time of release of new connection.  

However, A.E.E., Sub Division, Goniana had demanded the 

following service connection charges through demand notice 

no.2130 dt.04.11.2010 

 1. Cost of Estimate of construction of service  =₹49,10,526/-

     line from existing 66 kV Sub Station Jeeda    

     to the premises of the Petitioner.     

 2. Charges of line of 2.8 KMs    =₹24,55,600/-

      (length of line from substation Jeeda to premises   

      of the consumer was 3.051 KMs.  As per provisions  

      of Supply Code, 2007 industrial consumer was   

      entitled to free service line up to 250 meters.  Rest  
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      of the length of line which was 2.8 KM was charged   

     @ ₹8.77 lac per KM as per CC68/2008. 

 Total of Sr.No.1 and 2 i.e ₹73,66,126/- or  ₹72,00,000/-(@₹900 per 

kVA for 8000 kVA) whichever is higher. Thus  ₹73,66,126/- was 

demanded. 

 As consumer had already deposited ₹49,10,526/-, total service 

connection charges demanded were decreased by this amount 

and ₹24,55,600/- were demanded on account of service 

connection charges.  ₹75,52,000/-were demanded on account of 

ACD and total of ₹1,00,07,600/- were demanded through the 

demand notice.  It is evident that service connection charges 

demand by A.E.E., Sub Division, Goniana were not as per the 

provisions of Supply Code, 2007. 

 That as per memo no.2042 dated 27.07.2016 of Addl. S.E., T.L. 

Division, Bathinda total expenditure on construction of new 66 kV 

Independent line from Existing 66 kV Sub Station Jeeda to the 

premises of the Petitioner is ₹51,48,109/-.  As such,  the 

petitioner is liable to reimburse PSPCL ₹2,37,583/- which is 

difference between actual expenditure and amount of 

₹49,10,526/- deposited by the petitioner.  

 That as per memo No.3323 dated 09.09.2016 of Addl. S.E., Grid 

Construction Division, P.S.P.C.L, Moga, the expenditure of 

construction of 66 kV bay at substation Jeeda is ₹37,73,529/- on 

account of electrical works and ₹5,01,948/- on account of civil 

structure without the cost of land.  Total of this is ₹42,75,677/-.  If 
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cost of land used is included in this expenditure, then total cost 

equals ₹46,50,000/- deposited by the petitioner.                    

10.0 During hearing on 15.09.2016, the arguments of both the parties 

were heard & the Order was reserved vide Commission’s order 

dated 19.09.2016. 

11.0 Commission’s Findings and Order 

 From the various submissions and the arguments advanced by 

both the parties, it is evident that the petitioner applied for a new 

connection having a load of 11500 kW with contract demand of 

8000 kVA on 23.10.2008 and the Feasibility Clearance Committee 

approved the release of the load by erecting 3.2 KMs of 66 kV line 

from existing 66 kV Substation Jeeda to the premises of the 

petitioner subject to deloading of 100 MVA, 220kV/66 kV power 

transformer at 220 kV grid substation Baja Khana.  PSPCL 

demanded ₹46.50 lac as the cost of 66 kV bay at grid substation 

Jeeda, ₹49,10,526/- as estimated cost for erection of 66 kV line 

and ₹24,55,600/- as line charges. The petitioner deposited a total 

amount of ₹1,20,16,126/- towards Service Connection 

Charges/line charges without any protest and the connection was 

released. 

 Thereafter, the petitioner applied for extension in load/demand of 

6500 kW/6000 kVA on 08.02.2011 and the Feasibility Clearance 

Committee in its meeting held on 25.01.2012 allowed the 

additional load to be released through existing 66 kV line from 

Jeeda Substation to the premises of the consumer.  PSPCL issued 

a demand notice on 13.03.2012 directing the petitioner to deposit 
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₹54 lac as Service Connection Charges which was objected by the 

petitioner vide its letter dated 23.04.2012 on the plea that since the 

full cost of the existing 66 kV line has been deposited by the 

consumer at the time of release of connection and no 

augmentation to release the extension in load is required, so as 

per regulation 9.1.2 (i) (c) of the Supply Code, 2007, the petitioner 

is not liable to pay any Service Connection Charges.  In this letter, 

the petitioner for the first time, also raised objections regarding 

various charges got deposited from the petitioner at the time of 

release of connection by PSPCL.  To avoid delay in release of 

extension in load, according to the petitioner, he deposited ₹54 lac 

as Service Connection Charges under protest on 20.07.2012.  

 Both the parties agree that recovery of charges for the release of 

new connection to the petitioner are governed by regulation 

9.1.1(i)(c) of the Supply Code, 2007, as amended vide notification 

dated 24.05.2010 which read as under: 

“9.1.1(i)(c)  The applicant seeking supply at voltage of 33000 volts 

and  above, will be liable to pay the expenditure incurred for 

providing the service line and proportionate cost of back-

up/common line (33000 volts or above) up to the feeding 

substation including bay, if any.  

Provided that charges payable will not be less than those 

computed on per KW/KVA basis.” 

 Accordingly, PSPCL in its submissions, admitted that line charges 

amounting to ₹24,55,600 got deposited from the petitioner at the 

time of release of new connection, are not in accordance with 

regulation 9.1.1 (i) (c) of Supply Code, 2007 but argued that the 

proportionate cost of back up/common line including bay from 220 
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kV substation Baja Khana to 66 kV Substation Jeeda which has 

been calculated as ₹26,88,000/- by PSPCL, is recoverable as per 

the Cost Data approved by the Commission and circulated by 

PSPCL vide Commercial Circular No. 68/2008 . 

 In its rejoinder to the reply of PSPCL, the petitioner agreed that as 

per regulation 9.1.1 (i) (c) of Supply Code, 2007, as applicable at 

the time of release of new connection, applicant seeking supply at 

voltage of 33000 volts and above, is liable to pay the expenditure 

incurred for providing the service line and proportionate cost of 

backup/common line up to the feeding Substation including bay 

provided that these charges will not be less than computed per 

kW/kVA basis.  However, the petitioner claimed that in his case, 

the proportionate cost of backup/common line is not payable as 

there is no backup/ common line since the premises of the 

petitioner is connected to independent 66 kV line fed from 66 kV 

substation Jeeda. Thus, accordingly to the petitioner, he is not 

liable to pay any proportionate cost of the 9.349 KMs line from 220 

kV substation, Baja Khana to 66 kV Substation Jeeda including 

bay.   

 Regarding recovery of charges for release in additional 

load/demand in the instant case, both the parties agreed that these 

are governed by regulation 9.1.2(i)(c) as reproduced below:  

 “9.1.2   For additional load  

 (i)   Domestic, Non-Residential, Industrial and Bulk Supply 

categories: 
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(a) The consumer applicant requesting the Licensee for 

additional load/demand will pay per KW/KVA charges as 

approved by the Commission.------------------ 

(b) Where total load including existing load exceeds 500 

KW/500 KVA, the consumer will pay per KW/KVA charges ---

-------------------------------- 

(c)  In case of a consumer with supply voltage of 33000 volts 

and above, the consumer will only be liable to pay the cost of 

the service line and proportionate cost of back-up/ common 

line  (33000 volts or above) including bay, if any. 

  Provided that where a HT/EHT consumer having a 

sanctioned load/contract demand exceeding 500 KW/500 

KVA who has  paid the actual cost of HT or EHT service line 

or feeder, requests for additional load and such load can be 

fed from the same line without any augmentation, then the 

HT consumer would be liable to pay only the proportionate 

cost of HT main and feeding sub station. An 33000 volts or 

EHT consumer would be liable to pay only the proportionate 

cost of back up/common line (33000 volts or above) upto the 

feeding sub- station including bay.” 

 The petitioner in the present petition has made the following 

prayers: 

a) To take action against PSPCL and its officials for illegally 

demanding ₹54 lac in violation of the provision of regulation 

9.1.2 (i) (c) of the Supply Code, 2007. 

b) To issue necessary interpretation of regulation 9.1.2 (i) (c) to 

the effect that since the actual cost of the line has been 

made by the petitioner and the and the line can catered to 

the additional load, so the petitioner is not liable to pay any 

cost. 
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c) To refund of ₹54 lac got deposited by PSPCL from the 

petitioner along with interest. 

 From the prayers made by the petitioner, it is evident that the 

issues relating to charges got deposited by PSPCL from the 

petitioner at the time of release of new connection have not been 

pressed for adjudication. However, the petitioner raised the issue 

of recovery of excess charges at the time of release of connection 

in the subsequent pleadings. PSPCL also in subsequent 

submissions, while defending recovery of charges at the time of 

release of connection, revised their calculations for recovery of 

various charges and claimed that some amount is due from the 

petitioner.   

Before proceeding further, we would like to clarify that it is not the 

function and jurisdiction of the Commission to go into the 

calculations of various charges demanded by the distribution 

licensee from the consumer.  In case of any dispute on such 

matters between the distribution licensee and the consumer, the 

appropriate body to resolve such issues is the Dispute Settlement 

Committees or the Consumer Forum established under section 

42(5) of the Electricity Act, 2003.  All monetary disputes arising 

due to wrong billing or dues of Service Connection 

Charges/General Charges etc. are required to be disposed of by 

the Dispute Settlement Committee or the Forum for Redressal of 

Grievances in accordance with PSERC (Forum and Ombudsman) 

Regulations.  However, as per regulation 44.3 of the Supply Code, 

2014, in case any dispute arises in respect of interpretation of any 

Supply Code Regulations, the same shall be referred to the 
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Commission.  So, we will confine ourselves to interpretation of 

relevant clauses of Supply Code Regulations.   

Since the dispute regarding recovery of charges, both at the time 

of release of new connection to the petitioner as well as at the time 

of release of extension/load in demand, involves the same issue i.e 

the interpretation as to which is the feeding substation and what 

constitute the service line & the backup/common line in the present 

case so we are interpreting these terms used for recovery of 

charges under regulation 9 of the Supply Code, in accordance with 

regulation 44.3 of the Supply Code, 2014. This interpretation shall 

also be applicable to all similarly placed consumers fed at a 

voltage of 33000 volts and above.   

Firstly, we will examine the issue regarding feeding substation in 

case of an EHT applicant/consumer. We may refer to the minutes 

of the Feasibility Clearance Committee meeting held on 

29.04.2010 wherein the case for feasibility clearance for release of 

connection to the petitioner for a load of 11500 kW with contract 

demand of 8000 kVA was discussed and approved.  It has clearly 

been mentioned that the connection was approved to be released 

by erecting 3.2 KMs new 66 kV single circuit independent line on 

single circuit towers with 0.15 square inch (Wolf) ACSR from 

existing 66 kV substation Jeeda to the firm’s premises.  The 

Committee approved the proposal subject to deloading of 100 

MVA 220 /66 kV power transformers at 220 kV mother substation 

Baja Khana by shifting the load of 66 kV substations Sukha Nand 

and Tharaj, having a total installed capacity of 25 MVA, on 132 kV 

S/S Smadh Bhai and by carrying out various other works.  The 
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proposal of Feasibility Clearance Committee along with the 

conditions imposed by PSPCL was accepted unconditionally by 

the petitioner while submitting the application for release of new 

connection.  It is evident from the proceedings of the feasibility 

clearance  committee that although 66 kV line to the premises of 

the consumer was proposed to be extended from nearby existing 

66 kV Substation Jeeda but actually the load was to be catered 

from the 100 MVA, 220/66 kV Power Transformer installed at 220 

kV substation Baja Khana.  Just because PSPCL, instead of 

erecting the 66 kV line directly from 220 kV substation Baja Khana 

to the premises of the petitioner, had decided to extend 66 kV 

supply voltage by erecting 3.2 KMs of 66 kV line from nearby 66 

kV substation Jeeda, does not bestow the status of feeding 

substation to 66 kV grid. Thus, the feeding substation for 

catering to the load of 11500 kW with contract demand of 8000 

kVA of the petitioner at 66 kV supply voltage in terms of 

regulation 9 of the Supply Code is  220 kV substation Baja 

Khana and not 66 kV substation Jeeda. 

Having clarified the issue of feeding substation, we may now clarify 

and interpret the issues relating to service line and 

backup/common line for the purpose of computing charges 

recoverable from applicants/consumers as per regulation 9 of the 

Supply Code. We may refer to section 2(61) of the Act read with 

regulation 2(z) of the Supply Code, 2007 wherein service line has 

been defined as under: 

 “Service Line” means any electric supply line through which 

electricity is, or is intended to be, supplied – 
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(i) to a single consumer either from a distributing main or 

immediately from the Distribution Licensee’s premises; 

or 

(ii) from a distributing main to a group of consumers on the 

same premises or on contiguous premises supplied 

from the same point of the distributing main;” 

 Thus service line is the electric line through which electricity is 

supplied or is intended to be supplied to a single consumer.  In the 

instant case, since only the petitioner is being fed from 3.2 KMs of 

line from 66 kV Substation, Jeeda , so the entire 3.2 KMs of 66 kV 

line from 66 kV Substation Jeeda to the premises of the petitioner 

is the service line. The common/backup line is that portion of line 

which is used by other consumers also and is connected to the 

feeding substation, which in the instant case is 220 kV substation, 

Baja Khana.  Thus, the 9.349 KMs of 66 kV line from 220 kV 

substation, Baja Khana to 66 kV substation Jeeda is the 

backup/common portion of the line for which the petitioner is 

liable to pay the proportionate cost as per the Cost Data 

approved by the Commission. 

 The petitioner referred to the Order of the Commission dated 

11.06.2012 in Petition No.5 of 2012 in the matter of M/s Trident 

Ltd., Barnala Versus PSPCL.  The argument of the petitioner is 

that his case is similar to Trident Ltd., wherein the Commission had 

held that where an EHT consumer, who has paid the actual cost of 

line, requests for additional load which can be released from the 

same line without any augmentation then he is not liable to pay 

further Service Connection Charges. We have examined the order 
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of the Commission and observed that in Trident case, a load of 

23987 kW with contract demand of 16000 kVA was released by 

erecting a 66 kV line from 220 kV Substation Handaya and the 

entire cost of this line including bay was borne by the firm.  The 

firm applied for additional load of 13000 kW with contract demand 

of 19000 kVA, which was allowed to be released from the same 66 

kV line. PSPCL demanded a service connection charges 

amounting to ₹1,54,20,247/- on kW/kVA basis, which was 

contested by the firm on the plea that as per regulation 9.1.2(i)(c) 

of the Supply Code, 2007, no additional charges were payable as 

the existing line can take up the additional load. PSPCL argued 

that proviso below regulation 9.1.1(i)(c) which provides that the 

charges payable by an EHT applicant for release of new 

connection will not be less than those computed on kW/kVA basis, 

has inadvertently left to be added below regulation 9.1.2(i)(c) but is 

also applicable of extension in load cases covered under 

regulation 9.1.2 (i) (c). So the question before the Commission in 

the instant petition was whether proviso under regulation 9.1.1 (i) 

(c) is also applicable for extension in load/demand, which is 

actually governed by regulation 9.1.2 (i) (c) of the Supply Code, 

2007.  The Commission in its Order dated 11.06.2012 in Petition 

No.5 of 2012 held that proviso under regulation 9.1.1 (i) (c) of 

Supply Code, 2007 is not provided under regulation 9.1.2(i)(c) and 

rejected the plea of PSPCL that it had advertently been left out to 

be added below regulation 9.1.2(i)(c). Both these regulations are 

independent relating to charges for new connection and for 

extension in load respectively.  Thus the Commission clarified that 

the demand of additional Service Connection Charges on the basis 
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of kW/kVA basis, in that case, is not payable by the firm. The 

Commission nowhere held that in case an EHT consumer has paid 

cost of EHT line and requests for additional load, which can be fed 

from the same line without any augmentation then such EHT 

consumer shall not be liable to pay the proportionate cost of 

backup/common line up to feeding substation including bay. In the 

case of Trident Ltd. since the line emanates from 220 kV 

substation Handaya, which was the feeding substation, so there 

was no backup/common line and accordingly no charges on 

proportionate basis was payable by the firm.   

 However, in the present case, there exists a backup/common line 

from 220 kV substation Baja Khana to 66 kV substation Jeeda so 

proportionate cost shall be payable by the petitioner. However, 

such charges shall not be subject to minimum charges computed 

on kW/kVA basis since proviso under regulation 9.1.1(i)(c) was not 

applicable for extension in load cases, which were governed by 

regulation 9.1.2(i)(c), as existed at that time. This position has 

been admitted by PSPCL in its submissions wherein it has been 

conceded that ₹54 lac has been wrongly got deposited from the 

petitioner for release of extension in load due to misinterpretation 

of regulations by the field officers and only the proportionate cost 

of the backup/common line from the 220 kV substation Baja Khana 

to 66 kV substation Jeeda amounting to ₹20,16,000/- were 

recoverable from the petitioner.  

 In view of above, PSPCL is directed to calculate the charges 

payable by the petitioner for release of extension in load in 

accordance with the interpretation/clarification rendered 
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above as per the cost data approved by the Commission and 

applicable at that time. PSPCL is further directed to refund the 

excess amount to the petitioner within one month of the issue 

of this Order. In case, the petitioner is not satisfied with the 

amount calculated by PSPCL as per the interpretation of 

Supply Code rendered through this Order, the petitioner shall 

be free to approach the grievances settlement mechanism of 

the licensee as per law. 

 In view of the above interpretation and clarification, the petitioner 

and/or the respondents are free to re-calculate the charges 

payable at the time of release of connection provided the same are 

admissible as per law of limitation and any other law/regulations 

applicable in this case.   

 The petitioner failed to satisfy the Commission regarding any willful 

contravention of the provisions of Supply Code by the respondents 

and thus no case for action under section 142 of the Electricity Act, 

2003 is warranted.   

 The petition is disposed of accordingly. 

        Sd/-              Sd/- 

 (S.S.Sarna)       (D.S.Bains) 
 Member        Chairman. 

 

 

Chandigarh 

Dated: 14.02.2017 


