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Between 

Sri.G.Muniratnam, C/o. M/s. Sri Ajanthy Foods, D.No. 2-1-122/79, 

T.R.Kandriga, M.Kothur Post, Nagari Post, Chittoor.  

  ...Appellant/ Complainant 
And 

The CGM/Operation/APSPDCL/Tirupati/Chittoor District  

 
The above representation- appeal filed on 22-09-2018 has come up 

for final hearing before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 06-11-2018 at Chittoor. 

The complainant, as well as the respondent, was  present. Having 

considered the  representation-appeal  besides the oral and written 

submissions made by the complainant  and the respondent, the Vidyut 

Ombudsman passed the following: 

 

ORDER 

 

1. This appeal has been preferred by the appellant-complainant against the 

order dated.07-08-2018 in C.G.NO:324/2017-18/ Tirupati Circle, passed 

by the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Southern Power  

Distribution Company of A.P. Limited, Tirupati, dismissing the complaint 

filed by the complainant with respect to the collection  of development 

charges of Rs.1.8 lakh  by the licensee-opposite party while providing a new 

electricity connection to the consumer, with a prayer  for refund of  the 

above mentioned developmental charges paid, with interest. 

 

2. At the outset, I would like to say that the complaint was  presented 
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before the Forum not in accordance with the  Annexure -I including the 

'Nomination' given at the end of the Regulation No.03/2016 and that  the 

secretary of the Forum, without proper scrutiny, obtained the orders of the 

Forum for admission of the complaint for hearing. 

 

3.  The facts leading to file this appeal-representation are that M/S.Shri 

Ajanthy Foods, represented by its proprietor, Ganta Padma, Mittakandrika 

Village, Nindra Mandal of Chittoor District,  made an application for a new 

electrical connection from the respondent to  the above  industry for 150 

KVA with a connected load of 195 HP under HT Category - I at 11 KV 

Potential, that the concerned prepared a cost estimation for extension of 

HT supply to the consumer estimating the charges to be paid by the 

consumer-complainant as follows: 

 

      (1). Development charges ... Rs. 1,80,000/-; (2). cubical charges .... 

Rs.1,91,010/; (3).Service Line Charges .....Rs.42,980/; and 4. security 

deposit charges ....Rs. 2,25,000/-,that the consumer paid the above 

amounts  and  obtained a new electrical connection on 6.6.2015 and that 

thereafter, as the respondent did not give proper reply to the questionnaire 

given on behalf of the consumer touching the collection of charges, the 

consumer filed the complaint  before the Forum with the relief stated supra 

by alleging that the collection of development charges is illegal and unjust 

as well as another complaint with respect to the collection of cubical 

charges etc., instead of filing one complaint with respect to both charges.    

There is no grievance with regard to collection of service line charges as 

well as the security deposit charges.  

  

(4). The case of the respondent is  that the complainant sought for 

extension of supply at 11 KV potential from an existing line(11 KV industrial 

feeder emanating from 33/11 KV (Mittakandriga SS) and that paragraph -

8(1) of the Regulation No.4/13 coupled with the Guidelines, vide 

Lr.No.APERC/E-202/DD-Dist/2016,Dt.9.9.2016, of the Hon'ble APERC 

authorizes the licensee to collect development charges.   
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5. No oral or documentary evidence was adduced by both parties before the 

Forum. The Forum, after considering the material available on record, 

dismissed the complaint as stated supra. Not satisfied with the above order 

of the Forum, the complainant preferred this representation before this 

authority. No oral or documentary evidence is adduced even before this 

authority. 

 

6. The complainant submitted  that the clause 8 of the Regulation 

No.4/2013 says that the licensee can collect development charges if there 

is a provision in the Electricity Act,2003 regarding the development 

charges, and since such a provision is not there in the Act, the licensee is 

not entitled to collect development charges,  that as per clause 4(3) of  the 

Regulation No.4/2013,the licensee can collect development charges from 

only EHT service consumers  or consumers with dedicated feeders and as 

the consumer in this case is only an HT service consumer, the said clause is 

not applicable  to him, that as the licensee is doing retail business, there is 

no need for it to collect development charges or cost of infra-structure 

from consumers, that the consumer has to pay bills for a minimum period of 

one year and the recovery of amount  for 1 year minimum period enables  

the licensee to recover the investment made by it on the consumer,  that 

the orders of the APERC dated.9.9.2016 are not general orders and that the 

Forum did not consider all the facts mentioned in the complaint. He also 

made some submissions not relevant for a decision in this case. He quoted 

the provisions of section 61(b) and (d) and section 62(1)(d) of the Electricity 

Act,2003 touching the aspect of "Tariff" besides the provisions of the 

Electricity Regulatory Commissions Act,1998,a repealed Act. He also 

submitted that the Airport Economic Regulatory  Authority decided to 

refund the excess user development  fee collected from passengers.  

 

7. The respondent submitted written submissions stating that the 

development charges were collected from the complainant in accordance 

with the provisions of the Act,2003 and the Regulation No.4/2013. 
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8. The following points are framed for consideration:  

         1.whether  the  collection of development charges of Rs.1.8 lakh is  

  illegal? 

          2.To what relief? 

 

9. Point No.1: The main question to be seen in this case is only whether the 

licensee collected development charges in this case not in accordance with 

the provisions of the Act,2003 or any Regulation made there under, or the 

directions, orders or guidelines of the Hon'ble APERC?  For the purpose of 

considering the controversy what is relevant  are the provisions of section 

46 of the Electricity Act,2003 besides the clause 8 of the Regulation 

No.4/2013 including Annexure-1,and also, the condition No.5.3.3 of the 

GTCS-2006  besides the relevant portion of the letter of the Hon'ble 

commission with  guidelines. dated.9.9.2016 which I am re-producing for 

the purpose of deciding the point. 

 
        46.Power to recover expenditure:- The State Commission may, by 

regulations, authorize a distribution license 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. 

 
   (Regulation 4/2013 ) 8:Specific Provision for Development Charges 

    (1) The Distribution Licensee shall collect development charges subject 

to the provisions of Act and this Regulation and subject to such directions, 

orders or guidelines, the Commission may issue from time to time. the 

Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover from applicant, requiring 

supply of electricity, expenses on normative basis towards part of upstream 

network cost that the Distribution Licensee has already incurred or to be 

incurred in extending power supply to the applicant. 

 
       (2) The development charges on normative basis are arrived using 

shallow approach limiting the network cost to the next immediate higher 

voltage level. The Distribution Licensee shall levy development charges on 

per kVA/kW basis as per the schedule (Annexure-I) enclosed. 
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       (3) The Distribution Licensee shall recover full cost of transformer in 

case of commercial complexes, apartments and multi storied buildings 

where a dedicated transformer is provided while extending new LT service 

connection. In such cases, the Distribution Licensee is not entitled to 

collect development charges and shall own the transformer and maintain it. 

The Distribution Licensee shall not extend power supply to any other 

consumer from the dedicated transformer other than the consumer who has 

borne the full cost of Transformer. 

 
     (4) In case of L.T. Supply, the responsibility of erection of distribution 

transformer lies with the Distribution Licensee and shall not charge cost of 

transformer to any consumer except those consumers mentioned in para 3 

above and levy only development charges. 

 
     (5) The Distribution Licensee shall not charge development charges to a 

consumer who seek temporary supply. 

 
     (6) The Distribution Licensee is entitled to collect difference cost of 

development charges, in case of change of category from lower 

development charges category to higher development charges category. The 

Distribution Licensee is not entitled to collect development charges for 

restoring the de-rated capacity to the original level. 

 
     (7) If any existing consumer requested for splitting of service into two 

different categories, the Distribution Licensee is not entitled to collect full 

development charges. The DISCOM is entitled to collect short fall amount if 

any resulting out of splitting. For example, a 50 kW commercial service may 

require splitting of his service into two categories, viz., 20 kW commercial 

category and 30 kW industrial category. 

 
     (8) Subject to the provisions of Act and this Regulation and subject to 

such directions, orders or guidelines issued by the Commission, the 

Distribution Licensees shall file revised development charges, if required, 

for approval, once in five years along with MYT proposals.  

 



 

Page No 6 of 9 

 

Annexure-1 

Schedule of Development Charges 

 

Tariff  

Category 

Category of  

Service 

Category of Service 

HT HT Services 11 kV - Rs.1,200/- per kVA or Part thereof, of 

the Contracted Demand 

33 kV - Rs.1,200/- per kVA or Part Thereof, of 

the Contracted Demand 

Above 33 kV - Rs 1,000/- per kVA or part 

thereof, of the Contracted Demand  

 

Condition No. 5.3.3. of GTCS of 2006 

Development charges 

      The amounts payable by the consumer towards development charges of 

new connection/ additional load under LT and HT categories shall be at the 

rates notified by the Company with the approval of the Commission from 

time to time. The consumer shall pay these charges in advance, failing 

which the works for extension of supply shall not be taken up. These 

charges are non-refundable.(proviso is not necessary) 

Para 6 (2) of the Lr.No.APERC/E-202/DD-Dist/2016, dated 09-09-2016 runs 

as follows 

2.HT Connection: 

(i) Case - 1 

Extension of 11 KV service connections with a contracted demand, say 1000 

KVA involving 500 meters of 11 KV line. 

Charges to be collected 

a) Security deposit for 1000 KVA. 

b) Service line charges for erection of 500 meters 11 KV line. 

c) Development charges for 1000 KVA demand. 

d) No charges shall be collected for augmentation of Power Transformer 

capacity or for augmentation of the line capacity. 
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e) No charges shall be collected towards metering and allied equipment 

such as CT, PT, connecting cables, meter box and supporting structure of 

metering. 

 

10. From the above condition in the GTCS-2006, approved by the state 

commission, we can say that the licensee had been legally  authorized long 

back to collect development charges at the rates notified by the licensee 

with the approval of the state commission  from LT and HT consumers while 

providing a new  connection. Section 46 of the Act has vested the Hon'ble 

APERC with the power, by regulations, to authorize the licensee to recover 

the expenses reasonably incurred  in providing any electrical line or 

electrical plant used for the purpose of giving supply to any consumer on an 

application in pursuance of section 43 of the Act. Regulation No.4/2013 was  

made under the above section. A combined reading of the above  goes to 

show that the licensee is legally entitled to collect development charges as 

stated in the above Annexure-1 while providing a new connection to a 

consumer. As per the letter of the Hon'ble APERC dated.9.9.2016,we can 

say that the licensee was authorized to collect development charges from 

HT consumers. It does not appear to me that the collection of development 

charges by the licensee is not in accordance with the provisions of the Act 

or the Regulation, or the directions, orders, or the guidelines of the Hon'ble 

commission, and as such, it is difficult for this authority to accept the 

contention of the complainant that the collection of development charges is 

illegal or faulty, or that the licensee is not entitled to collect development 

charges from the consumer and as such, the amount collected towards 

development charges  is to be refunded by the licensee. It is not the case of 

the complainant that the licensee is collected more than the amount 

mentioned in the Annexure-1 of the Regulation No4/2013. Now, I  am 

Inclined to consider the relevant submissions made by the complainant. 

Clause 8 of the Regulation No.4/2013 does not contain any words to 

indicate that the licensee can only collect development charges if there is a 

provision in the Act regarding the development  charges. It says only that 

the Licensee shall collect development charges subject to the provisions of  
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Act and we cannot understand that sentence in the manner submitted by 

the complainant. According to the complainant, the phrase ' development 

charges subject to the provisions of the Act' used in the clause 8 of the 

above  Regulation means the existence of the same word 'development 

charges' in the Act.  In other words what is sought to be contended by the 

complainant is that unless it is specifically  mentioned in the Act that the 

licensee shall collect development charges, it cannot collect those charges 

under that head. I am afraid, I cannot subscribe to that proposition. If that 

word 'development charges' is there in the Act, there will be no need to 

make a Regulation or to make a specific provision touching the aspect of 

'development charges' in the Regulation. According to me,  it is a 

conditional sentence and it means that the licensee cannot collect 

development charges unless allowed by the provisions of the Act. The  

phrasal word ' expenses reasonably incurred' employed in section 46 of the 

Act allows it, according  to the Hon'ble APERC.I have nothing to say in that 

regard. Clause 4(3) of the Regulation No.4/2013 does not contain any words 

to indicate that the licensee can only collect development  charges from 

only EHT service consumers or consumer with a dedicated feeder. The 

remaining submissions need no detailed discussion for deciding the 

controversy in  this case.  I find no merit either in the submissions made by 

the complainant or  in this complaint. If the complainant feels that the Act 

does not allow the licensee to collect development charges or that the 

Regulation No.4/2013 is made not in accordance with the provisions of 

section 46 of the Act, his grievance cannot be redressed by this authority as 

it is not within my jurisdiction. Therefore, I am of the view that the 

licensee is entitled to collect development charges from its consumer while 

providing a new connection to him. This point, along with the question, is 

thus answered against the complainant. 

  

11.Point No:2. In view of my finding on point No.1,I am of the opinion that 

the complainant is not entitled to any relief and that this representation 

cannot be upheld  and is liable to be dismissed. This point is thus answered. 
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12. In the result, I dismiss the representation-appeal confirming the order 

of the Forum. Considering the facts of this case, I am not inclined to make 

any order as to costs. 

  

13. This order is corrected and signed on this 20th day of November, 2018. 

 

   14. A  copy of  this order is made available at                          

             www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.   

 

  

 Sd/-N.BASAVAIAH 

       VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

1. Sri.G.Muniratnam, C/o. M/s. Sri Ajanthy Foods, D.No. 2-1-122/79, 

T.R.Kandriga, M.Kothur Post, Nagari Post, Chittoor – 517590. 

 

2. The Chief General Manager/Operation/APSPDCL/Tirupati/Chittoor 

District -  

 

Copy to: 

3. The Chairman, C.G.R.F., APSPDCL,19/13/65/A, Srinivasapuram, 

Near 132 kV Substation, Tiruchanoor Road, Tirupati - 517 503 

 

4. The Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red 

Hills, Hyderabad - 500 004 

 

 

   


