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BEFORE THE UTTAR PRADESH ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

LUCKNOW 

 

Present: 

1. Shri J.L. Bajaj, Chairman 

2. Shri S.C. Dhingra, Member 

3. Shri Arun Sarkar, Member 

In the matter of: 

Limit of consumption of power during peak hours 

And 

In the matter of: 

M/s Gageshwari Metals Private Limited, Secunderabad, Bulandshar 
Represented by Sri. Vishal Dixit Advocate & Rajeev Verma  

---Petitioner 

And 

U.P. Power Corporation Ltd., Lucknow  
Represented by Sri. D.D Chopra, Advocate  
   
 

----Respondents 

Lucknow 

Date: 16th December 2002 
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ORDER 

 

M/s Gageshwari Metals Private Limited, 

Secunderabad, Bulandshar (Petitioner) has filed a petition, under clause 7.27, 7.28 & 

7.29 of the Electricity Supply Code-2002, against the demand of additional security 

money raised by UP Power Corporation Ltd., (Respondent).   

The petitioner applied to the respondent for an 

electric connection of 3.2 MVA contracted load under HV-2 class of consumer 

category. The respondent asked the petitioner vide letter No. 2922/R-5 dated 26th 

February 2002 to deposit an amount of Rs.44, 29, 221/= for release of connection. 

The break up of the amount provided in the letter is as follows: 

  

Sl.No. Particulars Amount 

1. Security 

(3200*378*2) 

24,19,200.00 

2. Line Charges 15,94,021.00 

3. System loading 

charges (3200*130)

4,16,000.00 

 

On depositing the above amount (including the 

security amount of Rs.24,19,200=00) by the petitioner the respondent released the 

electric connection on 9th August 2002. In the electric bill for the month of October 

2002 issued in November 2002, the respondent demanded an additional security of 

Rs.47, 47, 856/= from the petitioner. The petitioner represented against this demand 

of the additional security amount to the concerned, Deputy General Manager and 

General Manager of UPPCL. On the representation of the petitioner the General 

Manger (Distribution) Meerut Zone instructed the concerned Deputy General 

Manager, “Pl. accept security amount in two months by 20/12/02”. The petitioner has 

submitted that the demand of additional security by the respondent is unjustified as it 

is against the provisions for security deposits specified in clause 4.54.2 (c) of the 

Electricity Supply Code-2002 (hereinafter referred as ‘Code’). The petitioner has 
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prayed that additional security demand of Rs.47,47,856/= by the respondent through 

electricity bill of October 2002 be quashed and the respondent be directed to raise 

demand if any, only on the basis of 12 months average or after the closure of current 

financial year, as per the provisions of the Code.  

The Code details the obligations of the Licensee 

and consumers vis-à-vis each other and specifies the set of practices that shall be 

adopted by the Licensee to provide efficient, cost-effective and consumer friendly 

service to the consumers. Clause 4.54.2 of the Code deal with the security deposit. Its 

sub-clauses from  (a) to (c) are relevant to the issue and are reproduced below: - 

  

“4.54.2   (a) A security deposit to cover the estimated power consumption for two 

months shall be made by all consumers. The estimated consumption 

and security deposit amount for different categories shall be determined 

by the Licensee with the approval of the Commission. In case of 

enhancement of load, only additional security to cover the additional 

consumption shall need to be deposited.  

(b) The security amount shall be revised as per the tariff order. 

(c) The Licensee may give notice to any consumer for deposit of additional 

deposit if: 

(i) The security deposit falls short of covering the estimated power   

consumption bill for 2 months based on his average monthly 

consumption for the preceding financial year. 

(ii) The security deposit is reduced due to adjustment of outstanding        

dues. 

The consumer shall deposit the additional sum 

within 15 days of the notice failing which the Licensee may take steps for 

disconnection.”  

The petitioner has argued that as per the above 

sub-clause (c), no security can be enhanced without taking average of 12 months and 

if consumption of 12 months is not available, security cannot be enhanced. Therefore, 

the consumption of 2 months cannot be made the basis for the enhancement of 

security. The petitioner has also submitted that in the coming 10 months his electricity 
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consumption is likely to be less than that of in Sept & Oct. 2002. In that situation the 

demand for additional security will become totally unwarranted and unlawful.   

The security is taken from the consumer to cover 

the expected consumption of the future two months. The basis for determination of 

future consumption specified in the Code is “ average monthly consumption of the 

preceding year. In this case, the consumption of preceding financial year is not 

available as the connection was released in August 2002 only. Whenever a new 

connection is released the respondent determines the security amount on the basis of 

its order No% 617&lh-;w-&nks@,l&8 fnukWd% 7-3-94. The order is reproduced below: 

 

bysfDVzflfV ¼lIykbZ½ ,DV] 1948 ¼,sDV la[;k 54] 1948½ dh /kkjk 49 ,oa 79 ,oa mlds v/khu ifj’kn 

}kjk xfBr fo|qr vkiwfrZ ¼miÒksDrk½ fofu;ekoyh 1984 ¼d.Mh”ku vkQ lIykbZ½ ds v/khu “kfDr;ks 

,oa bl lEcU/k esa vU; leLr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq, ,oa bl fo’k; ij iw.kZ ikfjr leLr 

vkns”kksa dks fujLr djrs gq,] mRrj izns”k jkT; fo|qr ifj’kn] fofÒUu Js.kh ds miÒksDrkvksa ls yh tkus 

okyh izfrÒwfr@vfrfjDr izfrÒwfr] fuEuor fu/kkZfjr djrs gSa%& 

 

¼v½ izkjfEÒd izfrÒwfr %  miÒksDrkvksa ls izkjfEÒd izfrÒwfr ¼tekur½ /kujkf”k fuEu izdkj ls yh 

tk,xh%& 

  

¼1½ ?kjsyw rFkk v?kjsyw jks”kuh ia[kk o ikoj  :i;s 300@& izfr fdyksokV  

¼2½ LkkoZtfud jks”kuh  :i;s 1000@& izfr fdyksokV 

¼3½ futh uydwi@ifEiax lsV ¼flapkbZ dk;Z½     :i;s 200@& izfr v”o”kfDr 

¼4½ IkfCyd okVj oDlZ] lhost+ rFkk ifEiax  :i;s 1000@& izfr fdyksokV 

¼5½ Yk?kq ,oa e/;e “kfDr ,oa cMs rFkk Òkjh “kfDr 

¼IkfCyd okVj oDl]Z lhost+ rFkk ifEiax dks NksMdj½ 

  

U;qure :i;s 300@& izfr v”o ”kfDr 

vFkok ekfld U;wure pktZ dk nks xquk 

¼6½ jktdh; uydwi] iEi dSuky rFkk fyQV bjhxs”ku RknSo 

¼7½ jsyos VzSD”ku  RknSo 

¼8½ fo”o cSad uydwi] fyQV bjhxs”ku oDlZ vkfn RknSo 

¼9½ vkdZ@b.MD”ku QusZl] jksfyax@jh&jksfyax feYl ,oa RknSo 
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feuh LVhy Iyk.V  

 

lÒh ljdkjh] v}Zljdkjh rFkk vU; miÒksDrkvksa] ftuds lIykbZ ls iwoZ izfrÒwfr dh /kujkf”k] fdUgha 

ifj’knh; vknskksa@NwV vkfn ds dkj.k ugha yh x;h gSa] ls izkjfEÒd izfrÒwfr dh ekWx mDr ds vuqlkj 

rhl fnu dh uksfVl nsdj olwy dh tk,xhA le; vUrxZr /kujkf”k izkIr u gksus dhs n”kk esa 

miÒksDrk dh vkiwfrZ foPNsfnr dh tk ldrh gSA 

 

¼c½ vfrfjDr izfrÒwfr%  mu miÒksDrkvksa] ftUgsa dusD”ku fn;k tk pqdk gS] mudh izfrÒqfr dk 

iquZjh{k.k izR;sd foRrh; o’kZ dh lekfIr ij fuEuor~ fd;k tk,xkA  

¼1½ ?kjsyw ,oa v?kjsyw jks”kuh ia[kk o ikWoj ¼1½ fdlh Òh foRrh; o’kZ esa fdlh Òh nks fcyksa ds 

Òqxrku u gksus dh n”kk esa A 

 

  ml foRrh; o’kZ ds vkSlru nks ekg ds fcy ds 

/kujkf”k ds lerqY; A 

¼2½ LkkoZtfud jks”kuh  xr foRRkh; o’kZ ds vkSlru nks ekg ds fcy dh 

/kujkf”k ds lerqY; A  

¼3½ futh uydwi@ifEiax lsV ¼flapkbZ dk;Z½     rnSo 

¼4½ IkfCyd okVj oDlZ] lhost+ rFkk ifEiax  rnSo 

¼5½ Yk?kq ,oa e/;e “kfDr ,oa cMs rFkk Òkjh “kfDr 

¼IkfCyd okVj oDl]Z lhost+ rFkk ifEiax dks 

NksMdj½ 

  

rnSo 

¼6½ jktdh; uydwi] iEi dSuky rFkk fyQV 

bjhxs”ku 

RknSo 

¼7½ jsyos VzSD”ku  RknSo 

¼8½ fo”o cSad uydwi] fyQV bjhxs”ku oDlZ vkfn RknSo 

¼9½ vkdZ@b.MD”ku QusZl] jksfyax@jh&jksfyax 

feYl ,oa feuh LVhy Iyk.V  

RknSo 
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mijksDr vkadyu ds vuqlkj ;fn izfrÒwfr dh /kujkf”k igys tek dh x;h /kujkf”k ls vf/kd vkrh gS 

rc vfrfjDr /kujkf”k dh ekax miÒksDrk ls 45 fnuksa dh uksfVl nsdj izkIr dh tk,xhA le; vUrxZr 

/kujkf”k izkIr u gksus dh n”kk esa miÒksDrk dh vkiwfrZ foPNsfnr dh tk ldrh gSA  

The petitioner falls in ¼v½-(9) category of consumer 

class specified in the above order. The respondent has estimated the security amount 

of the petitioner in its above-referred letter No. 2922/R-5 dated 26th February 2002 on 

the basis of this order. It is clear from clause ¼c½ of the above order of the respondent 

that security could be re-examined only after the end of the financial year. The counsel 

for the respondent Sri Deepak Chopra agreed that the action by the Executive 

Engineer could be taken only under the provisions of the Code.  

The Commission upholds the appeal of the 

petitioner and directs the respondent to withdraw the demand of additional security 

made to the petitioner in the electricity bill of October 2002.  
 

 
 

(Arun Sarkar)   (S.C Dhingra)                    (J. L Bajaj)    
 Member               Member                                Chairman 
 
 
 
16th December 2002 
Lucknow   


