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TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
(Constituted under section 82(1) of the Electricity Act, 2003) 

(Central Act 36 of 2003) 
PRESENT: 
 
Thiru M. Chandrasekar     …  Chairman 
     and 
Thiru K. Venkatasamy     …   Member (Legal) 
 

P.R.C. No.1 of 2021 
Thiru. S.NeelakantaPillai 
F4, Plot No.144, Lakshmi Nagar 6th Street 
Madipakkam, Chennai – 600 091. 

.... Petitioner 
       (Party-in-Person) 

Vs. 
1. ThiruAsokan 
 Chief Engineer 
 Transmission Projects I 
 and his predecessor, TANTRANSCO, Chennai 
 
2. ThiruKannan 
 Chief Engineer 
 System Operation, Chennai 
 and his predecessor, TANTRANSCO 
 
3. ThiruSadayappaVallal 
 Chief Engineer 
 P&C Wing and his predecessor 
 TANTRANSCO, Chennai 

          …Respondents 
        (Thiru. V. Anil Kumar 
                   Advocate for the Respondents)  
 

Dates of hearing: 06-07-2021; 27-07-2021; 17-08-2021; 
  31-08-2021; 14-09-2021 and                   
                                           21-09-2021 
 

  Date of order : 12-10-2021 
The above Petition came up for final hearing on 21.09.2021. The 

Commission upon perusing the affidavit filed by the petitioner, counter affidavit 

filed by the respondent and all other connected records and after hearing both 

the parties passes the following:- 
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ORDER 
 
1.  Prayer of the Petitioner in P.R.C. No.1 of 2021:- 
 
 The prayer of the Petitioner in P.R.C. No. 1 of 2021 is as follows:- 

(i) Mr.Asokan, CE/Transmission ProjectsI/TANTRANSCO and his 

predecessors has committed in their capacity by wantonly makes loss to the 

public sector undertakings in turn loss to the Consumer / end user including the 

petitioner and this is against the duties as defined in Electricity Act, 2003 Section 

40 (a). Hence, suitable action as per the sections 142 of Electricity Act, 2003 

shall be taken and impose maximum penalty.  

(ii) Further, Mr. SadayappaVallal, CE/P&C/ TANTRANSCO and Mr. Kannan, 

CE/System Operation/Chennai/TANTRANSCO and their respective 

predecessors are also failed in their duties respectively and this is against the 

duties as defined in Electricity Act, 2003 Section 40 (a). Hence, suitable action as 

per the sections 142 of Electricity Act, 2003 shall be taken to impose maximum 

penalty.  

(iii) Further, Mr. Asokan, CE / Transmission Projects I / TANTRANSCO,                    

Mr. SadayappaVallal, CE/P&C and Mr. Kannan, CE/ System Operation, Chennai  

and their respective predecessors with sulterior motive abstained from executing 

the agreement which was made by them on behalf of Licensee and they have 

committed crime to favour the Contractor which is punishable with imprisonment 

as per Section 150 Abetment sub section (2) of  Electricity Act, 2003. Hence, as 

per the section above they shall be prosecuted.  
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(iv) Further, the petitioner is an affected as well as interested personand because 

of the poor working of the Utility, come forward to file this complaint, requesting 

the Commission to take action as per the Conduct of Business Regulations of 

TNERC, section 16 (1) against Mr. Asokan, CE/Transmission Projects 

I/TANTRANSCO, Mr. Sadayappavallal, CE/ P&C and Mr. Kannan, CE/System 

Operation, Chennai and their respective predecessors to be taken.  

 

(v) Further, the petitioner is a consumer not doing any business with the said 

Licensee other than an end user, requesting the Commission to register and 

prosecute the complaint as per the provision of “Complaint against the working of 

a utility by the end user/ consumer” through Section 6 Table, sub category (11)  

of Fees and Fines Regulations  (E & F). 

 

2. Facts of the Case:- 

This petition has been filed against the working of a utility by the end user/ 

consumer” through Section 6 Table, sub category (11) of Fees and Fines 

Regulations (E & F). 

 

3. Contentions of the Petitioner:- 

3.1  The petitioner is a consumer bearing consumer number 09 2452355584. 

Petitioner wants to file a complaint against the utility for the welfare of the energy 

sector in turn to protect the Consumer. 
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3.2   Tamil Nadu Transmission Corporation Limited (TANTRANSCO) is doing 

business as transmission licensee in Tamil Nadu. They have executed one 

scheme of providing I No 110 KV UG Cable feeder between 230 KV Alandur SS 

and 110 KV Guindy SS for Chennai network development purpose for reliable 

source and for operational flexibility. The scope of the scheme contains design, 

detail engineering, manufacture, supply of 1.7 Kms of 110 KV, 1 x 630 sqm Al. 

XLPE cable with accessories, laying of cable, erection of joints and terminations 

and final testing and commissioning under Turnkey basis.  

 

3.3    Project cost is Rs.4.6 crores. The work was awarded to M/s Universal cable 

Limited through LOI No. CE /TR / SE/ TR III /EE / C/ A2 / F. T 1939 / LOI 2839 

/D. 35/17 Dt 14.02.2016. Project period is 18 months and date of schedule 

completion is 13.08.2017. But the project is not yet completed till the date of 

10.02.2021. This is the failure of the Licensee as detailed below.  

 

3.4 Cable laying work was completed long back and first test charge was carried 

out on 25.02.2019 but it was perfect. Subsequently few more attempt has also 

been made to test the cable but not successful. Up to 10.02.2021, the 110 KV 

Feeder was not put into beneficial service even after lapse of four years from the 

date of schedule completion.  

 

3.5  Bill for the payment of Rs.3.65 Crs has been sanctioned including LD and 

road cut charges and Rs.2.81 Crs has already been released to the Contractor 
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well in advance exclusively to the contractor, as reported by CE / Transmission 

Projects - I. Road cut charges approximately Rs.38 Lakhs has also been spent 

by the TANTRANSCO. Rs.46 lakhs maximum has been proposed to be 

deducted from the project cost for Liquidated damage due to project delay.  

 

3.6  Superintending Engineer / Chennai Development Circle – I in his letter 

reference No. Lr No. SE/CDC I/ AEE/Tech / F. LOI  No. 2839  / D. No. 380 / 19, 

Dt. 28.05.19 addressed to Superintending Engineer / Operation / South, has 

reported as follows: 

i)  Particular 110 KV feeder was charged on 25.02.2019 but feeder tripped with R 

phase fault indication.  

ii) Executive Engineer / Control centre cables wing have carried out the cable 

fault identification and noticed that there is no cable fault in the R phase cable.  

iii) it was observed that the R Phase PT found defective and insulator inside the 

GIS was cracked.  

 

3.7  Executive Engineer / Operation / 230 KV  CMRL GIS SS, Alandur in his 

letter reference No. Lr No. EE / O / 230 KV CMRL Alandur GIS SS / AEE / M/AE 

/ M/ F No. 55 / D. No. 256 Dt. 13.10.2020,  addressed to Executive Engineer / 

CDC / South I  has reported as follows: 

i) Entire work of erection and commissioning was carried out by CDC wing and 

still not yet handed over to the 230 KV Alandur SS. 
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ii) After replacing with healthy VT and new Insulator of the I/D Termination of the 

cable sealing end the feeder was again test charged on 24.06.2020 and the 

feeder again tripped with same indication with SOFT R Ph Ground indication.  

iii) A line clear was issued to AE / CDC – I/Guindy on 25.11.2019 for attending 

the fault in 110 KV Guindyfeeder. Nearly 10 months period the LC was not still 

returned by AE / CDC – I/ Guindy.  

iv) Ithas come to be known that a new termination joint was replaced in R Phase 

cable and the work was completed on 01.10.2020. 

v) Reply was issued by the EE / Operation to EE / CDC – I / Guindy  against the 

request of charging the said feeder again, that the same was feeder has met with 

multiple fault tripping twice. Moreover in this feeder the IR value was taken by 

injecting 10 KV and high voltage (D.C) by more than 60 KV bt cables wing and by 

M/s Universal cables several ties after the fault has occurred. Giving high D.C. 

voltages several times to the cable is not a healthy practice in what it may 

weaken the Insulation of the cable. 

vi)  EE / operation has suggested that considering the circumstances stated it 

may not be advisable to test charge the feeder only based on the decision 

between EE / CDC -1 /Guindy  and EE /O/230 KV CMRL Alandur. And also told 

to get prior advice and approval from the higher authorities before taking any 

steps to charge this suspected faulty feeder. 
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3.8  Executive engineer / Control Centre / CDC in his letter reference No. Lr No. 

EE /CC/CDC/AEE/Cables –I/F. Consumer fault / D, 217/20 Dt. 28.09.2020, 

addressed to SE / CDC has reported as follows:  

i) On 25.09.2020 the DC HIPOT test was carried in the 110 KV, 1x630 

sqmmaluminium power cable from 230 KV Alandur GIS SS to 110 KV Guindy SS 

and withstood the HIPOT test. 

ii) SE / CDC may be addressed to detect the amount of Rs. 70,800 (20000 per 

cable + 18% GST) towards the testing charges from the M/s Universal Cable 

pending bills.  

 

3.9  Executive engineer / South /CDC –I in his letter addressed to EE / Operation 

/ Alandur  vide reference No. Lr No. EE /South/CDC-I/TANTRANSCO/AEE I/F. 

LOI 2839 / D. 215/20 Dt. 05.10.2020, has reported as follows: 

i) The cracked insulator has been replaced by L&T on 10.06.2019 and 110 KV 

spare VT was tested and replaced on 24.06.2019.  

ii) Again the feeder tripped with R Phase fault indication. 

iii) M/s Universal Cables Ltd suspected R phase indoor termination. IR Value R 

Phase- 4.91 G.ohm,  Y Phase- 40.83 G.ohm and  B phase- 35.6 G.ohm. 

iv) IR Value in R Phase is found low. Hence hi-pot test also conducted with EE / 

CC / Chennai and 65 KV withstood for 3 minutes for all three phases.  

v) Suspected R Phase GIS termination was replaced by new one.  

vi) In the Bay No. 104 DEW point test, degassing and gas filling was done by 

AEE /GIS/ Korattur. The DEW point result and also found satisfactory.  
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vii) Requested necessary arrangement may  be made for charging the feeder 

from 110 KV Guindy SS Side.   

 

3.10  Executive engineer / South /CDC –I in his letter addressed to M/s Universal 

Cables Ltd vide reference No. Lr No. EE /South/CDC-I/TANTRANSCO/AEE I/F. 

LOI 2839 / D. 240/20 Dt. 07.11.2020, has reported as follows: 

i) The IR Value furnished by your technical team in R Phase is 4.91 G.ohm is 

abnormal when compared to other phases Y and B phases  

ii) Hence the company was requested to clarify the healthiness and to charge the 

feeder. 

 

3.11  M/s Universal Cables Ltd in their letter addressed to EE / South / CDC I  

vide reference No. Lr No. T 1939 / EHV 226 / AVK - 096 Dt. 13.11.2020, has 

reported as follows: 

i)  As per IEC 60840 / IEC 62067 (Standard for EHV cables) there is no test for 

measuring insulation resistance or volume resistivity of insulation and standard 

does not specify requirement of  IR or VR. 

ii)  However, volume resistivity test is applicable for MV and LV cables as per IS 

or IEC and the specified value of VR of XLPE insulation for MV cable is 

minimum,  By substituting the value in the applicable formula  the calculated VR 

in ohms is higher than specified value of 1x10^14. 

iii) Hence request to arrange to charge the cable as the circuit is ready for 

charging for more than a month. 
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3.12Petitioner sought some information vide Lr No. CCD/TANTRANSCO/CE - TP 

I/ 00193/20 Dt. 02.12.2020. Executive Engineer, Transmission Projects-I in her 

letter to the Petitioner  vide reference No. Lr No.PIO/TP-I/ APIO/ F.RTI/D.No. 

1741 / 20 Dt, 17.12.2020 has reported as follows: 

i) The status of the project is under progress.  

ii) The Scope of work is Supply and laying of 110 KV, 1x630 sqmm cable from 

230 KV Alandur SS to 110 KV Guindy SS.    

 

3.13Petitioner has filed appeal petition vide Lr No. CCD/TANTRANSCO/CE - TP 

I/ 00209/20 Dt. 10.01.2021. Chief Engineer, Transmission Projects-I in his letter 

to the Petitioner vide reference No. Lr No.CE / TPCH /PIO/APIO/ F.RTI/D.No. 

189 / 21 Dt, 08.02.2021 has reported as follows: 

i) Extension of time for this work is not yet approved. 

ii) The due date for completion of project is 13.08.2017. 

iii) LD amount recovered is Rs. 0.46 Crs from bills passed after due date is 

exclusive of road cut charges. 

iv) The scope of the scheme contains design, detail engineering, manufacture, 

supply of 1.7 Kms of 110 KV, 1x 630 sq mm Al. XLPE cable with accessories, 

laying of cable, erection of joints and terminations and final testing and 

commissioning under Turnkey basis. 

v) Rs. 2.81 Crs has been paid to the Contractor. Balance supply and erection 

amount of Rs. 1.33 Crs (approximately) is pending as per the LOA conditions.  

vi)  The following equipment and cable accessories were failed. 
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a) Line side PT was failed and replaced. Cause of failure could be ascertained 

only at the time of rectification at factory end. 

b) One of the GIS insulator of indoor termination R phase was cracked and 

replaced by new one. 

c) The Y phase insulator flange of GIS termination was damaged and replaced. 

vii) Correspondence are made between concerned SEs with intimation to 

concerned CEs 

viii) This feeder is proposed in respect of Chennai network development for 

reliable source and for operational flexibility. Unit loss and operation constraint 

will not due to non-availability of this line.  

ix) The written confirmation from the authority concerned confirming that the work 

was carried out by M/s.Universal cable Ltd., as per LOI condition. 

x) The arrangements for commissioning will only be requested by the contractor 

from CDC/TANTRANSCO.  

 

3.14 There is only one meeting conducted for the entire projects to a span of 5 

years.   

3.15MoM between TANTRANASCO and M/s L&T and M/s Universal cable on 

the fault rectification of Alandur – Guindy feeder conducted on 21.10.2019 at the 

Chief Engineer / Transmission Projects – I chamber.   

 

3.16  The project was not handled as per the duties of transmission licensee 

fixed in the Act. Section 40 (a) of Electricity Act 2003, reads, “to build, maintain, 
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and operate an efficient, coordinated and economical inter-State transmission 

system or intra- State transmission system as the case may be”; 

Tamil Nadu Transparency in Tenders Act, 1998 section 17 says, “Officers 

deemed to be Public Servant.- Every Officer acting under or in pursuance of the 

provisions of this Act or rule or order or notification made thereunder, shall be 

deemed to be public servant within the meaning of section 21 of the Indian Penal 

Code (Central Act XLV of 1860)”. 

 

3.17  The higher officials especially CE / Transmission projects – I, has not 

reviewed the delay of the projects not even single day with the contractor and not 

even discussed with other CEs of the Operation and P&C wing to find out a 

solution for the reason to come over from the technical issues of failure of cable 

in each and every time while testing. The MoM document produced by the CE / 

Transmission projects – I is fabricated document with anti date. This was 

prepared after fixing responsibility to him by the petitioner. Two different minutes 

have been fabricated and produced for one meeting held on 21.10.2019 in order 

to satisfy the petitioner. In one of the minutes SE was said to have signed and 

other one CE was said to have signed, the content is also different. In that 

minutes nothing was discussed effectively about the delay in the project, 

concerned about the public money was spent and kept idle for years together, it 

was not converted into asset, action against violation of contractual terms, 

accountability fixed to the delay attributable to whom, what the problem was and 

how to solve the issues….etc 
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3.18 There was no correspondence made between the level of higher officials 

not even in the rank of Superintending Engineer level in spite of number of SEs 

and CEs are working in the different wings. None of them took care about the 4.6 

Crs worth project. 

 

3.19  Installation of UG cable feeder for just 1.7 Kms is the only scope. There is 

no ROW issue as per the correspondence furnished. The Contractor is the 

manufacture of all size of EHT cables. They have vast experience in all kind of 

technicality related issues of the cable. Even though, the work was taken to 

complete hardly 5 years. Noshow cause notice was issued to the Contractor to till 

date. The matter was not viewed seriously in any level by the entire 

management.  

 

3.20  It is learnt from unreliable source that total Rs. 4.14 Crs has already been 

released to the Contractor including road cut charges before commissioning the 

project. Only Rs.0.46 Crs is pending towards LD. The Security Deposit has not 

been forfeited for not complying withthe contractual obligation and the  abnormal 

lapses of the Contractor.  

 

3.21  Extension of project time was not issued, whether it was requested by the 

Company or not, no clarity, the entire project was idle for 42 months without any 

productivity. But the Contractor was allowed to take his own time to complete or 
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discontinue since the payment has already been made without any time bound 

responsibility fixed to the Contractor by the CE / Transmission Projects I / 

TANTRANSCO. This is against the contractual obligation. 

 

3.22  As reported by CE / Transmission Projects I, the Cable trench digging, 

cable laying and trench back filling work was done by the Contractor. Almost in 

all similar projects, the work is being done by the Sub contractors only. The 

management is not in a position to get confirmation from the main Contractor in 

this regard. If the work was done by the main contractor, then the list of workers 

and name of the supervisors actually did the work might / have been available 

with the client, but none of the information was recorded. For that, necessary 

approval from the labour department or Corporation as applicable should have 

been obtained. But nothing was disclosed to the petitioner.  If the company has 

executed the erection work well, then the erection team must have been 

occupied in Chennai only.  No information about the branch office of the main 

contractor located at Chennai is available with the Client. This is proved beyond 

the doubt that the supervision during the cable laying work was totally ignored by 

the Management. Suspected poor quality of workmanship during laying and back 

filling of trench might be the reason for the failure of cable.   

 

3.23  If any equipment got failed during the test charge carried out in the new 

cable, the expenditure should be borne by the Contractor. But in this case, there 

was no mention about the recovery of the cost of failed equipments or deduction 
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if any from the bills due to the Contractor. In order to favour the contractor, it is  

stated in point 3.8 (vi) (a, b and c) the reason for failure not yet been confirmed 

and other two failures have not been explained even after lapse of years. The 

details about the accountability of the failure and its compensation were not fixed. 

 

3.24  Chief Engineer / Transmission Projects – I has confirmed that the new 

feeder was proposed in respect of Chennai network development for reliable 

source and for operational flexibility. And also he certified that the delay in 

commissioning of project will not occur unit loss and operation constraint. And 

also the recovery of LD amount was equated with the operation constraints. This 

is not correct. He is playing the word game of operational flexibility and 

operational constraints are different.  If there is no impact due to absence of 

particular feeder proposed to be commissioned, investing public money of Rs. 

4.6Crs for this feeder is unworthy. Secondly, he is not an authority to confirm 

about the network operational constraints since it should be declared by the 

operation wing as well as P&C wing which are provided separately as per the 

norms in force.  No such coordination meeting or correspondence has been 

established by the CE / TP I.  This is pure abetment of CE / Transmission 

Projects I with the Contractor to make loss to the public sector organization of 

TANTRANSCO.  

 

3.25  The Statement of CE / Transmission Projects I is surprising since it is 

reported that there was no loss due to delay of project by 42 months beyond 
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schedule completion as per LOA. He simply hid the factual things happened in all 

projects which are being executed to satisfy the funding agency to meet the 

mandatory requirement against the loan with higher rate of interest.  

 

3.26  Therefore, CE / Transmission Projects I has colluded with the Contractor 

allow the project to violate contractual obligation and purposely delayed the 

project without taking any action supposed to be taken if the contractor is not 

complying with the contractual obligation.  

 

3.27  Contractor is also the manufacturer of the cable and they have benefitted 

through this contract in such a way to sold the cable to the third party and got the 

payment pertaining to the cable. There was delay in execution part only that also 

the administration from the licensee side has not shown any serious about the 

delay and moreover the administration is not serious about timely completion of 

the project due to the ulterior motive 

 

3.28  As there is no transparency in administration voluntarily and the public 

servants are also not ready to share the information through RTI Act, 2005. 

Therefore the petitioner could reach to some extent that it is proved beyond the 

doubt that there is a failure in discharge of duty as a public servant.   

 

3.29  The expenditure of 4.6 Crs might have been incorporated in Capital 

Investment plan for approval from TNERC. The same might have been approved 
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by the Commission. Effective monitoring of the projects and ensuring the 

progress of the achievements through completion of projects in time has not 

been carried out by the Commission in spite of such provisions  specifically 

mentioned in section 128 of the Electricity Act, 2003.  

 

3.30. Mr. Asokan, Chief Engineer / Transmission Projects I / TANTRANSCO 

and his predecessor (CE/TP I):  CE /TP I is totally held responsible in his 

capacity as head of the wing has failed to execute the project successfully. He 

has purposely sabotaged the project with vested interest by the way of following  

i) Not monitored the project then and there,  

ii) Not reviewed the progress and not taken timely action,  

iii) Not issued suitable direction to avoid delay,  

iv) Not coordinated with higher officials of the other wings who are actually held 

responsible for operation and P&C wing as per the delegation of powers so as to 

fix them to solve the problem. 

v) Allowed the Contractor to violate the contractual obligation. 

vi)  Allowed to spend public money without accountability. 

vii)  Failed to terminate the Contractor with blacklisted them and failed to realize 

the loss apart from LD, happened to the Organization from the Contractor.  

viii)  Failed to disclose the information in turn purposely hid the fact. 

ix)  Vehemently supported the Contractor for their failures which is against the 

law and abstainsfrom doing any corrective action as per the contractual 

obligation and as per the Tamil Nadu Tender Transparency act.  
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x)  Allowed unsafe working condition to the existing vulnerable location of busy 

and important Sub Stations and men & materials. 

xi)  He has failed to take timely action to convert the expenditure into asset of the 

Organisation in order to avoid loss to the public Authority. 

xii) He has fabricated duplicate documents to substantiate his failures with anti 

date which attracts action as per D&A regulation and Conduct regulations of 

Public Authority. 

xiii)  Failed to protect the public interest in his capacity as head of public authority 

in the particular wing.  

 

3.31. Mr. SadayappaVallal, Chief Engineer / P&C / TANTRANSCOand his 

predecessor(CE /P&C) : CE  P&C wing in his capacity as head of the protection 

and control of TANTRANSCO has failed to review the progress of the project and 

failed to ensure safety of the men and materials.  

 

Since this is a team work and the responsibility of the CE / P&C is also highly 

significant to monitor and control the activity of the Contractor. Because, the 

testing of cable at Substation premises is highly risk involved where GIS 

technology has been implemented.  More over the network is integrated with Grid 

stations. If any failures occurred due to any small mistakes done by the 

Contractor or sub contractor of the main contractor, it will reflect to the entire 

State as cascading effect.  
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As a head of P&C wing, he has failed to protect the substation by ignoring the 

review of the project execution. This is not the case to blame others for not being 

informed and that is the reason it was not reviewed. On suo-motu basis he 

should have been acted promptly and taken the responsibility.  He has failed to 

restrict the Contractor from performing trial and error method of testing the cable 

so frequent without justifications. Therefore he has also violated the rule which 

results loss of public money and threat to the entire State in terms of life and 

power. 

 

3.32. Mr. Kannan, Chief Engineer / System Operation / Chennai / 

TANTRANSCO and his predecessor (CE /SO/Chennai ):  

(i) CE / SO / Chennai in his capacity as head of operation wing has failed to 

review the progress of the project which is mainly to execute the purpose to 

ensure the operational flexibility and also failed to ensure the reliable source for 

which fund of Rs 4.6 Crs has been allocated for this purpose.  

(ii)  CE / SO / Chennai  wing has arranged out of way to divert the equipments 

and materials available with operation maintenance wing for its own emergency 

use to the Contractor for replacement of failed one occurred during cable testing. 

Recovery of payment has not been made against the cost of equipments from 

the Contractor’s bills and no minutes has been recorded and documented. 

Official protocol has not been maintained. In every transaction, the official has 

violated the norms and procedures supposed to be followed. In spite of that the 

guilt is proved beyond doubt and  each and every move is towards benefitting the 
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Contractor so as to gain attracting the abetment as explained in section 150 of 

Electricity Act, 2003. 

 

3.33. And also in his capacity he has failed to convert the expenditure into 

capital to realize the gain in time so as to avoid loss to the public authority. And 

also he has failed to protect the men and materials of the Sub Station which is 

under his control.  Major failures, if any happened due to poor workmanship of 

the Contractor during testing of cable under trial and error basis also more 

frequently without any justification, which results the entire Sub Station may face 

severe threat.  

 

4. Contention of the Respondent:- 

4.1. The Respondents deny each and every one of the allegations set out in 

the above petition as false and incorrect and puts the petitioner to strict proof of 

the same.The petition is frivolous, vexatious and devoid of merits and therefore 

liable to be dismissed in limine.  

 

4.2.  At the outset, the above petition is not maintainable either in facts or in 

Law and is liable to be dismissed as the same was preferred by the petitioner in 

his individual capacity. The above petition lacks bonafide and tinged with 

malafides. The respondent denies all the allegations contained in the petition 

except those that are specifically admitted herein. The respondent states that the 

above petitionhas been filed by the petitioner in his individual capacity seeking to 



20 
 

punish the respondents under Section 142 for non-complying the Section 40 (a) 

and as per Section 150 and as per TNERC Conduct and Business Regulation 

Section 16(1) to take suitable action against the errant officials in order to protect 

the petitioner.  

 

4.3  Without prejudice to the maintainability of the present petition by the 

petitioner, the Respondents state that a Tender No.1939/LOI No.2839 dated 

14.02.2017 for design and detailed manufacturer supply of 17.25 Kms of 1l0KV, 

1x630 Sqmm AI.UG XLPE cable with accessories, laying of cable erection of 

joints and termination and final testing and commissioning of various schemes in 

Chennai region under total turnkey basis was awarded to M/s. Universal Cables 

Pvt. Ltd., Birla Vikas, Satna-485005 ("Universal Cables").  

 

4.4. The following are the details of scheme/ s:  

Scheme No. 1. Supply and laying of 1l0KV 1x630 Sqmm AI.UG XLPE SC 

UG cable from 230KV Koyambedu CMRL GIS SS to 1l0KV Chinmaya 

Nagar SS. 

Scheme No .2.  Supply and laying of 1l0KV 1x630Sqmm AI.UG XLPE 

SC UG cable from 230KV Alandur GIS SS to 1l0KV Guindy SS. 

 

4.5. The Respondents state that out of the above two schemes, the Scheme 

No.1 was successfully commissioned on 30.11.2017. With regard to Scheme 

No.2, i.e,Supply and laying of 1l0KV 1x630Sqmm AI,UG XLPE SC UG cable 
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from 230KV Alandur GIS SS to 110KV Guindy SS, the route drawing was 

submitted on 04.04.2017 and the same was approved by CE/Transmission, 

Chennai on 11.04.2017. Universal Cables have supplied the cable as per the 

approval on 24.06.2017. The EE/Civil/CDC-I has applied ROW to State 

highways, Corporation of Chennai, TANSIDCO and Police permission on 

08.05.2017, 15.05.2017, 08.05.2017 and 05.06.2017 respectively. The 

Corporation ROW clearance was issued on 22.06.2017. The excavation and 

cable laying work started in section 1 from 04.08.2017 to 05.08.2017, section 4 

from 01.07.2017 to 13.07.2017, section 3 from 13.07.2017 to 22.07.2017, section 

2 from 10.02.2018 to 21.02.2018, last joint work completed on 30.07.2018 and 

outdoor termination completed on 31.12.2018.  

 

4.6.  The Pre-commissioning test was conducted for entire cable length on 

05.01.2019 and found to be in order. This feeder was charged on 25.02.2019 

but, the feeder fault-tripped with R phase relay indication. It was observed that R 

phase VT and insulator inside the GIS was defect and cracked. So, it was 

concluded the tripping was due to VT failure.  

 

4.7. The Respondents state that in this regard, a replacement Insulator was 

imported and procured from one M/s. NKT, Germany ("NKT'') and replacement 

was done on 10.06.2019 in presence of GIS wing. The feeder was again test 

charged on 24.06.2019 but once again, the feeder tripped. This time, Universal 

Cables have tested the cable alone by plugging out and noticed the insulator 
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flange founddamaged whereas, the cable alone was tested it was found 

satisfactory.  

 

4.8. The Respondents state that due to lockdown and travel restrictions 

imposed due to COVID-19, the damages could not be replaced initially. Once it 

became immediately possible to import a replacement for the damaged flange, 

the samewas procured from NKT by Universal and the feeder was charged on 

23.11.2020. However, once again the feeder tripped.  

 

4.9.  After consultation with P&C wing and Operation wing of TANTRANSCO 

along with the technical R&D wing of Universal, it was decided to conduct high 

voltage AC test to determine the reasons for such continuous default. Therefore, 

the expensive testing kit was arranged from another testing agency at Nasik and 

the test was conducted for the first time by TANTRANSCO.  After going through 

a long and cumbersome process, the fault was identified and was rectified. The 

feeder was duly charged on 11.02.2021 and found to be in order.  

 

4.10. The Respondents state that in light of the above, the allegations leveled by  

the Petitioner herein are with vested interest, misleading, false, hence requires 

no interference or indulgence of the Commission and be disregarded by the 

Commission. The true state of facts is as mentioned above, and the Petitioner, 

who is an individual, has disregarded the meticulous efforts taken by the 

TANTRANSCO in its entirety. At the outset, it is clarified that the Petitioner herein  
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has absolutely no locus standi to approach the Commission. Furthermore, the 

Petitioner is bereft of details and has also not provided sufficient materials in 

support of the allegations leveled against the Respondents herein. The 

Respondents herein are public servants and cannot be held personally liable for 

the bona fide acts carried out in their capacity as a public servant. By impleading 

the named Respondents in the instant case, the Petitioner is purporting to breach 

thisbasic protection offered to a public servant while discharging his duty in a 

bona fide manner. The para-wise rebuttal for the allegations raised by the 

Petitioner herein is as hereunder:  

 

4.11. Para 5.1 - The Respondents state that the review meeting was conducted 

for this project jointly by the Director TP and CE with the contractor. All the 

engineers on the project were working under his control and were taking 

instructions from CE for the speedy completion of projects. Furthermore, this 

project was reviewed jointly by Director (TP) and CE/TP- I on a regular basis and  

at no point has the CE/TP- I not reviewed this project. Each and every action was  

taken under his technical guidance and all engineers are working on behalf of 

CE/TP-I only. Therefore, the Petition ought to be dismissed as there is no locus 

standi to say that the project was not handled as per Section 40(a) of the 

Electricity Act, 2003.  

 

4.12. Para 5.2 - The Respondents state that the minutes of meeting ("MoM'') 

held on 21.10.2019 was conducted by SE/CDC-II then in-charge of Chief 
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Engineer/TP-I and signed by officials of TANTRANSCO and Company. Hence, 

the contents ofMoM document are not fabricated and contains only discussions 

about the rectification work to be taken up and completed at the earliest. The 

contentionof the petitioner is frivolous and baseless, made with ulterior motives. 

The answering respondents fail to understand what the Petitioner herein seeks to  

achieve by such malicious and false statements.  

 

4.13. Para 5.3 - The respondents state that the correspondences were made 

regularly between higher officials, executing officers and contractors in respect of 

route approval, design of cable, technical particulars of accessories, ROWissues 

with other Government departments to complete the project. All of the above 

have been thoroughly disregarded by the Petitioner.  

 

4.14. Para 5.4 - The Respondents state that the installation of UG cable feeder 

for 1.7 Kms could not be completed in a stipulated time due to monsoon period, 

COVID-19 situation, delay in other departmental approvals. More importantly, it 

was the cumbersome trouble shooting process in identifying the fault in the cable 

by the contractor which delayed the completion of the project. Even though the 

contractor has vast experience in all kinds of technicalities related to the laying of 

cable and manufacturing of the cable, there were certain issues which were 

beyond the scope of the infrastructures available with TANTRANSCO.  
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4.15. Para 5.5 - The Respondents state that the payment was made towards 

50% ofthe supplied materials only and the balance payment along with erection 

chargesare claimed only after commissioning of the feeder as per LOI conditions 

(i.e., 11.02.2021). In this regard, the LD amount of 0.46 crores was recovered as 

per LOI condition from Universal Cables.  

 

4.16. Para 5.6 - The Respondents state that the time taken for the project 

exceeds the stipulated period due to ROW issues from State highways, Police 

permission, equipment failure, restrictions towards procurement of parts from 

overseas and the fact that supply of the materials took more than 6 months for 

each parts andthat the testing kit was arranged from Northern parts of the 

country. In addition to all the above, no manual labour or work could be carried 

out during the pandemic period as per Governmental restrictions.  

 

4.17. Para 5.7 - The Respondents state that while the work was carried out by 

Universal Cables, the excavation of the cable trench, laying of cable and trench 

back-filling was inspected by TANTRANSCO officials in the presence of the 

contractor and ensured the quality of workmanship. Therefore, the allegations of  

the Petitioner herein are redundant.  

 

4.18. Para 5.8 - The Respondents state that the scope of cable laying contract 

is limited to supply, laying, erection of accessories and commissioning of the 

cable. The contractor had completed the work on 05.01.2019 and after carrying 
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out all necessary tests the cable was test charged for SOAK test. On fault 

tripping, the cable was tested with DC source and the cable has withstood the 

test. Once again, the cable was test charged on 24.06.2019 with erection of new 

cable sealing ends. The cable has again tripped with the same indication. The 

cable tripped and subsequently charged. The location of fault could not be 

identified as upon fault tripping, the cable was tested by DC source and the cable 

still withstood the test. The cable was charged and it tripped again. Finally, after  

finding the fault location, the cable was charged on 11.02.2021. Further as per 

the terms of the contract, the guarantee for the equipment's is three years from 

the date of commissioning of the substation. The station was commissioned on 

29.05.2015. The real cause of failure of the line PT could not be ascertained. The 

failed PT is beyond guarantee period. The GIS contractor not come forward to 

replace the failed PT due to expiry of warranty period. Hence, the failed PT was 

replaced by the department.  

 

4.19. Para 5.9 - The Respondents state that the new feeder was commissioned 

with an aim of improving grid reliability, operation flexibility and to remove 

operation constraints for the existing 1l0KV Guindy AIS SS, 1l0KV VelacherySS,  

230/110KV Guindy GIS SS and 230/110KV Alandur GIS SS. This proposal was  

evolved by operation wing and duly approved by TANTRANSCO's high level 

tender committee. Hence the allegation that CE/TP-I nexus and or abetment with 

the contractor has caused loss to the public sector organization is aimed at 
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tarnishing the image of the office of the CE/TP-I and the petitioner is bound to 

tender unconditional apology for making baseless allegations with an intention to  

create fear in the minds of the said office.  

 

4.20. Every network (feeders) net worth can be ascertained only at the time of 

worst level of grid situation. Loss of unit due to delay in commissioning of this 

projectcannot be measured. CEA is advising (n-1) condition of feeders for 

maintaining uninterrupted power supply to the consumers. The existing 

operational flexibility of 1l0KV Velachery AIS SS to 1l0KV Guindy AIS SS was 

connected to 230KV Guindy GIS SS to 1l0KV Velachery AIS SS and work was 

completed to improve the better operational flexibility. After that the erection of 

outdoor termination to connect the new 1l0KV Alandur - Guindy feeder from 

230KV Alandur GIS SS was taken up and completed on 31.12.2018. Hence 

there are no operational constraints. And also LD of 10% has been collected 

from the contractor for the delay of the project as per tender no. 1939/LOI. 

No.2839  

 

4.21. Para 5.10 - The Respondents state the project was delayed owing to 

reasons already stated above and the same is relied upon herein.  

 

4.22. Para 5.11 - The Respondents state that the cable failure was discussed 

with the contractor by EE and SE under the guidance of CE only. The EE, SE 

and otherofficials are taking steps to complete the project without delay. In this 
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regard, the contractor was duly instructed to take steps to find out the resources 

and to identify the fault to ensure the healthiness of cable.  

 

4.23. Para 5.12 - The Respondents state that the contractor is the manufacturer 

of cable and supplied to TANTRANSCO to execute the project as per LOI 

conditions. The delay in execution was due to monsoon period other department 

approvals and technical problems and cumbersome trouble shooting in 

identifying the fault rectification and due to COVID-19 situation.  

4.24. Para 5.13 - The Respondents state that the information sought through 

RTI Act, 2005 was delivered to the petitioner in time with the actual facts for the 

works completed.  

 

4.25. Para 5.15.a - As a reply to the allegations made in the Petition, The 

Respondents state the following summary of events for the perusal of the 

Commission:  

(i) The Respondents state that the project was monitored and 

reviewed then and there. Necessary instructions were given to the field to 

complete the project.  

(ii)  The Respondents state that in the review meeting conducted for 

the project, appropriate and necessary instructions were given to the 

concerned superintending Engineer to sort out the technical issues to 

commission the feeder.  
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(iii)  The Respondents state that at each stage the project was followed 

up and giving instructions to proceed further for TANTRANSCO officials 

and also to the contractor.  

(iv)  The Respondents state that the correspondences were made 

regularly between higher officials, executing officers and contractors in 

respect of route approval, design of cable, technical particulars of 

accessories, ROW issues with other Government departments to 

complete the project.  

(v) The Respondents state that the project was followed as per LOI 

conditionsand the contractor was not allowed to violate any of the 

contractual obligation.  

(vi)  The Respondents state that the payment was made to the 

contractor as per LOI conditions.  

(vii) The Respondents state that the contractor was penalized as per LOI  

conditions.  

(viii) The Respondents state that the information regarding the project was  

given without hiding any facts to the best of my knowledge.  

(ix)  The Respondents state that the cable failure was discussed with 

the contractor and the contractor was instructed to take steps to find out 

theresources and measures to identify the fault in order to ensure the 

healthiness of cable.  

(x) The Respondents state that the project was completed by taking all 

safety measures in laying of cable along road-side and inside the SS 
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premises. The contractor was instructed then and there to follow the 

safety aspects as per LOI conditions and executing officials inspected 

then and there.  

(xi)  The Respondents state that the time taken for the project exceeds 

the stipulated period due to ROW issues from State highways, Police 

permission, equipment failure, restrictions towards procurement of parts 

from overseas and the fact that supply of the materials took more than 6 

months for each parts and that the testing kit was arranged from Northern 

parts of the country. In addition to all the above, no manual labour or work  

could be carried out during the pandemic period as per Governmental 

restrictions.  

(xii) The Respondents state that the meeting held on 21.10.2019 was 

conducted by SE/CDC-II then in charge of Chief Engineer/TP-I and signed  

by officials of TANTRANSCO and Company. The Minutes of Meeting 

("MoM") document, as communicated to the Officials of TANTRANSCO 

and Companies, was signed by SE/CDC-II then in-charge of Chief 

Engineer/TP-I for two schemes. Hence, the contents of MoM document 

are not fabricated and only discussed  the rectification work to be taken 

upand completed at the earliest.  

(xiii) The Respondents state the commissioning of project was delayed 

due to technical problems in identifying the fault and laborious time-

consuming work in plugging out the cable from the system and the parts 
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damaged were imported one and procuring the same during pandemic 

took substantial time and hence the delay.  

 

4.26. Para 5.l5.b- The Respondents state that the sole responsibility of P&C  

wing is to ensure the intactness of the protection system (Relays) of the grid 

feeders and to monitor and review the operation of protection relays. Accordingly, 

110 KV Alandur-Guindy feeder protection has operated promptly for the faults on 

the above cable at the time of energizations on 25.02.2019, 24.06.2019 and 

23.11.2020. After each tripping, the operation of protection relay was reviewed 

for its operational reliability and found to be satisfactory. P&C wingdoes not have 

any scope other than isolating the secondary equipments as far asthe subject 

project is concerned since monitoring of cable laying and healthinessof cable are 

done by CDC and CBD wings. Hence, P&C wing has discharged its assigned 

responsibility.  

 

5. Findings of the Commission:- 

5.1. We have considered the complaints made by the petitioner in the present 

petition and also the counter affidavit filed by the respondent.  Let us first state 

categorically that the provisions under section 142 are meant for violation of the 

provisions of Electricity Act, 2003, the regulations made thereunder or rules or 

directions issued thereunder.  Needless to say that for initiating proceedings 

under section 142, there must be prima facie satisfaction on the part of the 

Commission to proceed further and impose penalty, if so, required.  Though the 
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petitioner seeks to place reliance on section 40(a) of the Electricity Act, 2003 for 

the purpose of proceeding under section 142, there must a prima facie case of 

contravention and a subjective satisfaction on the part of the Commission to 

further proceed to levy penalty. 

 

5.2. Here arises the question as to whether such subjective satisfaction can be 

arrived merely on the basis of the documents and submission made by the 

parties in a case where there are personal allegations against three officials on 

the grounds of dereliction of duty and alleged wanton loss to TANTRANSCO 

which is a public sector undertaking.  We have to observe that though the 

proceedings have been initiated under the Electricity Act, 2003 for violation of 

section 40(a), the fact remains the remedial action sought for by the petitioner 

can be decided only by way of departmental proceedings by the respondent or in 

the Vigilance proceedings. 

5.3. As may be seen from the averments of the petitioner, much stress is on 

making the concerned officers directly accountable and it is clear that remedy for 

the same cannot be afforded by the Commission as the process of ascertaining 

the guilt of the officials is a long drawn process that may require the chief and 

cross examination of officials, scrutiny of innumerable connected records, site 

inspection etc., in the departmental disciplinary or vigilance proceedings abiding 

by  the procedures laid therein. 

 

5.4. Petitioner relies on section 40(a) of Act which reads as follows: 
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Duties of transmission Licensees – It shall be the duty of transmission 
licensee – 
 
(a) To build, maintain and operate an efficient, co-rodinated and 

economical inter-State transmission system or intra-State transmission 
system or the case may be; 

 

5.5. The Electricity Act, under PART V deals with Transmission of Electricity in 

regard to INTER-STATE, INTRA-STATE and OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING 

TO TRANSMISSION.  Under the ‘OTHER PROVISIONS RELATING TO 

TRANSMISSION ’ , the Act has mandated certain duties and function to Central 

Transmission Utility (Section 38), State Transmission Utility (Section 39) and 

Transmission licensees (Section 40). 

 

5.6. It is under this section 40, the Act prescribes the Transmission Licensee 

with a duty to build, maintain and operate an efficient, co-ordinated and 

economical, inter State transmission, obviously with an objective of obligating the 

duties of various activities involved in the transmission to an organization 

involved in the power business, synonymous to other activities obligated to other 

organizations under other sections of the Act.  The reading of these provisions of 

the Act implies in general the broad obligation of duties entrusted to the 

organizations involved in the power business which cannot be narrowed down to 

be made attributable to the activities of the individual officers of the organization. 

Thus, the personal allegations contemplated by the petitioner against three 

officers of the Licensee, such as sabotaging with vested interest, failing to review 

the project etc., that falls under the scope of dereliction of duty of individuals  
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cannot be fitted into the spirit and meaning of section 40(a).  Such investigation 

on veracity of allegation on the individual officer of the Licensee is neither 

covered in the functions of the State Commission stipulated under section 86 of 

the Act nor under any other provisions of the Act. 

 

5.7. Even assuming that Commission can pass orders on the basis of the 

documents filed before it, it cannot be a full-fledged enquiry but only be a 

perfunctory exercise denying the parties the right to avail various rights under the 

departmental disciplinary proceedings and the Commission will be falling in error, 

if it oversteps its jurisdiction and assume the powers of an enquiry officer under a 

departmental or vigilance proceedings. 

 

5.8. The Commission is of the well considered view that given the nature of the 

present allegations which require careful and in-depth examination of all relevant 

records in the custody of TANTRANSCO and in view of the personal allegations 

of lapse attributed to certain officials there is need to afford opportunity to all 

sides to present their case in a detailed manner.  The present case brought out 

by the petitioner is, therefore, required to be better adjudicated in a departmental 

or vigilance proceedings and the proceedings under section 142 as claimed by 

the petitioner cannot render effective justice in any manner to him.  Accordingly, 

the petition is disposed with the direction to the petitioner to approach the 

appropriate disciplinary authority or vigilance authorities who are empowered to 

initiate proceedings against the respondent.  
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5.9. It is to be observed that few other petitions of similar nature attributing 

financial misconduct or lapse on the part of officials of Licensee are pending 

before the Registry. The registry is directed to return the petitions as the present 

decision covers the case in the pending petitions as well.   

                           (Sd........)             (Sd......) 

(K.Venkatasamy)            (M.Chandrasekar)     
 Member (Legal)               Chairman 
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