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ORDER 

 The present petition has been filed by the Kanchanjunga Power Company Pvt. Ltd. 

(KPCPL) (hereinafter to be referred to as ‘Petitioner’) under Section 79 of the Electricity 

Act 2003, seeking a direction upon the Respondent/ AD Hydro Power Limited for quashing/ 

setting aside the invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023, and for a refund of an amount 

of Rs. 50,51,095/- illegally seized by encashing the Bank Guarantee which was furnished 

under the Interim Power Transmission Agreement dated 28.04.2016. The Petitioner has 

made the following prayers: 

(a) Quash/ Set aside the invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023 issued by the Respondent 
No. 1/ ADHPL to Respondent No. 2/ HPPTCL vide letter dated 31.03.2023, in terms as stated 
in the present petition;  

(b) Consequently, direct the Respondent No. 1/ AD Hydro Power Limited to refund the amount 
of Rs. 50,51,095/-, which were illegally seized by the said Respondent by encashing the 
Bank Guarantee, bearing BG No. 16090100004482 along with interest/ carrying cost 
calculated on a compounding basis and appropriate penalty to be awarded to the Petitioner, 
in terms as stated in the present petition;  

(c) Direct the Respondent No. 1/ AD Hydro Power Limited to reimburse the litigation cost 
incurred by the Petitioner towards the present petition; and   

(d) Pass any other order as this Hon’ble Commission may deem fit in the facts and 
circumstances of the present case and in the interest of justice. 

Submissions of the Petitioner: 

2. The petitioner has mainly submitted as follows:  

(a) The Petitioner is a generating company having a 24 MW Small Hydro Electricity Plant 

(SHEP), at Village Hallan-II, district Kullu, in the State of Himachal Pradesh. The 

Petitioner presently evacuates power through the transmission lines/ assets built by 

AD Hydro Power Limited and HPPTCL. 

(b) The Respondent, AD Hydro Power Limited, is a generating company that has 

established a 176.50 km long 220 kV D/C Transmission Line from its generating 

station to the sub-station of the CTU at Nalagarh. Further, ADHPL is a deemed ISTS 

licensee in terms of the judgment dated 31.10.2022 passed in Appeal No. 450 of 2019 

by  APTEL. 

(c) The Petitioner is connected through the HPPTCL system to the 220 kV D/c 

transmission line built by ADHPL. 

(d) This Commission, vide an Order dated 01.06.2011 in Petition No. 250 of 2010, held 

that the transmission line constructed by ADHPL is incidental to ISTS, in accordance 
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with Section 2 (36) (ii) of the Act. The Order dated 01.06.2011 was challenged by 

ADHPL before the APTEL under Appeal No. 81 of 2011. In the said appeal, the APTEL 

passed judgment dated 02.01.2013, wherein APTEL affirmed the decision of this 

Commission. The APTEL Order was challenged by ADHPL before the Supreme Court 

by way of Civil Appeal No. 1795 of 2013. 

(e) On 18.07.2014, a tripartite meeting was held between the Petitioner, ADHPL, and 

HPPTCL, wherein ADHPL refused to provide connectivity to the Phosal substation of 

HPPTCL, citing the pendency of the aforementioned Civil Appeal No. 1795 of 2013. 

(f) During the pendency of Civil Appeal No. 1795 of 2013, HPPTCL approached the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court by filing an interim application seeking evacuation of electricity 

generated by the State-owned generating plants or other generating plants, including 

the generating plant of the Petitioner with which HPPTCL had an arrangement for 

transmission of electricity, through the transmission line of ADHPL. However, the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court passed an Order dated 24.08.2015, wherein it declined to 

pass any Order on the aforesaid application, thereby directing HPPTCL to approach 

ADHPL. 

(g) On 03.10.2015, HPPTCL issued a letter to the Petitioner, intimating that ADHPL 

agreed to grant connectivity to the Phosal sub-station, but with the  condition that the 

Petitioner would have to pay transmission charges and losses as per an Interim Power 

Transmission Agreement (IPTA), i.e., unregulated charges. 

(h) Subsequently, ADHPL and HPPTCL entered into an Interim Power Transmission 

Agreement on 28.04.2016, thereby allowing HPPTCL to evacuate power of different 

utilities through the said Respondent’s transmission line. 

(i) In terms of the above, HPPTCL entered into a back-to-back IPTA with the Petitioner, 

wherein HPPTCL was to evacuate the Petitioner’s power  outside the State of 

Himachal Pradesh by using ADHPL’s transmission line. Additionally, as per Clause 

4.19 of the HPPTCL-KPCPL IPTA, the Petitioner was required to furnish a Bank 

Guarantee in favour of ADHPL for an amount of Rs. 50,51,095/-. The same was duly 

furnished by the Petitioner. 

(j) The Hon’ble Supreme Court, vide its final Order dated 26.04.2017 in Civil Appeal No. 

1795 of 2013, dismissed ADHPL’s civil appeal , thereby affirming the decision of this 

Commission and the APTEL. Thereafter, ADHPL filed a review petition before the 
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Supreme Court against the above order [Review Petition (RP) No. 1365 of 2017], 

which was also dismissed vide Order dated 12.07.2017. 

(k) Pursuant to the directions of the Supreme Court, ADHPL filed Petition No. 

209/MP/2017 before this Commission for the purpose of determination of transmission 

tariff of its transmission line, wherein this Commission passed its final Order dated 

17.10.2019. The Commission, vide the said Order, held that the tariff payable by the 

Petitioner to HPPTCL will not be under the PoC mechanism. The above Order dated 

17.10.2019 was challenged by the Petitioner before the APTEL by way of Appeal No. 

450 of 2019 on the ground that it is only the POC/Mechanism which is  applicable for 

the recovery of charges/ tariff of an ISTS line. A cross-appeal Appeal No. 410 of 2019 

has also been filed by ADHPL, challenging the tariff, as determined by this 

Commission. 

(l) In Appeal No. 450 of 2019, the APTEL passed the final judgment dated 31.10.2022, 

wherein it was inter-alia held that the subject Line is a part of ISTS, which cannot be 

simultaneously termed as a  dedicated transmission line. 

(m) After the passage of the above judgment dated 31.10.2022 from October 2022 to 

February 2023, ADHPL did not raise the invoice of transmission charges upon the 

Petitioner. 

(n) However, on 07.03.2023, suddenly, ADHPL issued a letter to the Petitioner’s Banker, 

i.e., Axis Bank, for invocation and encashment of the Bank Guarantee No. 

16090100004482 of Rs. 50,51,095/-, which had been furnished by the Petitioner as 

per Clause 4.19 of the HPPTCL-KPCPL IPTA. 

(o) In response to the above letter, the Petitioner issued an e-mail communication dated 

14.03.2023 to ADHPL, wherein it informed ADHPL that the Petitioner had duly paid all 

the invoices raised by ADHPL in terms of the aforesaid IPTA and since there were no 

pending invoices/ claims post the passage of the above judgment of the APTEL, there 

was no outstanding remaining on the part of the Petitioner. Further, since the Bank 

Guarantee was furnished by the Petitioner as a payment security under the HPPTCL-

KPCPL IPTA when there are no subsisting claims/ invoices remaining, there remained 

no justification/ reason for extension or encashment of the same. 

(p) Thereafter, ADHPL issued an email and letter dated 20.03.2023, wherein it requested 

the Petitioner for an extension of the Bank Guarantee for the period up to 30.03.2023 
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and claim period up to 30.03.2023. In terms thereof, ADHPL further informed the 

Petitioner that if the said BG was not extended, then the said letter would be 

considered a claim of ADHPL for encashment of the same. 

(q) In view of the above letter, the Petitioner issued an e-mail communication to ADHPL 

on 20.03.2023 wherein it reiterated its stand in the following manner: 

(i) The HPPTCL-KPCPL IPTA, which was the basis for furnishing the Bank 

Guarantee, became ineffective by the passage of the judgment dated 31.10.2022 

passed by the APTEL in Appeal No. 450 of 2019;  

(ii) The last invoice dated 06.10.2022 amounting to Rs. 29,19,800/- raised before the 

passage of the aforesaid judgment was duly paid by the Petitioner on 23.11.2022 

(which was before its due date); and 

(iii) Therefore, in terms of the above, it was further requested that APDHL furnish a 

No Objection Certificate for the closure of the Bank Guarantee. 

(r) ADHPL, on 30.03.2023, issued an e-mail communication wherein it informed the 

Petitioner about invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023. Surprisingly, ADHPL, on 

the very same day, issued a letter to HPPTCL, thereby raising invoices dated 

21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023 upon it for the alleged transmission charges payable by 

the Petitioner for the period  October 2022 to February 2023, amounting to a 

cumulative total of Rs. 1,46,96,340/-.  

(s) In view of the above communications, the Petitioner issued an e-mail communication 

to ADHPL on 30.03.2023, wherein it submitted that ADHPL’s claims  for 

extension/encashment of the Bank Guarantee under the current circumstances were 

not tenable. 

(t) ADHPL proceeded to issue a subsequent email communication on 31.03.2023 to the 

Petitioner for an extension or encashment of the above Bank Guarantee for the period 

up to 30.03.2024 and claim period up to 30.03.2025. 

(u) However, without paying any heed to the above letters/communications, ADHPL 

proceeded to encash the BG furnished by the Petitioner of Rs. 50,51,095/-, on 

03.04.2023. 

(v) Pursuant to the above, HPPTCL proceeded to issue an email communication dated 

13.04.2023 to the Petitioner, wherein it intimated to the Petitioner about the invoices 
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raised by ADHPL vide letter dated 30.03.2023 for the period from October 2022 to 

February 2023. 

(w) Thereafter, HPPTCL issued another email communication on 13.04.2023, wherein it 

intimated the Petitioner of the invoices raised by ADHPL vide a letter dated 06.04.2023 

for the month of March 2023. 

(x) The communications of HPPTCL were responded to  the Petitioner vide its email 

communication and letter dated 23.05.2023, thereby strongly objecting to the conduct 

of ADHPL. In this regard, the Petitioner informed HPPTCL that it was the CTUIL alone 

who could raise the bills for transmission charges upon HPPTCL after  the  APTEL’s 

judgment. Therefore, the subsequent invoices raised by ADHPL for the periods 

October 2022 to February 2023 and March 2023 were ex-facie illegal, non-est, and 

void ab initio. Accordingly, all invoices raised for the period of October 2022 to March 

2023 were returned, and it was requested that  the amount of Rs. 50,51,095/- illegally 

taken by ADHPL by encashment/ invocation of the Bank Guarantee by ADHPL be 

refunded. 

(y) Further from a reading of the procedures contemplated under the CERC Sharing 

Regulations, 2010, as well as under the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2020, it is 

evidently clear that it is CTU’s responsibility for collection and disbursement of 

transmission charges on behalf of ISTS Licensees, and not the said licensee itself. As 

such, the action of encashment of BG by ADHPL, as well as the action of duplicitously 

raising invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023 by ADHPL, vide its letter dated 

31.03.2023 to HPPTCL, is ex-facie illegal, non-est and void ab initio, and is the nature 

of an egregious fraud. 

(z) Further, the above conduct of ADHPL clearly showcases that the act of the said 

Respondent, which was in the teeth of the judgement dated 31.10.2022 of the APTEL 

in Appeal No. 450 of 2019, amounts to ‘fraud’ on its part.  

 

Hearing dated 20.10.2023: 

3. During the hearing dated 20.10.2023, the Commission admitted the petition. The 

Commission also directed the ADHPL to file the following information: 
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(a) While the bills were raised on to the Petitioner vide letter dated 30.3.2023, can 

ADHPL invoke BG without completion of due date of payment? What are the terms 

of the Agreement entered into with the Petitioner? 

(b) Subsequent to the APTEL Order dated 31.10.2022, whether ADHPL could have 

raised bilateral bills to the HPPTCL/Petitioner? 

Submissions of the Respondent, AD Hydro Power Limited: 

4. The respondent, ADHPL, vide affidavit dated 07.02.2024, has mainly submitted as 

follows: 

(a) In terms of the Interim Power Transmission Agreement dated 28.04.2016 signed 

between AD Hydro Power Limited and HPPTCL, followed by a back-to-back Interim 

Power Transmission Agreement dated 28.04.2016 between HPPTCL and 

Petitioner, a Bank Guarantee from a scheduled bank with ADHPL as beneficiary, 

equal to one-month transmission charge payment, i.e., for Rs. 50,51,095/- was to 

be furnished by the Petitioner. The Bank Guarantee continued to be renewed by 

the Petitioner and its Bank from time to time.  

(b) As the said Bank Guarantee was nearing expiry, Respondent vide letter dated 7th 

March 2023 requested the Petitioner’s Bank under intimation to Petitioner for the 

extension of the Bank Guarantee. In response, the Petitioner, vide its e-mail dated 

14.03.2023 addressed to the Bank with a copy to Respondent, stated that the claim 

for encashment of BG by Respondent is without any reason. 

(c) The Respondent, vide letter dated 20.03.2023, again requested the petitioner’s 

bank for the extension of the Bank Guarantee.  Petitioner, vide its e-mail dated 

20.03.2023 to the Respondent, requested the Respondent to review his request for 

further extension of the Bank Guarantee. 

(d) The Bank issuing the Bank Guarantee, on 29th March 2023, with copy to Petitioner 

stated that it will share the Bank Guarantee extension copy or invoke the guarantee 

on expiry date. 

(e) During the hearing of the remand proceedings in Petition No. 209/MP/2017 held on 

13.04.2023, this Commission directed NLDC to include the subject transmission 

line in the POC Pool for the payment of charges w.e.f April 2023 and also directed 

Respondent to file on affidavit within two weeks year-wise actual receipt of charges 

by it from Everest Power, KPCPL and HPSEBL. The statement submitted by the 
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ADHPL also included the amount received by the Respondent from the Bank 

against the Bank Guarantee during the year 2023-24. The Statement of the same 

is as under: 

 

(f) While the bills were raised on to the Petitioner vide letter dated 30.3.2023, can 

ADHPL invoke BG without completion of due date of payment? What are the 

terms of the Agreement entered into with the Petitioner? 

ADHPL requested the issuing Bank, under intimation to the Petitioner, to extend the 

Bank Guarantee. Further, as per para 4.6(e) of the Interim Power Transmission 

Agreement dated 28.04.2016, to draw upon the bank Guarantee, the Respondent 

had to present the bank a copy of the invoice and a declaration that the amount due 

under such invoice had  not been paid by the petitioner. 

Since the extension/encashment of the Bank Guarantee was sought by the 

Respondent before the bills were raised, no invoice was presented to the bank.  

However, the bank encashed the Bank Guarantee in favour of the Respondent. The 

Respondent  sought the extension of the Bank Guarantee as there was no order of 

this Commission in respect of payments to the Respondent. 

(g) Subsequent to the APTEL Order dated 31.10.2022, whether ADHPL could 

have raised bilateral bills to the HPPTCL/ Petitioner? 

In the absence of a Commission’s order for payment of charges from the POC pool, 

Respondent was constrained to raise the bills on Petitioner at the end of the 

financial year. The Commission, vide Order dated 13.04.2023, directed NLDC to 
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include the transmission line in the POC Pool for the payment of charges w.e.f April 

2023. 

(h) Further, the Commission, in its Order dated 19th January 2024, gave the mechanism 

for the settlement of the amounts received/paid by the parties since 2011-12, which 

includes the amount received on encashment of the Bank guarantee. Therefore, 

the Petitioner is already entitled to the refund of the entire amount paid to the 

Respondent; the reliefs sought in the instant Petition filed on 03.07.2023 have 

already been granted to the Petitioner vide Final Order of the Commission dated 

19.01.2024 in Petition No. 209/MP/2017. Therefore, the instant petition is liable to 

be dismissed as infructuous. 

Hearing dated 05.03.2024: 

5. After hearing the Petitioner and Respondent, the Commission reserved the matter for 

order.  

Analysis and decision: 

6. We have considered the submissions of Petitioner and Respondent. 

7. The Petitioner has filed the present Petition for quashing/setting aside the invoices 

dated 21.3.2023 and 30.3.2023 as raised by Respondent No.1 upon the Petitioner and 

for a refund of an amount of Rs. 50,51,095/- seized by encashing the Bank Guarantee 

which was furnished by the Petitioner under the Interim Power Transmission 

Agreement dated 28.4.2016. The Petitioner has submitted that the action taken by the 

ADHPL is contrary to the judgment dated 31.10.2022 passed by the APTEL in Appeal 

No. 450 of 2019 as well as the procedure contemplated under the Sharing Regulations 

of this Commission qua billing and collection of the transmission charges.  

8. The Petitioner has further submitted that up to October 2022, the Petitioner has already 

paid the transmission charges for the subject transmission line as per the invoices 

raised, and for the period subsequent thereto, the matter was pending for consideration 

of this Commission in Petition No. 209/MP/2017. However, ADHPL proceeded to issue 

back-dated invoices of the transmission charges for the months of October 2022 to 

February 2023 and proceeded to invoke the BG as furnished by the Petitioner to 

recover such amount.  

9. In response, the Respondent ADHPL has submitted that as the Bank Guarantee 
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amounting to Rs. 50,51,095/- was nearing expiry, Respondent vide letter dated 7th 

March 2023 requested the Petitioner’s Bank under intimation to the Petitioner for the 

extension of the Bank Guarantee. Further, in the absence of an order from the 

Commission for payment of charges from the POC pool, the Respondent was 

constrained to raise the bills on Petitioner at the end of the financial year. The 

Commission, vide Order dated 13.04.2023, directed NLDC to include the transmission 

line in the POC Pool for the payment of charges w.e.f April 2023. The Commission, in 

its Order dated 19th January 2024, gave the mechanism for the settlement of the 

amounts received/paid by the parties since 2011-12, which includes the amount 

received on encashment of Bank guarantee, whereby Petitioner shall receive a refund 

of the entire amount paid to the Respondent. Therefore, the instant petition is liable to 

be dismissed as infructuous. 

10. Considering the submissions of Petitioner and Respondent, the issues that arise for 

our consideration are as under: 

Issue No.1: Whether the Respondent ADHPL has rightly raised the invoices 
dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023?  

Issue No.2: Whether the Respondent ADHPL has rightly encashed the Bank 
Guarantee amounting to Rs. 50,51,095/- furnished by the Petitioner?  Whether 
the Petitioner is entitled to a  refund against the encashed Bank Guarantee along 
with the carrying cost? 

11. Now, we proceed to discuss the above issues. 

Issue No.1: Whether the Respondent ADHPL has rightly raised the invoices dated 
21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023?  

12. Petitioner has submitted that ADHPL, on 30.03.2023, issued a letter to HPPTCL, 

thereby raising invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023 upon it for the alleged 

transmission charges payable by the Petitioner for the period of October 2022 to 

February 2023, amounting to a cumulative total of Rs. 1,46,96,340/- and issued an e-

mail communication, informing the Petitioner about invoices dated 21.03.2023 and 

30.03.2023. HPPTCL issued an email communication dated 13.04.2023 to the 

Petitioner, intimating the Petitioner about the invoices raised by ADHPL vide letter 

dated 30.03.2023 for the period from October, 2022 to February, 2023. HPPTCL also 

issued another email communication on 13.04.2023, intimating the Petitioner of the 

invoices raised by ADHPL vide a letter dated 06.04.2023 for the month of March, 2023. 
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The Petitioner has submitted that the Petitioner, vide its email and letter dated 

23.05.2023 to HPPTCL, stated that it was the CTUIL alone who could raise the bills for 

transmission charges upon HPPTCL post the passage of the APTEL judgment. 

Therefore, the subsequent invoices raised by ADHPL for the period of October 2022 to 

February 2023 and March 2023 were ex-facie illegal, non-est, and void ab initio. 

Accordingly, all invoices raised for the period of October 2022 to March 2023 were 

returned, and it was requested that the amount of Rs. 50,51,095/- illegally taken by 

ADHPL by encashment/ invocation of the Bank Guarantee by ADHPL be refunded. 

From a reading of the procedures contemplated under the CERC Sharing Regulations, 

2010, as well as under the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2020, it is clear that it is CTU’s 

responsibility for the collection and disbursement of transmission charges on behalf of 

ISTS Licensees, and not the said licensee itself. As such, the action of encashment of 

BG by ADHPL, as well as the action of duplicitously raising invoices dated 21.03.2023 

and 30.03.2023 by ADHPL, vide its letter dated 30.03.2023 to HPPTCL, is ex-facie 

illegal, non-est and ab initio void.. Further, the above conduct of ADHPL clearly 

showcases that the act of the said Respondent, which was in the teeth of the judgement 

dated 31.10.2022 of the APTEL in Appeal No. 450 of 2019, amounts to illegality on its 

part. 

 

13. Respondent ADHPL has submitted that in the absence of an order of the 

Commission for payment of charges from the POC pool, Respondent was constrained 

to raise the bills on Petitioner at the end of the financial year. Commission, vide Order 

dated 13.04.2023, directed NLDC to include the transmission line in the POC Pool for 

the payment of charges w.e.f April 2023. Further, the Commission, in its Order dated 

19th January 2024, gave the mechanism for the settlement of the amounts received/ 

paid by the parties since 2011-12, which includes the amount received on encashment 

of the Bank guarantee. Therefore, the Petitioner is already entitled to the refund of the 

entire amount paid to the Respondent; the reliefs sought in the instant Petition filed on 

03.07.2023 have already been granted to the Petitioner, vide the Final Order of the 

Commission dated 19.01.2024. Therefore, the instant petition is liable to be dismissed 

as infructuous. 

 

14. We have considered the submissions of the Petitioner and the Respondent. We 

note that the Respondent ADHPL owns a 220kV transmission line form ADHPL 

generating station to Nalagarh. Petitioner is connected via the HPPTCL system to the 
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transmission line of the Respondent ADHPL and uses the said line for evacuation of 

power from the generating station of the Petitioner. A Single line diagram showing the 

connection of the Petitioner through the HPPTCL system to the ADHPL line is as 

follows: 

 

 

 
 

15. We note that the Petitioner had entered into an arrangement for using the line of 

the Respondent ADHPL via HPPTCL and an agreement, namely, “IPTA”. An IPTA has 

been signed between ADHPL and HPPTCL dated 28.4.2016 and another IPTA has 

been signed between HPPTCL and the Petitioner. As per Clause 4.19 of the HPPTCL-

KPCPL IPTA, the Petitioner was required to furnish a Bank Guarantee in favour of 

ADHPL for an amount of Rs. 50,51,095/-. and make payments of transmission charges. 

As per the IPTA entered into between HPPTCL and the Petitioner dated 28.4.2016, the 

Respondent ADHPL was required to raise the invoice of transmission charges for the 
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use of the ADHPL line to HPPTCL, and HPPTCL was, in turn, required to raise the 

invoice on Petitioner. 

 

16. We note that the ADHPL, vide its email and letter dated 30.03.2023, raised five no. 

of invoices to the HPPTCL with a copy to the Petitioner, for the month of October 2022 

to February 2023 towards transmission charges detailed as under:  

 

Sl. No. Invoice No. Date Monthly Transmission Charges 
for the month of 

1 TL/22-23/023 21.03.2023 October 2022 

2 TL/22-23/025 21.03.2023 November 2022 

3 TL/22-23/027 21.03.2023 December 2022 

4 TL/22-23/029 21.03.2023 January 2022 

5 TL/22-23/031 30.03.2023 February 2022 

The snapshot of the ADHPL’s  letter dated 30.03.2023, the snapshot of a bill dated 

21.03.2023, and another dated 30.03.2023 are as under: 

 

 

As per the above letter, it is observed that letter is dated 30.3.2023 whereas invoices 

attached to  the said letter carries a date of 21.3.2023.  
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As per the above, it is observed that the Due date mentioned in the abovementioned  

invoice is 20.5.2023. Similar bills have been raised for November 2022, December 

2022 and January 2022 with the same date of invoice, transmission charges as well as 

the due date.An invoice for February 2023 has also been raised with a due date of 

29.5.2023, as quoted below: 
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On perusal of the above invoice dated 30.3.2023, we observe that the due date is 

indicated as 29.05.2023. 

17. We note that the entire case revolves around APTEL’s Order dated 31.10.2022 in 

Appeal No. 450 of 2019, whereby the treatment of the ADHPL line has been concluded 

by APTEL. The APTEL vide Order dated 31.10.2022 in Appeal No. 450 of 2019 decided  

as follows: 

“111. From the above quoted provisions, it is clear that the subject Line fulfills the criteria 
to be included in the basic network of an ISTS, for the purpose of including the same under 
the PoC mechanism, also as per Regulation 3(b), the Yearly Transmission Charges under 
the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010 are applicable upon the Designated ISTS Customers 
such as the ―State Electricity Boards/State Transmission Utilities connected with ISTS or 
designated agency in the State (on behalf of distribution companies, generators and other 
bulk customers connected to the transmission system owned by the SEB/STU/ intra-State 
transmission licensee), as such in the present case, the Appellant being connected with 
the ISTS line i.e. the subject Line, through the HPPTCL, which is an STU, the Appellant is 
a Designated ISTS Customer.  
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112. Regarding the submission made by the ADHPL that it is a Generator having a 
―dedicated transmission line, as such, cannot be forced to take a transmission license, it 
is under section 15 read with section 14, the Appropriate Commission can grant a Licence 
to any person to transmit electricity as a transmission licensee only, and as per Regulation 
6(C) of CERC‘s (Terms and Conditions for Grant of Transmission License) Regulations 
2009, in respect of the ―dedicated transmission lines established by the Generators, no 
person shall be eligible for grant of license unless it is a generating company which has 
established the dedicated transmission line, and intends to use such dedicated 
transmission line as the main transmission line and part of the inter-State transmission 
system. Therefore, the option to take a license and become a transmission licensee vest 
with ADHPL and ADHPL cannot be ordered by a court to take a license or forced to convert 
its private transmission assets to commercially pooled assets in POC mechanism to 
become a transmission licensee merely because of temporary use of spare capacity of its 
transmission line for evacuation of power of other generators.  

113. We decline to agree to the above as from definition of Deemed Inter State 
Transmission System (Deemed ISTS) in terms of Regulation 2(k) of the CERC Sharing 
Regulations, 2010 referred above, such transmission system which has regulatory approval 
of the Commission as being used for inter-state transmission of power becomes as 
Deemed ISTS and once read the regulatory order dated 01.06.2011 of the Central 
Commission, wherein it was held that the subject Line is being used as a part of ISTS, 
therefore, ADHPL being the owner of Deemed ISTS, becomes a Deemed ISTS Licensee 
within the meaning of Yearly Transmission Charge or YTC‘ as referred above and 
accordingly this Tribunal vide its judgment dated 02.01.2013 held that ADHPL is not 
required to take a license.  

114. In view of above, it is held that the transmission tariff for usage of the subject Line has 
to be determined and levied in accordance with Point of Connection (PoC) mechanism 
provided under Regulation 3(b) of the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010, and the PoC 
mechanism will be applicable for recovery of transmission charges, from the date from 
which EPPL or any other generator or STU (or State Electricity Board) on behalf of 
generators gets connected to the transmission line of ADHPL, in terms of the CERC 
Sharing Regulations, 2010. 

ORDER  

For foregoing reasons as stated supra, we are of the considered view that the Appeal 
No. 450 of 2019 filed by M/s Kanchenjunga Power Company Private Limited has merit 
and is allowed, the order dated 17.10.2019 passed by the Central Electricity 
Regulatory Commission Central Commission‖) in Petition No. 209/MP/2017 is set 
aside to the extent as challenged in the aforesaid Appeal and directed above.  

The Central Commission is directed to pass necessary consequential orders in light of the 
observations and conclusions recorded by us.” 

As per the above, it was held that ADHPL is a Deemed ISTS Licensee and that the 

transmission tariff for usage of the ADHPL Line has to be determined and levied in 

accordance with Point of Connection (PoC) mechanism provided under Regulation 3(b) 

of the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010, and the PoC mechanism will be applicable 

for recovery of transmission charges, from the date from which EPPL or any other 

generator or STU (or State Electricity Board) on behalf of generators gets connected 

to the transmission line of ADHPL, in terms of the CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010. 
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Accordingly, the APTEL directed this Commission to pass necessary consequential 

orders in light of the observations and conclusions.  

18. We observe that pursuant to the APTEL Order dated 31.10.2022 in Appeal No. 450 of 

2019, the transmission charges for the ADHPL line are to be governed in terms of the 

CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010. The CERC Sharing Regulations, 2010 provides a 

methodology for recovery of transmission charges for an ISTS line, as per which all 

bills are raised by CTU on behalf of the transmission licensee. There is nothing in the 

above quoted Order of APTEL which allowed ADHPL to raise bilateral bills on Petitioner 

or any other entity.  

19. We observe that while the adjudication of Petition No. 209/MP/2017, subsequent to the 

APTEL judgement dated 31.10.2023, the ADHPL, during the hearing dated 21.03.2023 

raised the issue of non-receipt of any money for its transmission line since November 

2023 due to the APTEL judgment and requested this Commission to issue necessary 

directions in this regard. The relevant extract of RoP for the hearing dated 21.03.2023 

is as under: 

“3. The representative of the Petitioner further pointed out that since November, 2022, the 
Petitioner has not received any money in respect of its transmission line from any of the 
entities and keeping in view that the closure of financial year is approaching, necessary 
direction(s) may be issued in this regard.” 

Further, the said issue was again highlighted by the ADHPL during the hearing dated 

13.04.2023. The relevant extract is as under: 

“4. The representative of the Petitioner requested to issue interim direction for recovery of 
money from POC pool in terms of judgment of APTEL and submitted that the Petitioner is 
not able to raise the bills in respect of its transmission line. Considering the submissions of 
the representative of the Petitioner, the Commission directed NLDC to include the 
transmission charges of the Petitioner`s transmission line in POC pool from the month of 
April, 2023 subject to final outcome of the Petition.” 

As per the above, during the hearing dated 21.03.2023 and 13.04.2023 in Petition No. 

209/MP/2017, ADHPL stated before this Commission that it has  not been able to raise 

any bills and get  any money in respect of the subject transmission system since 

November 2022, i.e., subsequent to the judgment of APTEL dated 31.10.2022.  

 

We observe that the above submissions of ADHPL also make  it clear that ADHPL was 

also aware of the legal position that he could not have  raised invoices on Petitioner 

and still ADHPL chose to do so on 30.3.3023. Further, we also note that ADHPL while 

making submissions in the above mentioned hearing dated 13.4.2023 in Petition No. 



Order in Petition No. 221/MP/2023 Page 18 

209/MP/2017, did not inform the Commission that it has already raised the invoices on 

the Petitioner, KPCPL, which is not correct.  

20. In view of the directions given by APTEL vide Order dated 31.10.2022 as quoted above 

and the Sharing Regulations, 2010 and the Sharing regulations 2020, we are of the 

view that the subsequent to the APTEL’s judgment,  ADHPL was not entitled to raise 

any bill on the Petitioner. Accordingly, we set aside the transmission charges bills dated 

21.03.2023 and 30.03.2023 raised on  the Petitioner by ADHPL. 

21. Issue No. 1 is addressed accordingly. 

Issue No.2: Whether the Respondent ADHPL has rightly encashed the Bank 
Guarantee amounting to Rs. 50,51,095/- furnished by the Petitioner?  Whether the 
Petitioner is entitled to a  refund against the encashed Bank Guarantee along with 
the carrying cost? 

22. We note that as per Clause 4.19 of the HPPTCL-KPCPL IPTA, the Petitioner was 

required to furnish a Bank Guarantee in favour of ADHPL for an amount of Rs. 

50,51,095/-. and make payments of transmission charges. The relevant extract of the 

said IPTA is as under: 

 

“4.19 Payment Security to ADHPL 

Within 7 days from the date of this agreement, M/S Kanchanjunga shall provide HPPTCL, 

at its own cost, the following: 

 

(a) A fully automatic, irrevocable and revolving back to back Letter of Credit…..…. 

….. 

(b) In addition to (a) above, M/S Kanchanjunga will also provide a Bank Guarantee from a 

scheduled Bank with ADHPL as beneficiary in an acceptable form to ADHPL, equal to 1 

month Transmission Charges payment i.e. 50,51,095/- valid all the times).” 

In terms of the above, the Petitioner has furnished a bank Guarantee with an expiry 

date up to 30.03.2023 and a  claim date up to 30.03.2024. The snapshot of Amendment 

No. 23, dated 02.01.2023 is as under: 
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23. The relevant extract of the Schedule IV of the IPTA dated 28.4.2016 provides as 

follows: 

“SCHEDULE IV- PAYMENT AND BILLING 

4.9 Payment of Invoices raised by ADHPL for the usage of ADHPL Systems 

M/s Kanchanjunga shall deposit the amount payable to ADHPL under Invoices into the 
account nominated by HPPTCL or directly to ADHPL through the letter of credit under 
intimation to HPPTCL, as under: 

….. 

c) IF M/S Kanchanjunga does not pay an invoice on or before the Due Date, any 
amount remaining unpaid after the Due Date, shall bear surcharge @ 1.25% (one 
point two five percent) per month. Such surcharge shall be calculated on simple 
rate basis and shall accrue from the Due Date until the amount due is actually 
received by HPPTCL, calculated on daily basis. 

…. 

e) If M/S Kachanhunga fails to pay any Invoices raised by ADHPL on or before the 
Due Date ADHPL may, except in the case of an Invoice Dispute, draw upon the 
Bank Guarantee for payment of the Invoice by presenting to the relevant issuing 
bank a copy of the Invoice that has been delivered to HPPTCL and accompanied 
with a declaration by ADHPL that the amount due under such Invoice has not been 
paid by M/S Kanchanjunga. In the case of an Invoice Dispute, ADHPL shall only be 
entitled to draw that amount of the Invoice that is not subject to a dispute; 

4.10 If any amount under the Monthly Transmission charges Invoice is the subject of 
dispute, M/s Kanchanjunga shall make the payment to ADHPL/ HPPTCL to the extent the 
charges are not the subject of an Invoice Dispute, and the same shall be deemed payable 
in full by M/s Kanchanjunga to HPPTCL/ADHPL. 

 

4.11 Disputed Invoices 

If M/S Kanchanjunga does not question or dispute an Invoice within 4(four) days of 
receiving it, the Invoice shall be considered correct and complete and conclusive between 
the Parties. If M/S Kanchanjunga disputes any item or part of an item set out in any invoice 
then M/S Kanchanjunga shall serve a notice (“Invoice Dispute Notice”) on HPPTCL within 
4 days of receiving the invoice, setting out the item or part of an item set out in such Invoice 
which is in dispute together with its estimate of what such item or part of an item should be. 

….” 

As per the above, ADHPL was entitled to encash the Bank Guarantee amounting to 

Rs. 50,51,095/- , if the Petitioner failed to pay any Invoices raised by ADHPL on or 
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before the due date. Further, ADHPL could draw upon the Bank Guarantee only if there 

was no invoice dispute. In this regard, the HPPTCL-KPCPL IPTA dated 28.04.2016 

defined the ‘Due Date’ of the Invoices as under: 

“4.7 The ‘Due Date’ of the invoices shall be reckoned as 50 days for the invoices of ADHPL 
& 60 days for the invoices of HPPTCL from the Date of presentation of invoices by 
HPPTCL. The invoice shall be either emailed/ faxed/ Hand delivered/ couriered by HPPTCL 
and delivery of any/ either of these shall be construed as delivery to M/s Kanchanjunga.” 

As per the above, the “Due date” is 50 days from the date of issuance of the invoice. 

We note that the “due date” as noted in Issue No. 1 herein has been indicated as 

“20.5.2023” and 29.05.2023” by the ADHPL itself in its invoices.  

24. Now, we proceed to analyse the sequence of events while encashing the Bank 

Guarantee of the petitioner by ADHPL.  

(a) Respondent ADHPL, vide its letter dated 07.03.2023, sent a request to  Axis Bank 

Ltd. for Extension/ Encashment of Bank Guarantee under intimation to the Petitioner. 

The relevant extract of the letter dated 07.03.2023 is as under: 

“The Bank Guarantee No. 1690100004482 dated 13.05.2016 for Rs. 50,51,095/- is valid 
up to 30th Match 2023 as per your Amendment No. 23 dated 02.01.2023 in our favour on 
behalf of M/s Kanchanjunga Power Company Private Ltd. The same is expiring on 
30.03.2023. 

As the purpose of the Bank Guarantee has not been fulfilled, you are requested to kindly 
extend the Bank Guarantee till 30.03.2024 and claim period till 30.03.2025. 

In case the Bank Guarantee is not extended as desire by us, please consider this letter as 
our claim for encashment of the said Bank Guarantee.” 

As per the above, ADHPL gave a clear direction to the Bank that in case the Bank 

Guarantee is not extended as desired by ADHPL, the  letter be  treated as its  claim 

for encashment of the said Bank Guarantee. 

(b) In response to the ADHPL letter dated 07.03.2023, the Petitioner, vide e-mail dated 

14.03.2023 addressed to the Bank, responded as follows: 

“….. 

(iii) Please further note that the transmission charges of ADHPL transmission line were 
being paid in line with the stipulations of Interim Power Transmission Agreement (IPTA) 
and after the award of APTEL’s judgement dated 31.10.2022, the IPTA becomes 
ineffective. 

(iv) Also, note that KPCPL has duly paid all the invoices raised under the IPTA, and that 
there is no pending claim/ invoice, whatsoever, post the Hon’ble APTEL’s judgement dated 
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31.10.2022. Hence, there is no outstanding amount against ADHPL line transmission 
charges. 

In view of the above, please note that BG NO. 16090100004482 dated 13.05.2016 was 
furnished as a payment security under the IPTA, and when there is no subsisting claim of 
either ADHPL or under the said IPTA, there remains no justification or a reason, 
whatsoever, for encashment of the above BG. We, therefore, request to please confirm 
from ADHPL about the outstanding claims against KPCPL for which they seek to invoke 
the BG.” 

As per the above, the Petitioner clarified that after  APTEL’s judgement dated 

31.10.2022, the IPTA became ineffective.  Further, as there was no subsisting claim of 

either ADHPL or under the said IPTA, there was no justification or reason for the 

encashment of the BG. 

(c ) ADHPL also issued two reminders to the bank vide letter dated 20.3.2023 and 

30.03.2023 and issued instructions to the Bank that if the Bank is not able to renew the 

Bank Guarantee for the period up to 30.03.2024, the same may be encashed. The 

relevant extract of the letter dated 30.03.2023 is as under: 

“Kindly refer your e-mail dated 29th March 2023, you are required to renew the above 

Bank Guarantee by todays for the period upto 30.03.2024 and claim period upto 

30.03.2025. 

 

In case if you are not able to do so, kindly encash the same and send the proceeds to 

our Bank account as per following details:-“ 

 

(e) Bills for the transmission charges for the ADHPL line for the period October 2022 to 

February 2023 were raised by ADHPL to the HPPTCL with a copy to the Petitioner vide 

ADHPL email and letter dated 30.03.2023. In response, the Petitioner vide email dated 

30.03.2023, which was addressed to HPPTCL with a copy to the ADHPL, rejected the 

invoices raised by the ADHPL. The relevant extract of the Petitioner’s e-mail dated 

30.03.2023 is as under: 

“We are in receipt of trailing mail enclosing therein a letter dated 30 Mar 2023 addressed 
to your office along with ADHPLcopy of invoices for the months of Oct’22 to Feb’23 towards 
transmission charges. 

Without Prejudice to our rights in this regard, please be informed as under: 

i) Hon’ble APTEL Order dated 31.10.2022 in the Appeal No. 450 of 2019 has 
superseded the terms of IPTA and hence any invoice raised including post the date 
of APTEL Order as per IPTA is void; 

ii) ADHPL being a deemed transmission licensee has not obtained any regulatory 
order for raising any invoice. As such, any invoice raised is illegal and void; 
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iii) Further, Regulator has not issued any Order for submission of BG to the deemed 
licensee viz. ADHPL. The claims of ADHPL for extension of BG/ its Invocation under 
the current circumstances is not tenable, unjustified and illegal. ADHPL’s letter 
dated 30 Mar 2023 to our bank for invocation of BG in exercise of their dominant 
position is not in spirit of Regulation and needs immediate withdrawal. A copy of 
letter is enclosed herewith. 

iv) In fact, a huge amount has already been paid for last seven years in the form of 
transmission charges & losses as per IPTA which is due for refund as per APTEL 
Order dated 31.10.2023.  

In view of the above, we hereby reject their invoices raised on us (5 nos. submitted on 30 
Mar 2023) for the period Oct 2022 to Feb 2023 and request your good office to take 
necessary action on rejecting their said invoices.” 

As per the above, the Petitioner disputed and rejected the invoices raised by the 

ADHPL vide their letter dated 30.03.2023. 

(f) ADHPL vide their e-mail dated 31.03.2023, requested the Bank to invoke the BG and 

remit fund. The relevant extract is as under: 

“We have not received fund till now, 

BG has already been expired, therefore request you to please invoke BG and remit 
fund on top priority to our given/ shared bank details.” 

 

(g) Bank vide email dated 3.4.2023 remitted the funds of BG to ADHPL quoted as follows: 
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25. We have perused the Bank Guarantee dated 13.5.2016 submitted by the Petitioner 

which provides as follows: 

 

 

 

As per the above, the Bank undertook to pay ADHPL on written demand without any 

argument and without ADHPL needing to prove grounds for ADHPL demand.  

26. We observe that the Commission specifically asked ADHPL vide ROP dated 

20.10.2023 as follows: 

“While the bills were raised on to the Petitioner vide letter dated 30.3.2023, can ADHPL invoke 

BG without completion of due date of payment” 
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In response to the above query of the Commission, ADHPL has submitted as follows: 

“ADHPL requested to the issuing Bank under intimation to the Petitioner to extend the Bank 
Guarantee on the same format which was used in the past also. 
 
As per para 4.6(e) the Interim Power Transmission Agreement dt 28.04.2016 to draw upon 
the bank Guarantee, Respondent had to present the bank a copy of the invoice and 
declaration that the amount due under such invoice has not been paid by petitioner. 
 
Since the extension/ encashment of Bank Guarantee was sought by Respondent before 
the bills were raised. Therefore no invoice was presented to the bank, however bank 
encashed the Bank Guarantee in favour of Respondent. 
 
The Respondent had sought the extension of Bank Guarantee as there was no order of 
this Hon’ble Commission in respect of payments to Respondent.” 

 

27. We have carefully analysed the reply of ADHPL in this regard and observe as follows 

on this count: 

(a) The Bank Guarantee nowhere provides that ADHPL will give invoices to the bank. 

IPTA has been entered into between ADHPL and HPPTCL and the bank is not 

part of IPTA. Any conditions of encashment of Bank Guarantee were to be 

adhered to by the parties entering into the Agreement. As on 29.03.2023, no 

invoices were raised on to the Petitioner, and to substantiate its claim for 

encashment of the Bank Guarantee as per the provisions of the IPTA, ADHPL 

issued the back-dated invoices (i.e., 21.03.2023) for the month of October 2022 

to January 2023 and invoices dated 30.03.2023 for the month of February 2023. 

 

(b)  ADHPL, vide its various letters/emails, as quoted above, gave clear instructions 

to the bank to encash the bank guarantee in favour of ADHPL. Hence, the 

statement of ADHPL that it just asked the bank to extend the bank guarantee is 

incorrect.  

In light of provisions of IPTA and the sequence of events as capitulated herein above, 

now we analyse whether the encashment of the Bank Guarantee by ADHPL could have 

been done by ADHPL. In this regard, we note as follows: 

 

28. We therefore observe that, despite the fact that the ADHPL was not obligated to raise 

any invoice to the Petitioner subsequent to APTEL’s judgment, the transmission 

charges bills for the month of October 2022 to February 2022 were raised to the 
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Petitioner vide ADHPL letter dated 30.03.2023 (invoice dated 21.03.2023 and 

30.03.2023). However, the instructions for the encashment of the Bank Guarantee 

were sent to the Bank vide ADHPL’s letter dated 07.03.2023 and 20.03.2023, 

30.03.2023, and 31.03.2023, i.e., before the raising of invoices on to the Petitioner and 

even before the expiry of the due date, i.e., 20.05.2023 and 29.05.2023, which is in 

violation of the provisions of the IPTA.  

29. Further, in terms of the IPTA, ADHPL could draw upon Bank Guarantee only if there 

was no invoice dispute. However, in the present case invoices raised by the ADHPL 

were rejected by the Petitioner vide their e-mail dated 30.03.2023 itself. Despite the 

above fact, ADHPL, vide e-mail dated 31.03.2023, instructed the Bank to invoke the 

BG submitted by the Petitioner and the same was finally encashed on 03.04.2023.  

30. In view of the above discussions, we are of the considered view that the action taken 

by the ADHPL regarding the encashment of the Petitioner’s Bank Guarantee is in 

violation of the provisions of the IPTA and is unlawful.  

31. ADHPL has contended that the Commission, in its Order dated 19th January 2024 in 

Petition No. 209/MP/2017, gave the mechanism for the settlement of the amounts 

received/paid by the parties since 2011-12, which includes the amount received on 

encashment of Bank guarantee, whereby Petitioner shall receive a refund of the entire 

amounts paid to the Respondent. We observe that ADHPL did not submit in Petition 

No. 209/MP/2017 that it had encashed the Bank Guarantee in violation of IPTA, and 

the issue of encashment of BG by ADHPL raised in the instant Petition has not been 

adjudicated in aforementionedPetition No. 209/MP/2017. Hence, we reject the 

contention of ADHPL that the instant Petition is infructuous. Any unlawful enrichment 

at the cost of another entity calls for a penal interest rate to be levied on ADHPL.  

32. As we have already concluded in the above paragraphs that the Respondent ADHPL 

has unlawfully encashed the Bank Guarantee amounting to Rs. 50,51,095/-, 

accordingly, we direct Respondent ADHPL to refund the amount electronically within 

15 days of the issue of this Order with interest at the rate of SBI MCLR as on 1st April 

2024 plus 350 basis points, from the date it received the encashed BG amount till the 

actual payment is made. In case ADHPL fails to refund the said amount along with 

interest in the next 15 days, it shall be liable to pay further interest on the amount plus 

accrued interest @ SBI MCLR as on 1st April 2024  plus 350 basis points on a monthly 

compounding basis  
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33. No order as to costs of litigation. The issue no. 2 is addressed accordingly. 

34.  Petition No. 221/MP/2023 is disposed of in terms of the above. 

 

Sd/ 
(P. K. Singh) 

Sd/ 
 (Arun Goyal) 

Sd/ 
 (Jishnu Barua) 

Member Member Chairperson 
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