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BEFORE THE HARYANA ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BAYS No. 33-36, SECTOR-4, PANCHKULA- 134112, HARYANA 

 
     Case No. HERC/PRO – 24 of 2016 
 
DATE OF HEARING : 14.12.2018 
DATE OF ORDER : 10.01.2019 

 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Petition under Section 50 & 86 of Electricity Act, 2003 read with Regulations 85, 86 & 89 of 

the HERC (Conduct of Business) Regulations, 2004 before Hon’ble HERC to allow withdrawal 

of instructions issued by Deputy Secretary/Operation, HVPNL, Panchkula vide memo No. Ch-

40/DSO-434/Vol-III/SE/RAU/F-136 dated 04.09.2014 with prospective effect i.e 20.09.2015. 

 

Petitioner Haryana Vidyut Prasaran Nigam Limited Panchkula 

     V/s. 

QUORUM Shri Jagjeet Singh, Chairman 

Shri Pravindra Singh Chauhan, Member 

PRESENT  

On behalf of the Petitioner  Shri Ashok Singla, SE/Comml, HVPNL 

Shri Rajesh Goel, XEN/Comml, HVPNL 

Shri Ashim Virk 

 

 

 

 

 
ORDER 

1. Background of the case 

1.1. The present petition is filed by the Haryana Vidyut Prasaran Nigam Limited 

(hereinafter referred to as ‘HVPNL’or ‘Petitioner’) has filed the present petition 

under Sections 50 & 86 of the Electricity Act, 2003 read with Regulations 85, 86, 

87 & 89 of the HERC (Conduct of Business) Regulations, 2004.  

1.2. The Petitioner issued instructions ot its filed offices vide its Memo No. CH-

40/DSO-434/Vol.III/RAU/F-136 dated 04.09.2014 for standardization of the 

procedures for preparing estimate and recovery of infrastructure cost on 

normative basis. However, subsequently in pursuant to Commission’s Order  

dated 21.09.2015 in HERC/PRO-8, 10 & 11 of 2015, the above mentioned 

instructions were withdrawn by the HVPNL vide memo Ch-22/DSO-

439/Voll/SE/RAU/F-145 on 20.11.2015. 
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1.3. Consequence upon withdrawing of memo dated 04.09.2014, a difficulty has 

been noticed by the Petitioner with respect to the period from 04.09.2014 

(when the first memo was issued) till 21.09.2015 when the Order of the Hon’ble 

Commission was passed. The  Petitioner vide present Petition primarily 

requested the Commission to use its inherent power and power to remove 

difficulty to apply the doctrine of prospective overruling and give effect to the 

withdrawal notification / Memo No. Ch-40/DSO-434/Vol.III/RAU/F-136 dated 

04.09.2014,issued by HVPNL, from 21.09.2015 by considering as special case.  

1.4. The relevant facts leading to filing of the present matter are as under: 

a) This Commission has framed HERC (Duty to Supply Electricity on request, 

Power to recover expenditure incurred in providing supply & Power to Recover 

Security) Regulations, 2005 providing for various aspects of providing load to 

consumers and manner of sharing thereof. 

b) On 28.1.2013, HVPNL constituted a committee of various officers vide office 

order no. 117/DSO-430/Vol-I for preparation of guidelines / norms for 

calculation of estimates for deposit works. 

c) The scope of reference to the Committee to render its findings and solutions 

was as under – 

“The committee will prepare comprehensive guidelines/norms for calculations of 
estimates of deposit works. The member Secretary will do all the spade work and 
arrange meetings of the committee. The committee will submit its report to Whole 
Time Directors, HVPNL and circulate the same after getting approved from Whole 
Time Directors.” 

d) The committee went into all relevant aspects including the sequence in which a 

consumer applies for a connection, the different practices being followed by 

different circles the release of connections, the discrepancies in the methods 

being followed by different circles etc. 

e) The committee was constituted by HVPNL though the connections are released 

by the Distribution Companies since HVPNL maintains the system above 66 KV 

and to avoid duplicity of work in the various circles of the Distribution 

Companies. 

 

f) The committee found that there were complete inconsistencies and one 

consumer was getting disadvantaged only due to the sequence being followed 

by the respective consumer or the timing of application for the connection. For 
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example – If a consumer applies for 5 MVA load and the load can be met from a 

nearby existing 50 MVA transformer running at 20 MVA, no recovery will be 

effected from such a consumer since there will be no augmentation cost. 

However, if another consumer applies for the 5 MVA load the same transformer 

of 50 MVA after certain period of time when the transformer is running at 48 

MVA, he will have to pay phenomenally high cost of augmentation. Therefore, 

only because of the timing of demand, the second consumer will pay extremely 

high costs. 

g) Further, if, in the above example, to serve the second consumer with 5 MVA 

load, HVPNL or the Distribution licensee is required to put in place a 50 MVA 

transformer, the cost cannot be recovered only from the second consumer who 

will merely pay pro-rata charges as per the load requirement and the recovery 

of the cost will get unduly shifted. 

h) When all these issues were discussed in detail, the ultimate analysis was made 

that augmentation costs should be recovered from all consumers on a 

normative basis so that the costs can be shared in a more realistic and fair 

manner. 

i) Both HVPNL and the distribution licensees are regulated entities whose tariffs 

are being determined by this Commission. Any amount of money received by 

HVPNL / Distribution Companies is accounted for in the ARR / tariff and the 

normative amounts received from all consumers will also get reflected in the 

ARR / tariff. 

j) After completing the study, the committee computed the per MVA recovery 

costs for 2014-15 as under – 

 

Sr.No. Connection rating Per MVA recovery 
cost in lacs 

1. 132kV 14.31 
2. 66kV 14.92 
3. 33kV 30.85 
4. 11kV 33.63 

 

k) At that stage, a Petition was drafted and filed before this Commission being Case 

No. HERC/PRO-57 of 2014 seeking approval of this Commission to the principle 

of charging the consumers on a normative basis.  
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l) The above petition was heard by this Commission on 10.11.2014. On the said 

date, this Commission was of the opinion that the matter pertained only to the 

distribution companies and therefore, the petition should be filed by the 

Distribution Company.  

m) Thereafter, this Commission passed the following order on 28.11.2014 – 

HVPNL vide Memo No. Ch- 24/SE/RAU/F-136 dated 25.08.2014, filed an 
application for approval of policy/guidelines for recovery of normative charges 
from independent consumers to be fed from HVPNL substations in view of the 
provision under HERC Regulation No. HERC/12/2005 called as the Haryana 
Electricity Regulatory Commission (Duty to supply electricity on request, Power to 
recover expenditure incurred in providing supply & Power to require security) 
Regulations, 2005. 

The matter was first heard by the Commission on 10.11.2014 at 11:00 A.M. 
The petitioner was informed that as the HERC Regulations referred to in their 
petition are applicable only to the Discoms, as such the petition should have been 
filed by the Discoms. To this, HVPNL stated that they will discuss the matter with 
the Discoms and would get the revised petition filed through Discoms within a 
week. As no response was received from the petitioner within the stipulated 
period, it was decided to call the petitioner again to explain latest status in the 
matter and the next date of hearing in the matter was fixed on 28.11.2014 at 
10:30 A.M. The matter was accordingly heard by the Commission on 28.11.2014. 
The petitioner submitted a written application dated 27.11.2014 indicating that a 
joint meeting of MDs of UHBVNL/DHBVNL/HVPNL was held and as per 
proceedings UHBVNL/DHBVNL/HVPNL would file a joint petition and requested 
to grant some more time for filing the revised petition. 

 
After examining their written submission, it was decided to hear the 

matter again on 19th December, 2014 at 12:00 Noon. The petitioner along with 
Discoms would however file a revised petition well before the date of hearing.  
 

This order is signed, dated and issued by the Haryana Electricity 
Regulatory Commission on 28th November, 2014. 
 

n)  HVPNL called for a Joint meeting of the Distribution Companies on 20.11.2014 

and the Minutes of the same were issued on 10.12.2014 wherein it was resolved 

that joint petition will be filed by HVPNL and the Distribution Companies before 

this  Commission. 

o) HVPNL vide Memo dated 16.1.2015 sought to withdraw Petition No. 57 of 2014 

which was allowed by this Commission vide Order dated 16.1.2015.  

p) In the meantime, to standardize the procedure, HVPNL issued the Memo No. 

CH-40/DSO-434/Vol.III/RAU/F-136 dated 04.09.2014 to field offices. 
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q) This memo dated 04.09.2014 was challenged by several consumers before this  

Commission by filing Cases No.HERC / PRO 8, 10 & 11 of 2015. After hearing the 

parties, this Commission decided the said petition vide the Order dated 

21.09.2015. This Commission, has, inter-alia held as under – 

“Further, on perusal of Regulation 1.2 HERC (Duty to supply electricity on request, 
Power to recover expenditure incurred in providing supply & Power to require 
security) Regulations, 2005, as reproduced above, it is clear that the ibid 
Regulations are not applicable to the Transmission Licensee i.e. Respondent No. 1. 
Further, as per Regulation 3.4, the Distribution Licensee shall have necessary 
commercial arrangement with the Transmission Licensee in case required supply 
is at Extra High Voltage (66 kV & above) for extension of works, to the network of 
the Transmission Licensee. Moreover, Sr. No. 3 of Annexure-1 of the ibid 
Regulations clearly stipulates that in case there is a need to enhance the capacity 
of existing power transformer or provide new power transformer, the Licensee can 
charge the cost of enhancing the capacity of existing power transformer or 
providing new power transformer, with or without bay extension, along with 
associated equipment and the cost of erecting or extending such line, for providing 
the electric supply to the consumer calculated as per Part-I of this Annexure. 
There is no provision of recovery of normative share cost from the consumers in 
these Regulations. Moreover, any charges which are to be recovered from the 
consumer are necessarily required to be got approved from the Commission before 
these can be notified.  
 
In view of the above observations, the Commission is of the considered view that 
the impugned instructions i.e. the instructions issued by the Deputy Secretary/Op., 
HVPNL, Panchkula vide his Memo. No. Ch.-40/DSO-434/Vol.-III/SE/RAU/F-136 
dated 04.09.2014, are not in accordance with HERC (Duty to supply electricity on 
request, Power to recover expenditure incurred in providing supply) Regulations, 
2005 along with its amendments. The Commission, therefore, directs the 
Respondent No. 1 to withdraw the impugned instructions from the date of 
its issue. Further, the Commission directs Respondent No. 2 i.e. Discoms, to 
charge the share cost from the consumers strictly as per HERC (Duty to 
supply electricity on request, Power to recover expenditure incurred in 
providing supply) Regulations, 2005 along with its amendments.” 
 

r) Pursuant to the above, Deputy Secretary / Operations of HVPNL has issued 

necessary instructions for withdrawal of the above Memo on 20.11.2015.  

s) However, a difficulty has arisen with respect to the period from 04.09.2014 

(when the first memo was issued) till 21.09.2015 when the Order of the Hon’ble 

Commission was passed. It is stated that for this period, the Memo dated 

04.09.2014 remained in force and was implemented. 

t) In the circumstances, HVPNL has filed the present petition for the period 

between 04.09.2014 and 21.09.2015.  
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2. PRAYER 

The prayers of HVPNL are as under – 

(a) Admit the petition and issue notice in the same; 
(b) Apply the doctrine of prospective overruling by exercising the inherent power and 

the power to remove difficulty; 
(c) Direct that the effective date of withdrawal of the memo dated 04.09.2014 will be 

21.09.2015 as a special case; 
(d) Pass such further order(s) as deemed fit and proper 

 
3. Submissions of HVPNL 

 Primarily, the submission of HVPNL is that it had issued the Memo dated 04.09.2014 

after due deliberation and to standardise the procedure of share cost collection from the 

consumers. HVPNL being a revenue neutral utility, the amounts so collected have been 

taken into accounts while passing the various tariff orders and the remaining amounts 

have already been passed on in the consumer tariff. 

After the Order dated 21.09.2015 of this Commission, HVPNL has discontinued its 

Memo dated 04.09.2014 and has accepted the order of this Commission. 

 It is not that HVPNL has retained any amounts of the share cost collected from 

particular consumers. This has been reflected in the books of HVPNL and taken as an 

income of HVPNL by this Commission in the various tariff orders passed. This has been 

in the form of reduction in depreciation of the assets of HVPNL in the tariff orders. 

Therefore, as a special case, HVPNL is moving the present petition seeking a prospective 

overruling by this Commission.  

 HVPNL has relied on the following judgments with regard to the principle of 

prospective overruling – 

 

a) Golak Nath Vs. State of Punjab :(1967) 2 SCR 762 , AIR 1967 SC 1643 

“45. There are two doctrines familiar to American Jurisprudence, one is described 
as Blackstonian theory and the other as “prospective over-ruling” which may have 
some relevance to the present enquiry. Blackstone in his Commentaries, 69 (15th 
Edn., 1809) stated the common law rule that the duty of the Court was “not to 
pronounce a new rule but to maintain and expound the old one”. It means the 
Judge does not make law but only discovers or finds the true law. The law has 
always been the same. If a subsequent decision changes the earlier one, the latter 
decision does not make law but only discovers the correct principle of law. The 
result of this view is that it is necessarily retrospective in operation. But Jurists, 
George F. Canfield, Robert Hill Freeman, John Henry Wigmore and Cardozo have 
expounded the doctrine of “prospective over-ruling” and suggested it as “a useful 
judicial tool”. In the words of Canfield the said expression means: 
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“... a Court should recognize a duty to announce a new and better rule 
for future transactions whenever the court has reached the 
conviction that on old rule (as established by the precedents) is 
unsound even though feeling compelled by stare decisis to apply the 
old and condemned rule to the instance case and to transactions 
which had already taken place”. 

 

48.  Let us now consider some of the objections to this doctrine. The objections are: 
(1) the doctrine involved legislation by courts; (2) it would not encourage parties 
to prefer appeals as they would not get any benefit therefrom; (3) the declaration 
for the future would only be obiter; (4) it is not a desirable change; and (5) the 
doctrine of retroactivity serves as a break on courts which otherwise might be 
tempted to be so fascile in overruling. But in our view, these objections are not 
insurmountable. If a court can overrule its earlier decision — there cannot be any 
dispute now that the court can do so — there cannot be any valid reason why it 
should not restrict its ruling to the future and not to the past. Even if the party 
filing an appeal may not be benefited by it, in similar appeals which he may file 
after the change in the law he will have the benefit. The decision cannot be obiter 
for what the court in effect does is, to declare the law but on the basis of another 
doctrine restricts its scope. Stability in law does not mean that injustice shall be 
perpetuated. An illuminating article on the subject is found in Pennsylvania Law 
Review. 

 

49. It is a modern doctrine suitable for a fast moving society. It does not do 
away with the doctrine of stare decisis, but confines it to past transactions. It 
is true that in one sense the court only declares the law, either customary or 
statutory or personal law. While in strict theory it may be said that the 
doctrine involves making of law, what the court really does is to declare the 
law but refuses to give retroactivity to it. It is really a pragmatic solution 
reconciling the two conflicting doctrines, namely, that a court finds law and 
that it does make law. It finds law but restricts its operation to the future. It 
enables the court to bring about a smooth transition by correcting its errors 
without disturbing the impact of those errors on the past transactions. It is 
left to the discretion of the court to prescribe the limits of the retroactivity 
and thereby it enables it to mould the relief to meet the ends of justice. 

 

52. As this Court for the first time has been called upon to apply the doctrine 
evolved in a different country under different circumstances, we would like to 
move warily in the beginning. We would lay down the following propositions: (1) 
The doctrine of prospective overruling can be invoked only in matters arising 
under our Constitution; (2) it can be applied only by the highest Court of the 
country i.e. the Supreme Court as it has the constitutional jurisdiction to declare 
law binding on all the courts in India; (3) the scope of the retroactive operation of 
the law declared by the Supreme Court superseding its “earlier decisions is left to 
its discretion to be moulded in accordance with the justice of the cause or matter 
before it.” 

b) Kailash Chand Sharma v. State of Rajasthan : (2002) 6 SCC 562  
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“40. Arguments were addressed before us on the contours and limitations of the 
doctrine of prospective overruling applied in our country for the first time in Golak 
Nath v. State of Punjab [AIR 1967 SC 1643 : (1967) 2 SCR 762] in the context of 
invalidity of certain constitutional amendments and extended gradually to the 
laws found unconstitutional or even to the interpretation of ordinary statutes. The 
sum and substance of this innovative principle is that when the Court finds 
or lays down the correct law in the process of which the prevalent 
understanding of the law undergoes a change, the Court, on considerations 
of justice and fair deal, restricts the operation of the new-found law to the 
future so that its impact does not fall on the past transactions. The doctrine 
recognises the discretion of the Court to prescribe the limits of retroactivity 
of the law declared by it. It is a great harmonizing principle equipping the 
Court with the power to mould the relief to meet the ends of justice. 
Justification for invoking the doctrine was also found in Articles 141 and 142 
which as pointed out in Golak Nath case [AIR 1967 SC 1643 : (1967) 2 SCR 762] 
are couched in such wide and elastic terms as to enable this Court to formulate 
legal doctrines to meet the ends of justice. In the aftermath of Golak Nath case [AIR 
1967 SC 1643 : (1967) 2 SCR 762] we find quite an illuminating and analytical 
discussion of the doctrine by Sawant, J. in Managing Director, ECIL v. B. 
Karunakar[(1993) 4 SCC 727 : 1993 SCC (L&S) 1184 : (1993) 25 ATC 704] . The 
learned Judge prefaced the discussion with the following enunciation: (SCC p. 760, 
para 34) 
 
“It is now well settled that the courts can make the law laid down by them 
prospective in operation to prevent unsettlement of the settled positions, to 
prevent administrative chaos and to meet the ends of justice.” 

c) Ashok Kumar Gupta v. State of U.P. :(1997) 5 SCC 201  

“54. It is settled principle right from Golak Nath [(1967) 2 SCR 762 : AIR 1967 SC 
1643] ratio that prospective overruling is a part of the principles of constitutional 
canon of interpretation. Though Golak Nath ratio of unamendability of 
fundamental rights under Article 368 of the Constitution was overruled 
in KesavanandaBharati case [KesavanandaBharati v.State of Kerala, (1973) 4 SCC 
225 : 1973 Supp SCR 1] the doctrine of prospective overruling was upheld and 
followed in several decisions. This Court negatived the contention in Golak Nath 
case that prospective overruling amounts to judicial legislation. Explaining the 
Blackstonian theory of law, i.e., Judge discovers law and does not make law, and 
the efficacy of prospective overruling at p. 808 placitum D to H, this Court by a 
Bench of eleven Judges had held that the doctrine of prospective overruling is a 
modern doctrine and is suitable for a fast-moving society. It does not do 
away with the doctrine of stare decisis but confines it to past transactions. 
While in strict theory, it may be said that the doctrine involves the making of 
law, what a court really does is to declare the law but refuses to give 
retrospectivity to it. It is really a pragmatic solution reconciling the two 
conflicting doctrines, namely, that a court finds law and that it does make 
the law. It finds the law but restricts its operation to the future. It enables 
the courts to bring about a smooth transition by correcting the errors 
without disturbing the impact of those errors on past transactions. By 
implication of this doctrine, the past may be preserved and the future 
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protected. The Constitution does not expressly or by necessary implication 
speak against the doctrine of prospective overruling. Articles 32(4) and 142 
are designed with words of width to enable this Court to declare the law and 
to give such direction or pass such orders as are necessary to do complete 
justice.” 

d) Sarwan Kumar & Anr. v. Madan Lal Aggarwal : (2003) 4 SCC 147 

“15. ……………………The doctrine of "prospective overruling" was initially made 
applicable to the matters arising under the Constitution but we understand the 
same has since been made applicable to the matters arising under the statutes as 
well. Under the doctrine of "prospective overruling" the law declared by the 
Court applies to the cases arising in future only and its applicability to the 
cases which have attained finality is saved because the repeal would 
otherwise work hardship to those who had trusted to its existence. 
Invocation of doctrine of "prospective overruling" is left to the discretion of 
the court to mould with the justice of the cause or the matter before the 
court.” 
 

e) Somaiya Organics (India) Ltd. v. State of U.P. : (2001) 5 SCC 519 

“27. In the ultimate analysis, prospective overruling, despite the terminology, is 
only a recognition of the principle that the court moulds the reliefs claimed to 
meet the justice of the case — justice not in its logical but in its equitable sense. As 
far as this country is concerned, the power has been expressly conferred by Article 
142 of the Constitution which allows this Court to “pass such decree or make such 
order as is necessary for doing complete justice in any cause or matter pending 
before it”. In exercise of this power, this Court has often denied the relief claimed 
despite holding in the claimants' favour in order to do “complete justice”. 
28. Given this constitutional discretion, it was perhaps unnecessary to resort to 
any principle of prospective overruling, a view which was expressed 
in Narayanibaiv. State of Maharashtra [(1969) 3 SCC 468] at p. 470 and in Ashok 
Kumar Gupta v.State of U.P. [(1997) 5 SCC 201 : 1997 SCC (L&S) 1299] In the latter 
case, while dealing with the “doctrine of prospective overruling”, this Court said 
that it was a method evolved by the courts to adjust competing rights of 
parties so as to save transactions “whether statutory or otherwise, that were 
effected by the earlier law”. According to this Court, it was a rule 

 

“of judicial craftsmanship with pragmatism and judicial 

statesmanship as a useful outline to bring about smooth transition of 

the operation of law without unduly affecting the rights of the people 

who acted upon the law operated prior to the date of the judgment 

overruling the previous law”. 

Ultimately, it is a question of this Court's discretion and is, for this reason, 

relatable directly to the words of the Court granting the relief. 

 
29. Reading the two paras 89 and 90 together it does appear that this Court 

regarded the declaration of the provisions being illegal prospectively as only 
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meaning that if the States had already collected the tax they would not be liable to 

pay back the same. It is the States which were protected as a result of the 

declaration for otherwise on the conclusion that the impugned Acts lacked 

legislative competence the result would have been that any tax collected would 

have become refundable as no State could retain the same because levy would be 

without the authority of law and contrary to Article 265 of the Constitution. At the 

same time, it was clearly stipulated that the States were restrained from enforcing 

the levy any further. …………………….” 

 

HVPNL has submitted that HVPNL is not challenging the Order dated 21.09.2015 passed 

by this Commission in any manner. HVPNL is only requesting the Commission to use its 

inherent power and power to remove difficulty to apply the doctrine of prospective 

overruling and give effect to the withdrawal notification / memo dated 20.11.2015 from 

21.09.2015, namely the date of the Order of the Commission instead on 04.09.2014. 

4. Analysis and Decision 

 

 The matter was heard by the Commission on 11.07.2017 & 21.11.2017 The 

Commission also directed HVPNL to file on affidavit the details of persons from whom 

the share cost had been collected as per the Memo dated 04.09.2014. HVPNL has filed 

the said affidavit and it has been seen that out of the total consumers in the State of 

Haryana, this principle of share cost has been applied only to 31 consumers totalling to 

Rs. 2897.45 lacs. 

 On examining the data, this Commission finds that the principle of prospective 

ruling has been developed by the Courts to deal with situations which may arise due to 

the court’s view / order setting aside or changing an earlier view. 

 The above principle can be applied to the case of HVPNL when a difficulty has arisen 

with respect to the period from 04.09.2014 (when the first memo was issued) till 

21.09.2015 when the Order of this Commission was passed.  

 In any case, HVPNL is a regulated entity and all its expenses are passed on to the 

consumers and so are the incomes. Thus, HVPNL being a revenue neutral utility, any 

amounts collected by HVPNL are taken into account while passing the various tariff 

orders and the remaining amounts have already been passed on in the consumer tariff. 

It is also correct that HVPNL does not retain any amounts of the share cost collected 

from particular consumers. This has been reflected in the books of HVPNL and taken as 

an income of HVPNL by this Commission in the various tariff orders passed. This has 

been in the form of reduction in depreciation of the assets of HVPNL in the tariff orders.  
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 The amount so recommended has already been accounted for while approving the 

Annual Revenue Requirement and determination of the tariff transmission charges to be 

recovers from the beneficiaries.  

 There were two option before the Commission either to accept the views by the 

licensees for uniform applicable of such charges on all industrial consumers seeking 

connection on HT/EHV or to go for such other solution as the existing provision was 

discriminatory. Thus Commission was of considered opinion that there should be no 

discrimination while dealing such case and chose to make amendment in the Regulation 

and notified the Duty to supply electricity on request, Power to recover expenditure 

incurred in providing supply and Power to require security Regulations, 2016, where in 

the said charges have been dispensed with henceforth. 

 Further, apart from a few consumers who had approached this Commission, all 

other consumers have accepted the demand of HVPNL and complied with the same 

without any challenge.  

 Therefore, as a special case, this Hon’ble Commission decides to exercise its 

inherent powers, to hold that Order dated 21.09.2015 will have prospective effect and 

will not affect in any manner the amounts levied and collected by HVPNL from 

consumers under the Memo dated 04.09.2014. 

 We make it clear that this is a special dispensation considering the peculiar facts of 

the present case and will not be cited as a precedent by any parties before this 

Commission. 

Petition No. HERC – PRO 24 of 2016 is disposed off in the above terms. 

 This Order is signed, dated and issued by the Haryana Electricity Regulatory Commission on 

10.01.2019. 

 

Date: 10.01.2019 (Pravindra Singh Chauhan)   (Jagjeet Singh) 

Place: Panchkula                    Member       Chairman 
 

 

 


