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Formal Objection to TGERC Draft Third 

Amendment Regulation, 2026: Service Line 

Charges for HT Connections 

 

Reference: PSF/TGERC/2026/SLC-HT-Objection, date: 25 February 2026 

 

From: 

Director 

People's Sentinel Forum 

Regd. Office: H.No. 5-20-196, Ravi Society, Mahendra Hills 

East Marredpally, Secunderabad, Hyderabad - 500026, Telangana 

Email: mrpinninti999@gmail.com | Mobile: +91 9989693556 

To: 

The Secretary 

Telangana Electricity Regulatory Commission 

5th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills 

Hyderabad - 500 004, Telangana 

Subject: Formal Objection to Draft Third Amendment Regulation, 2026 - Service Line 

Charges for HT Connections - Request for Public Hearing 

References: 

1. TGERC Public Notice dated 19.02.2026 - Draft Third Amendment to Regulation 4 

of 2013 

2. TGERC Regulation No. 01 of 2026 - Second Amendment dated 17.01.2026 

 

Executive Summary 

Respected Sir, 

People's Sentinel Forum (PSF), a consumer advocacy organization working for electricity 

consumer rights in Telangana, hereby submits this formal objection to the Draft Third 

Amendment Regulation, 2026 concerning Service Line Charges (SLC) for High Tension 

(HT) connections at 11 kV and 33 kV voltage levels. 

 

http://h.no/
mailto:mrpinninti999@gmail.com
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Critical Issues Identified 

The proposed HT flat-rate SLC structure creates systematic regulatory failures across five 

dimensions: 

1. Catastrophic cost non-reflectivity recovering only 2-10% of actual TGSPDCL 

line costs at 5-20 km distances (vs 102-107% for LT) 

2. Extreme discrimination with LT consumers paying 11-42× more than HT 

consumers for similar loads despite HT infrastructure costing 32.7% more per km 

3. Massive cost inversion where more expensive HT infrastructure receives 52-98% 

lower charges 

4. Financial unsustainability creating ₹24.4 lakh per connection shortfall at realistic 

5 km average, scaling to ₹167.44 crore for 110 connections at 10 km 

5. Section 46 violation failing statutory "expenses reasonably incurred" test by 

recovering only 7-10% at typical distances 

Our analysis uses actual TGSPDCL 2024-25 line construction cost data (₹4,01,893/km for 

LT OH; ₹5,33,185/km for HT 11 kV OH) and examines threshold comparisons (55 kW LT 

vs 56 kVA HT), higher capacity scenarios (500-5000 kVA at 11 kV and 33 kV), and 

multiple line configurations (overhead and underground with/without municipal 

permissions). 

Part I: LT-HT Threshold Analysis Using TGSPDCL 2024-25 

Actual Costs 

1. Methodology and Cost Framework 

1.1 TGSPDCL 2024-25 Official Line Construction Costs 

Line Type Cost per km (₹) Specification 

LT 4-wire OH 4,01,893 55 Sqmm conductor, 8M poles 

HT 11 kV OH 5,33,185 55 Sqmm conductor, 9.1M poles 

 

Table 1: TGSPDCL 2024-25 actual line construction costs 

HT Cost Premium Analysis: 

HT Premium =
5,33,185 − 4,01,893

4,01,893
× 100 = 32.7% 
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Critical Finding: HT 11 kV infrastructure costs 32.7% MORE per km than LT 

infrastructure, reflecting taller poles (9.1M vs 8M), higher-grade 11 kV BIL insulators, 

greater CEA clearance requirements, ACSR vs standard aluminum conductor, and 

additional safety equipment[1]. 

This 32.7% premium intensifies the cost inversion problem: more expensive infrastructure 

receives dramatically lower charges. 

1.2 Regulatory Framework Comparison 

LT SLC (Second Amendment, Reg. 01 of 2026): 

For loads >20 kW: ₹10,000/kW within 1 km radius. Beyond 1 km: individual estimation 

implying actual line cost recovery[2]. 

For 55 kW LT Consumer: 

• Base SLC (0-1 km): ₹5,50,000 

• Beyond 1 km: Base + (Distance - 1) × ₹4,01,893/km 

HT SLC (Draft Third Amendment, 2026): 

₹3,500/kVA for 11 kV OH, flat rate 0-20 km[3]. 

For HT Consumers: 

• 56 kVA NDS: ₹1,96,000 (uniform) 

• 75 kVA Industrial: ₹2,62,500 (uniform) 

Draft Amendment Provisos on Additional Charges: 

The Draft Third Amendment includes two critical provisos: 

"Provided that where the extension of distribution system requires payment of statutory 

Right of Way charges, road cutting charges, railway/highway crossing deposits, forest 

clearance deposits, or any compensation payable under notified Government policy, such 

charges shall be recovered from the applicant on actual basis upon production of 

documentary evidence. 

Provided further that where the terrain is classified as Semi-Difficult, Difficult or Highly 

Difficult as defined in Schedule–X, the applicable Service Line Charges shall be 

multiplied by the Terrain Multiplier specified therein." 

 

Analysis of Provisos: 
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1. First Proviso (Statutory Charges): Recognizes that certain external costs (RoW, 

road cutting, railway crossing, forest clearance) vary by location and must be 

recovered on actual basis with documentary evidence. This provision demonstrates 

Commission's awareness that location-specific costs require location-specific 

recovery. 

2. Second Proviso (Terrain Multiplier): Recognizes that terrain difficulty affects 

construction costs and requires differential charges. This provision acknowledges 

cost variability based on physical conditions. 

3. Internal Contradiction: While these provisos recognize the principle of cost-

reflective location-specific charges for external/terrain costs, the base SLC structure 

ignores distance—the most fundamental location-specific cost driver. If statutory 

charges and terrain require actual/differential recovery, why does distance (which 

creates 5-20× cost variation) receive flat-rate treatment? 

4. Selective Cost-Reflectivity: The framework applies cost-reflectivity to ancillary 

charges (RoW, terrain) but not to the primary line construction cost (distance). This 

creates logical inconsistency. 

2. Cost-Reflectivity Analysis: LT vs HT Threshold Comparison 

2.1 LT 55 kW Analysis (NDS and Industrial Categories) 

Distance (km) Actual Cost (₹) SLC Charged (₹) Gap (₹) Recovery % 

0 0 5,50,000 +5,50,000 --- 

5 20,09,465 21,57,572 +1,48,107 107.4% 

10 40,18,930 41,67,037 +1,48,107 103.7% 

15 60,28,395 61,76,502 +1,48,107 102.5% 

20 80,37,860 81,85,967 +1,48,107 101.8% 

 

Table 2: LT 55 kW: Excellent cost-reflectivity (102-107% recovery) 

Analysis: LT distance-sensitive model achieves 102-107% recovery at 5-20 km—excellent 

cost-reflectivity with reasonable buffer for administrative costs. 

2.2 HT 56 kVA NDS and 75 kVA Industrial Analysis 
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Distance 

(km) 

Actual Cost 

(₹) 

56kVA SLC 

(₹) 

75kVA SLC 

(₹) 

Recovery 

% 

0 0 1,96,000 2,62,500 --- 

5 26,65,925 1,96,000 2,62,500 7.4-9.8% 

10 53,31,850 1,96,000 2,62,500 3.7-4.9% 

15 79,97,775 1,96,000 2,62,500 2.5-3.3% 

20 1,06,63,700 1,96,000 2,62,500 1.8-2.5% 

 

Table 3: HT flat-rate: Catastrophic under-recovery (2-10%) 

Critical Finding: At realistic 5 km average HT line length, flat-rate structure recovers only 

7-10% of actual costs, creating ₹24.0-24.7 lakh shortfall per connection. 

2.3 Comparative Discrimination Analysis 

Distance 

(km) 

LT 55kW 

(₹) 

HT 56kVA 

(₹) 

Absolute Diff 

(₹) 

Payment 

Ratio 

5 21,57,572 1,96,000 -19,61,572 11.0× 

10 41,67,037 1,96,000 -39,71,037 21.3× 

20 81,85,967 1,96,000 -79,89,967 41.8× 

 

Payment Disparity: For a mere 1 kW load increase (55 kW LT to 56 kVA HT), consumers 

save ₹19.6-80 lakh at 5-20 km despite HT infrastructure costing 32.7% MORE per km. 

2.4 Cost Inversion Matrix 

Parameter LT HT HT Premium/Discount 

Actual cost/km (₹) 4,01,893 5,33,185 +32.7% (higher) 

SLC @ 10 km (₹) 41,67,037 1,96,000 -95% (lower) 

 

Table 4: Cost inversion: 33% higher infrastructure receives 95% lower charges 

2.5 Financial Impact on TGDISCOMs 
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Per-Connection Shortfall at Realistic 5 km Average: 

 

Category Actual Cost (₹) Shortfall (₹) 

HT NDS 56 kVA 26,65,925 24,69,925 

HT Industrial 75 kVA 26,65,925 24,03,425 

Average 26,65,925 24,36,675 

 

Scaled Impact: 

100 connections at 5 km = 100 × 24,36,675 = ₹24.37 crore unrecovered 

This capital must be absorbed through Discom losses or cross-subsidized via tariffs, 

violating Tariff Policy mandates. 

Part II: Extended HT Cost Analysis Across Voltage Levels and 

Line Configurations 

3. Higher Capacity HT Connections: Comprehensive Analysis 

3.1 Extended Cost Framework 

Voltage Line Type Cost/km (₹) Basis 

11 kV Overhead (OH) 5,33,183 TGDISCOM data 

11 kV UG (no permit) 20,70,000 Standard UG cost 

11 kV UG (with permit) 63,70,000 Incl. permit, restoration 

33 kV Overhead (OH) 15,38,422 TGDISCOM data 

33 kV UG (no permit) 50,00,000 Standard HV cable 

33 kV UG (with permit) 93,00,000 Incl. permit, restoration 

 

Table 5: Comprehensive line construction costs across voltage levels and types 

Rationale: 
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• 11 kV vs 33 kV OH: 2.9× premium (larger insulators, higher clearances, stronger 

structures) 

• OH vs UG: 4-12× premium (trenching, bedding, cables, civil restoration) 

• With vs Without Permit: 1.9-3× premium (municipal permissions, road 

restoration, traffic management) 

3.2 Proposed SLC Rates 

Voltage Line Type SLC Rate (₹/kVA) 

11 kV Overhead 3,500 

11 kV Underground 8,000 

33 kV Overhead 7,000 

33 kV Underground 12,000 

 

Table 6: Draft Third Amendment flat-rate SLC (uniform 0-20 km) 

4. Recovery Performance Analysis by Configuration 

4.1 11 kV Overhead Lines (500-1500 kVA) 

 

Distance Load Actual Cost (₹) SLC (₹) Recovery % 

10 km 500 kVA 53,31,830 17,50,000 32.8% 

10 km 1000 kVA 53,31,830 35,00,000 65.6% 

10 km 1500 kVA 53,31,830 52,50,000 98.5% 

 

Finding: Smaller loads (500-1000 kVA) catastrophically under-recover; only 1500 kVA 

approaches cost-reflectivity. 

4.2 11 kV Underground Lines - Municipal Permission Scenarios 

Scenario Load 
Actual Cost @ 10km 

(₹) 
SLC (₹) 

Recovery 

% 
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UG no permit 500 kVA 2,07,00,000 40,00,000 19.3% 

UG no permit 
1500 

kVA 
2,07,00,000 1,20,00,000 58.0% 

UG with 

permit 
500 kVA 6,37,00,000 40,00,000 6.3% 

UG with 

permit 

1500 

kVA 
6,37,00,000 1,20,00,000 18.8% 

 

Critical Issue: Municipal permission adds ₹43.7L/km cost, but SLC remains identical—

3× cost difference completely unrecognized. 

4.3 33 kV Lines - Bifurcated Performance Pattern 

Line Type Load 
Actual Cost @ 

10km (₹) 
SLC (₹) 

Recovery 

% 

33 kV OH 
1501 

kVA 
1,53,84,220 1,05,07,000 68.3% 

33 kV OH 
5000 

kVA 
1,53,84,220 3,50,00,000 227.5% 

33 kV UG no 

permit 

1501 

kVA 
5,00,00,000 1,80,12,000 36.0% 

33 kV UG no 

permit 

5000 

kVA 
5,00,00,000 6,00,00,000 120.0% 

33 kV UG with 

permit 

1501 

kVA 
9,30,00,000 1,80,12,000 19.4% 

33 kV UG with 

permit 

5000 

kVA 
9,30,00,000 6,00,00,000 64.5% 

 

Finding: Flat per-kVA rate creates internal cross-subsidy—smaller loads (1501-2000 

kVA) subsidize larger loads (3000-5000 kVA), contradicting progressive subsidy 

principles. 

5. Aggregate Revenue Loss Scenario 
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5.1 Realistic Connection Mix at 10 km Average Distance 

Assumptions: 

• 11 kV: 60 connections (20 each at 500, 1000, 1500 kVA) 

• 33 kV: 50 connections (10 each at 1501, 2000, 3000, 4000, 5000 kVA) 

• Line types: OH and UG without municipal permission 

Line Type Load Connections 
Shortfall per 

Connection (₹) 

Total Loss (₹ 

Cr) 

11 kV OH 500 kVA 20 35,82,000 7.16 

11 kV OH 1000 kVA 20 18,32,000 3.66 

11 kV UG 500 kVA 20 1,67,00,000 33.40 

11 kV UG 1000 kVA 20 1,27,00,000 25.40 

33 kV OH 1501 kVA 10 48,77,000 4.88 

33 kV UG 1501 kVA 10 3,19,88,000 31.99 

33 kV UG 2000 kVA 10 2,60,00,000 26.00 

Total (Selected Scenarios) --- 167.44 

 

Table 7: Aggregate unrecovered capital: ₹167.44 crore for 110 connections 

Distribution: Underground cables (both voltages) account for 89.7% of total revenue loss 

despite representing only part of connection mix. 

Scaled Impact: 1,100 connections would result in ₹1,674 crore unrecovered capital—

catastrophic for Discom financial viability. 

Part III: Regulatory Compliance and Legal Analysis 

6. Statutory Framework and Compliance Assessment 

6.1 Section 43: Power to Supply Electricity 

Section 43 of the Electricity Act, 2003 establishes the foundational duty[4]: 
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"Every distribution licensee shall, on an application by the owner or occupier of any 

premises, give supply of electricity to such premises, within one month after receipt 

of the application requiring such supply..." 

This provision creates a legal obligation on Discoms to provide supply upon application, 

subject to reasonable conditions and charges., and if fails to provide supply liable for 

penalties fixed by Commission in Standards of Performance (SoP). 

6.2 Section 46: Recovery of Expenses 

Section 46 of the Electricity Act, 2003 governs the cost recovery mechanism[4]: 

"Where any person requires a supply of electricity, he may apply to the distribution 

licensee for recovery of expenses reasonably incurred on such electric lines or 

electrical plant used for the purpose of giving supply." 

Critical Elements: 

1. "Expenses reasonably incurred" - Charges must reflect actual costs incurred by 

Discom 

2. Cost basis - Recovery limited to expenses actually incurred, not arbitrary flat rates 

3. Reasonableness test - Expenses must be reasonable and justified 

4. Transparency requirement - Applicant entitled to know basis of charges 

6.3 Compliance Test Against Section 46 

Scenario 
SLC 

Charged (₹) 

Actual 

Expense (₹) 

Recovery 

% 
Compliant? 

LT 55 kW @ 5 km 21,57,572 20,09,465 107.4% Yes 

LT 55 kW @ 10 km 41,67,037 40,18,930 103.7% Yes 

HT 56 kVA @ 5 km 1,96,000 26,65,925 7.4% NO 

HT 56 kVA @ 10 km 1,96,000 53,31,850 3.7% NO 

11 kV UG with permit, 

500 kVA @ 10 km 
40,00,000 6,37,00,000 6.3% NO 

33 kV UG no permit, 

1501 kVA @ 10 km 
1,80,12,000 5,00,00,000 36.0% NO 
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Conclusion: Out of 240 data points analyzed (48 load scenarios × 5 distances), only 18 

scenarios (7.5%) achieve ≥95% cost recovery. The vast majority fail Section 46 statutory 

test. 

Legal Question: How can recovering 7-10% at realistic 5-10 km distances satisfy 

"expenses reasonably incurred" requirement under Section 46? 

6.4 Section 43-46 Integration Analysis 

The Draft Third Amendment violates the integrated framework of Sections 43 and 46: 

Provision Requirement Draft Amendment Compliance 

Section 43 
Discom must supply 

within one month 

May comply procedurally 

Section 46 
Recover "expenses 

reasonably incurred" 

Fails: Recovers only 7-10% at typical 

distances 

Integrated 

effect 

Supply duty + 

reasonable cost recovery 

Contradictory: Supply duty met but 

cost recovery catastrophically fails 

 

Critical Finding: While the Draft Amendment may facilitate Section 43's supply 

obligation through simplified procedures, it systematically violates Section 46 by failing to 

recover "expenses reasonably incurred." This creates financial unsustainability that 

ultimately undermines the Section 43 duty itself—Discoms cannot sustain supply 

obligations while recovering only 7-10% of actual line costs. 

7. Discrimination and Equity Principles 

7.1 Consumer Class Comparison 

Parameter LT Consumers HT Consumers 

Typical type 
Small shops, offices, SME 

workshops 

Large commercial, medium/large 

industrial 

Financial 

capacity 

Lower (vulnerable) Higher (stronger) 

Distance band 1 km only 20 km 

Cost recovery 102-107% (strict) 2-10% (lenient) 
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Payment @ 10 

km 

₹41.7L ₹1.96-2.62L 

Infrastructure 

cost 

₹4.02L/km (lower) ₹5.33L/km (33% higher) 

 

Finding: Framework creates regressive discrimination where smaller, vulnerable LT 

consumers face stricter cost-recovery rules while larger, stronger HT consumers receive 

generous distance-blind concessions—despite HT infrastructure costing significantly more. 

7.2 Tariff Policy Violation 

The National Tariff Policy mandates cost-reflective tariffs and progressive cross-subsidy 

reduction[5]. The proposed structure violates both: 

• Cost-reflectivity failure: 2-10% recovery contradicts "cost-reflective charges" 

mandate 

• Cross-subsidy creation: 84-93% of HT line costs funded by other consumers 

through tariffs or Discom losses 

• Hidden subsidies: No transparency in who bears ₹24.4 lakh per connection 

shortfall 

8. Critical Patterns Across All Analyses 

8.1 Universal Regulatory Failures 

1. Distance Blindness: Flat 0-20 km rate ignores exponential cost increase with 

distance, creating perverse locational incentives 

2. Load-Based Cross-Subsidy: Smaller loads subsidize larger loads within HT 

categories, inverting progressive principles 

3. Configuration Blindness: Same SLC for OH/UG and with/without municipal 

permission despite 2-12× cost differences 

4. Voltage Asymmetry: 1 km LT band with strict recovery vs 20 km HT band with 

2-10% recovery 

8.2 Empirical Proof: Distance-Sensitive Models Work 

LT distance-sensitive model achieves 102-107% recovery at 5-20 km—definitive proof 

that: 
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• Distance-based structures are administratively viable 

• Cost-reflective charges are achievable 

• Both consumer equity and Discom viability can be ensured simultaneously 

Part IV: Recommended Alternative Framework 

9. Hybrid Distance-Plus-Load Model 

9.1 Proposed Structure Using TGSPDCL 2024-25 Costs 

Distance-Based SLC Component: 

Distance Band LT OH (₹) HT 11 kV OH (₹) 

0-500m (fixed charge) 75,000 1,00,000 

Beyond 500m (per km) 4,01,893 5,33,185 

 

Load-Based Development Charges: 

Category LT (₹/kW) HT (₹/kVA) 

NDS/Industrial 1,500 2,000 

 

Total Charges Formula: 

Total = Fixed + [(𝐷 − 0.5) × ₹/km Rate] + (Load × DC Rate) 

where 𝐷 = distance in km 

9.2 Comparative Performance: Proposed vs Current 

Scenario Distance Actual Cost (₹) Proposed (₹) Recovery % 

LT 55 kW 10 km 40,18,930 29,32,500 98% 

HT 56 kVA 10 km 53,31,850 52,77,258 99% 

HT 75 kVA 10 km 53,31,850 53,15,258 100% 

 

9.3 Benefits Analysis 
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1. Cost-Reflectivity: 95-105% recovery eliminates ₹24-51 lakh per-connection 

shortfalls 

2. Equity: LT-HT differential reflects actual 33% cost difference (vs arbitrary 52-98% 

gap) 

3. Locational Efficiency: Both LT and HT consumers face distance-based costs, 

encouraging network-proximate siting 

4. Section 46 Compliance: Explicit recovery of "expenses reasonably incurred" 

5. Tariff Policy Alignment: Eliminates hidden cross-subsidies, achieves cost-

reflectivity 

6. Financial Sustainability: TGDISCOMs recover full infrastructure costs without 

deferred expansion or tariff cross-subsidization 

9.4 Implementation Roadmap 

Phase 1 (0-12 months): Adopt distance-sensitive rates using TGSPDCL cost data; manual 

distance measurement protocols 

Phase 2 (In 12 months): Deploy GIS mapping for HT/LT networks; online consumer SLC 

estimation portal 

Phase 3 (13-24 months): Full GIS-based automatic distance computation; annual cost 

schedule updates based on material indices 

Part V: Relief Sought and Recommendations 

10. Specific Relief Requested 

We respectfully request the Commission to: 

1. Reject Draft Third Amendment as financially unsustainable, discriminatory, and 

non-compliant with Section 46 of the Electricity Act, 2003 

2. Issue revised draft adopting distance-based SLC for both LT and HT using 

TGSPDCL 2024-25 actual costs 

3. Conduct cost-reflectivity audit requiring TGDISCOMs to submit: 

• Actual per-km costs by voltage/type/configuration 

• Separate cost heads (conductor, insulators, poles/towers, civil works, permit 

fees) 

• Quarterly updates for material cost variations 
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• Financial sustainability analysis 

4. Grant public hearing to present detailed technical analysis and examine 

TGDISCOMs' cost justifications 

5. Mandate GIS-based distance verification within 12 months with interim manual 

measurement protocols 

6. Review Second Amendment LT structure to reduce excessive ₹5.5 lakh base at 0 

km while maintaining distance sensitivity beyond 1 km 

7. Publish transparent cost schedules annually showing: 

• Standard ₹/km rates by voltage/type 

• ₹/kW or ₹/kVA development charge rates 

• Municipal permission cost differentials 

• Material cost indices for annual adjustments 

8. Demonstrate Section 46 compliance explicitly in final order with supporting 

TGSPDCL cost data and recovery percentage calculations 

9. Differentiate line configurations in SLC structure: 

• OH vs UG rates reflecting 4-12× cost differences 

• With vs without municipal permission reflecting actual permit/restoration 

costs 

11. Critical Questions Requiring Commission Response 

1. Section 43-46 Integration: How does the Commission reconcile Section 43's 

supply duty with Section 46's cost recovery requirement when HT flat-rate structure 

recovers only 7-10% of actual expenses, making supply duty financially 

unsustainable? 

2. Section 46 Justification: How does recovering 7-10% at realistic 5-10 km distances 

satisfy statutory "expenses reasonably incurred" requirement? 

3. Cost Study Disclosure: What empirical cost analysis supports ₹3,500/kVA as 

adequate for 0-20 km when actual TGSPDCL HT line costs are ₹5,33,185/km? 

4. Shortfall Absorption: Who bears the ₹24.4 lakh per connection shortfall at 5 km—

Discom losses, cross-subsidization via consumer tariffs, or deferred network 

expansion? 

5. Asymmetric Treatment Rationale: Why 1 km radius for LT with 102-107% 

recovery vs 20 km radius for HT with 7-10% recovery, when HT costs 32.7% more? 
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6. Alternative Rejection Basis: Given LT distance-sensitive model achieves 102-

107% recovery, what prevents extending this proven approach to HT? 

7. Discrimination Justification: How is regressive discrimination 

(smaller/vulnerable LT paying 11-42× more than larger/stronger HT for similar 

loads) consistent with consumer protection principles? 

8. Underground Configuration: Why no differentiation in SLC for underground 

cables costing 4-12× more than overhead, or municipal permissions adding ₹43-

43.7L/km? 

9. Cross-Subsidy Transparency: What is the intended source of funding for 84-93% 

unrecovered HT line costs—explicit cross-subsidy in tariffs or implicit absorption 

via Discom losses? 

10. Proviso Inconsistency: If the Draft Amendment recognizes that statutory charges 

(RoW, road cutting, railway crossing) and terrain multipliers require location-

specific/differential recovery due to cost variability, why does distance—which 

creates 5-20× cost variation—receive uniform flat-rate treatment? What is the legal 

and economic basis for applying cost-reflectivity selectively to ancillary charges but 

not primary line construction costs? 

11. Terrain vs Distance: The terrain multiplier proviso acknowledges construction 

cost variations based on physical conditions. Given that distance creates 

exponentially greater cost variation (₹5.33L at 1 km vs ₹1.07 crore at 20 km) than 

terrain difficulty, why is distance not similarly recognized through distance-based 

charges? 

Part VI: Conclusion and Summary of Evidence 

12. Comprehensive Findings Summary 

This analysis, covering LT-HT threshold comparisons and extended HT scenarios across 

240 data points (48 load scenarios × 5 distances), provides unambiguous empirical evidence 

using actual TGSPDCL 2024-25 line construction cost data: 

12.1 Catastrophic Cost Non-Reflectivity 

• Threshold level (56-75 kVA): 7-10% recovery at realistic 5 km average, creating 

₹24.4 lakh per-connection shortfall 

• Higher capacity (500-5000 kVA): Recovery ranges from 6% (11 kV UG with 

permit, 500 kVA, 10 km) to 227% (33 kV OH, 5000 kVA, 10 km) 

• 92.5% failure rate: Only 18 of 240 scenarios achieve ≥95% cost recovery 
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• Aggregate impact: ₹167.44 crore unrecovered for 110 connections at 10 km; scales 

to ₹1,674 crore for 1,100 connections 

12.2 Systematic Discrimination 

• LT-HT threshold: LT consumers pay 11-42× more than HT consumers at 5-20 km 

for similar loads 

• Intra-HT discrimination: Smaller loads (500-1501 kVA) under-recover while 

larger loads (3000-5000 kVA) over-recover 

• Regressive pattern: Smaller/vulnerable consumers penalized; larger/stronger 

consumers subsidized 

• Financial capacity inversion: Lower-capacity LT establishments face strict 102-

107% recovery; higher-capacity HT units enjoy 2-10% lenient recovery 

12.3 Massive Cost Inversion 

• HT premium: HT infrastructure costs 32.7% MORE per km (₹5,33,185 vs 

₹4,01,893 for LT) 

• Charge discount: HT consumers pay 52-98% LESS than LT consumers 

• Perverse incentive: System rewards choosing more expensive infrastructure 

• Configuration blindness: No differentiation for underground (4-12× cost) or 

municipal permissions (2-3× cost) 

12.4 Section 46 Non-Compliance 

• Statutory failure: 92.5% of scenarios fail "expenses reasonably incurred" test 

• Threshold violations: 7-10% recovery at typical 5-10 km distances 

• Underground catastrophe: 6-20% recovery for UG with municipal permission 

• LT comparison: LT achieves 102-107% compliance; HT systematically fails 

12.5 Tariff Policy Violations 

• Cost-reflectivity mandate: 2-10% recovery contradicts cost-reflective tariff 

requirement 

• Cross-subsidy creation: 84-93% of HT costs must be funded by other consumers 

or Discom losses 

• Hidden subsidies: No transparency in shortfall absorption mechanism 
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• Progressive reduction failure: Creates massive new cross-subsidies instead of 

reducing them 

12.6 Proven Alternative Exists 

• LT model success: 102-107% recovery demonstrates distance-sensitive structures 

work 

• Proposed model viability: Achieves 95-105% recovery for both LT and HT 

• Administrative feasibility: Manual distance measurement (Phase 1), GIS mapping 

(Phase 2-3) 

• Comprehensive benefits: Cost-reflectivity, equity, Section 46 compliance, Tariff 

Policy alignment, financial sustainability 

• Proviso principles support distance-based approach: Draft Amendment's own 

provisos for statutory charges (actual basis) and terrain multipliers (differential 

rates) establish precedent for location-specific cost recovery—distance-based SLC 

merely extends this principle to the primary cost driver 

12.7 Internal Contradictions in Draft Amendment 

• Selective cost-reflectivity: Applies actual/differential recovery to ancillary costs 

(RoW, terrain) but flat-rate to primary line costs (distance) 

• Proviso inconsistency: Recognizes location-specific cost variability for external 

charges and terrain but ignores it for distance—the most significant cost determinant 

• Administrative capacity: If Discoms can verify documentary evidence for 

statutory charges and apply terrain multipliers, they can measure distance for SLC 

calculation 

• Legal precedent: By including provisos for variable cost recovery, Draft 

Amendment itself establishes that uniform flat rates are insufficient for cost-

reflective charges 

13. Regulatory Imperative 

The evidence demands Commission action to protect consumer interests while ensuring 

Discom financial viability through equitable, cost-reflective Service Line Charges. The 

regulatory framework must balance administrative convenience with fundamental 

principles: 

1. Statutory compliance (Section 46: "expenses reasonably incurred") 

2. Equity and non-discrimination (similar treatment for similar circumstances) 
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3. Cost-causation (charges reflect actual infrastructure costs) 

4. Financial sustainability (Discoms recover reasonable costs without hidden 

subsidies) 

5. Tariff Policy alignment (cost-reflective charges, cross-subsidy reduction) 

The current Draft Third Amendment fails comprehensively on all five dimensions. 

14. Final Statement 

Using actual TGSPDCL 2024-25 line construction cost data, this analysis provides 

definitive evidence that: 

The proposed HT flat-rate structure must be rejected because it: 

• Violates Section 46 by recovering only 7-10% of expenses actually incurred 

• Creates 11-42× discriminatory payment disparities favoring financially stronger 

consumers 

• Inverts cost causation (33% higher costs receive 52-98% lower charges) 

• Generates ₹24.4 crore-₹167 crore financial unsustainability 

• Violates National Tariff Policy through massive hidden cross-subsidies 

The distance-sensitive alternative must be adopted because it: 

• Achieves Section 46 compliance (95-105% recovery of actual expenses) 

• Eliminates discrimination through cost-justified 8-9% LT-HT differential 

• Aligns charges with cost causation (33% higher HT costs reflected) 

• Ensures financial sustainability (full cost recovery without cross-subsidies) 

• Complies with Tariff Policy mandates (cost-reflective, transparent) 

The LT distance-sensitive model's proven 102-107% recovery demonstrates that 

administratively viable, cost-reflective, equitable SLC structures are achievable. The 

Commission must extend this successful approach to HT connections to ensure regulatory 

integrity, statutory compliance, and consumer protection. 
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We trust the Commission will give due consideration to this objection and the 

comprehensive technical analysis using actual TGSPDCL cost data, and take appropriate 

action in the larger public interest. 

Thanking you, 

Yours faithfully, 

 

(Mohan R. Pinninti) 

Director 

People's Sentinel Forum 

H.No. 5-20-196, Ravi Society, Mahendra Hills 

East Marredpally, Secunderabad 

Hyderabad - 500026, Telangana 

Email: mrpinninti999@gmail.com 

Mobile: +91 9989693556 
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