
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                 

Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                                                  

N. Basavaiah, B.Sc. B.L.                                                                                                     

Date: 21-06-2021 

Representation No. 1 of 2021-22 
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Between 

Smt. Thota Sitaratnam W/o. Suryanarayana, D.No.48-19-8, Near Canara Bank, 

Sriramachandra Nagar, Beside Royal Residency Apartment, Vijayawada – 520 008 

… Complainant 

And 

1. The Assistant Engineer/Operation/KOYYALAGUDEM/APEPDCL, Koyyalagudem 

Section, W.G. District. 

2. The Assistant Divisional Engineer/Operation/KOYYALAGUDEM/APEPDCL/Sub-

Division, Tadepalligudem Road, Koyyalagudem, WG Dist – 534312. 

3. The Divisional Engineer/Operation/JANGAREDDYGUDEM/APEPDCL, Beside 

Nerella Raja Mahindra Show Room, J.R. GUDEM, W.G. District – 534447. 

                                                                                                                        … Respondents 

ORDER 
 

              The above representation came up for final hearing, by way of Video 

Conferencing, before me at the office of the Vidyut Ombudsman, Vijayawada on                        

14-06-2021. The complainant's representative and the respondents 2 & 3 were present. 

Having considered the representation and submissions of both sides, the Vidyut 

Ombudsman passed the following: 

1. This representation has been preferred by the complainant against the order 

dated 08
th

 day of July, 2020 in C.G.No.36/2020, Visakhapatnam, passed by the 

Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, A.P.E.P.D.C.L/Visakhapatnam, whereby and 

where-under the above Forum passed the order as follows: 
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"The respondents are hereby directed to release the Electrical service connection 

to the subject matter of the flat of the complainant in the Apartment subject to 

payment of necessary, service line charges, Development charges and security 

deposit as per the proceedings of the Hon’ble APERC referring to Regulation No.4 

of 2013 clarified in respect of licensee’s duty for supply of electricity-recovery of 

expenditure vide letter no. APERC/E-202/DD-DIST/2016 DT: 09-09-2016 vide                 

case -7 applicable to multistoried buildings where the building height is below 15 

meters, excluding stilt floor. That the complainant is directed to provide necessary 

panel board and cables in accordance with Sl.No.10 to 12 of                       

Appendix-XI of GTCS to maintain safety as per the technical standards". 

 

2. The relevant and undisputed facts of this case, in brief, on the basis of pleadings, 

are that having obtained an approved plan from the local panchayat on 26-05-2015 for 

construction of a building containing 10 flats situated at Parimpudi village of 

Koyyalagudem Mandal in West Godavari District,  one T. Ravikumar  got  only two flats 

constructed, stopped completion of the construction of the remaining flats and sold one 

flat to the complainant while another flat  to another person, that  electric supply to 

another flat under category-II was given already and that though the complainant gave 

an application, along with necessary documents, to the third respondent for  electric 

supply to her flat individually under 'Spandana Programme' on 16-09-2019, the 

respondents did not give supply of electricity to her flat stating that the electrical supply 

could be provided only after the completion of the construction of the total building, as 

per the approved plan, and after all the flat owners register at mee-seva for electrical 

supply for their respective flats. The prayer of the complainant is to consider her case 

and issue orders to the respondents to provide power connection to her flat. The plea of 

the 2
nd

 respondent, as per his response as stated in the order of the Forum, is that as 

the premises in question comes under Group house/Apartment and as such, the service 
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can be provided only after registering at mee-seva for all the 10 flats after completion of 

the said apartment and that thereafter, the estimate will be prepared for the entire 

apartment with required capacity of the individual etc as per the procedure.   

 
3. Exs.A1 to A3 were marked. After considering the material available on record, the 

Forum passed the order as stated supra. Not satisfied with the above order, the 

complainant preferred this representation. No further evidence has been adduced 

before this authority. 

 

4. The representative of the complainant, orally, submitted that clause 8 (3) of 

APERC Regulation No.4 of 2013 is not applicable to this case and clause 8 (4) is 

applicable to this case as the service connection is applied for only single flat, that the 

licensee need not incur any additional expenditure for giving supply to the flat in this 

case and that as per clause 8 (6) of the above Regulation, the licensee is entitled to 

collect difference cost of development charges, in case of change of category from 

lower development charges category to higher development charges category.  He also 

sent his submissions through e-mail stating that the approved plan is not for multi 

storey complex, that the complainant is liable to pay only security deposit and 

development charges, that application at mee-seva was registered in this case on                     

05-08-2020 for a load of 1.5 KW, that as per the advice of the second respondent, 

another application for the same purpose was registered on the ground that the earlier 

application lost its validity, that as per the suggestion of the second respondent, 

application was again registered for 5 KW, that estimates were made for four times in 

this case ranging from Rs.70,474/- to Rs.1,72,690/- adding the estimated cost of DTR 

illegally, that they took a new connection with 5KW load in Vijayawada for only 

Rs.7,095/, that the word 'Apartment' is not defined in the Electricity Act or in any other 

related Acts and that therefore, it is prayed to consider their genuine request  

favourably.  
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5. Having produced a copy showing the documents required at the time of 

registration available in the apeasterenpower.com website, the 3
rd

 respondent 

submitted that as per the instructions of the their corporation, proceedings and 

approved plan by the concerned authority is also to be required along with other 

documents at the  time of registration at mee-seva to get a new connection by any 

applicant/s for the premises, viz., Group houses, Apartments, Layouts, that  because of 

the approved plan submitted by the complainant for 10 flats, they are contending that 

clause 8 (3) of APERC Regulation No.4 of 2013 is applicable and are entitled to collect 

charges as per the clause 8 (3) of the APERC Regulation No.4 of 2013. The 

representative of the complainant, in his reply, submitted that the complainant is a 

single consumer and as such, the defence of the respondents cannot be upheld.   

 

6. The following point is framed for consideration: 

Whether the complainant is entitled to get supply of electricity to her flat on 

payment of only security deposit and development charges? 

 

7. Point: In my view, the complainant is entitled to the above relief. The respondents 

mainly relied upon the clause 8 (3) of the Regulation No.4 of 2013. The above clause 

says that the Distribution Licensee shall recover full cost of transformer in case of 

commercial complexes, apartments and multistoried buildings where a dedicated 

transformer is provided while extending new LT service connections  and shall not extend 

power supply to any other consumer from the dedicated transformer. It is not the case 

of either side that the premises in this case is a commercial complex or multistoried 

building. According to the respondents, the premises of the complainant comes under 

Group house/Apartment. The complainant denied the above fact. The definition of 

'Apartment' is not given either in the Electricity Act or in the APERC Regulation 4 of 

2013. But, the word 'Apartment', is defined under Sec. 3 (a) of Andhra Pradesh 

Apartments (Promotion of Construction and Ownership) Act, 1987, and it means a part 

of the property, including one or more rooms or enclosed spaces located on any one of 
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the floors consisting of a unit in a building, intended to be used for residence etc and 

with exit to a public street etc. Basing on the above definition, we can easily say that the 

premises belonging to the complainant in this case will fall under the above definition of 

'Apartment". So, I am unable to accept the submission made on behalf of the 

complainant that the flat in this case is not an apartment. The submission of the 

respondents is that as per the clause 8 (3) of the Regulation No.4 of 2013, they are 

entitled to collect the estimated cost of transformer from the complainant for giving 

supply of electricity in this case. But, the above clause does not suit the above 

submission of the respondents. The above clause says that the Distribution Licensee 

shall recover full cost of transformer in case of commercial complexes, apartments and 

multistoried building where a dedicated transformer is provided while extending new LT 

service connections and shall not extend power supply to any other consumer from the 

dedicated transformer. It is not the case of the respondents that they are eligible to 

recover full cost of transformer because a dedicated transformer is provided and that 

they are not going to extend power supply to any other consumer from the dedicated 

transformer. The submission of the 3
rd

 respondent that as per the instructions of the 

their corporation, proceedings and approved plan by the concerned authority is also to 

be required along with other documents at the  time of registration at mee-seva to get a 

new connection by any applicant/s for the premises, viz., Group houses, Apartments, 

Layouts and that  because of the approved plan submitted by the complainant for 10 

flats, they are contending that clause 8 (3) of APERC Regulation No.4 of 2013 is 

applicable, has no merit in view of the clause 6 (1) of the Regulation No.4 of 2013,which 

says that the Distribution Licensee shall, unless otherwise specified in this Regulation or 

otherwise by an order of the commission, fulfill the obligation to supply electricity to an 

applicant who seeks power supply. The respondents did not place before me any order 

of the Hon'ble Commission and did not show me any clause in the above Regulation 

No.4 of 2013 supporting the above instruction of the licensee that the proceedings and 
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approved plan by the concerned authority is to be submitted for getting a new 

connection by the applicant. Therefore, the above instruction of the Distribution 

Licensee on the above aspect has no legal sanctity. The above clause is applicable in 

case of apartments, but in this case, the complainant is a single consumer and her 

premises is a single apartment. For the above reasons, I am of the view that there is no 

substance in the plea taken by the respondents and that the clause 8 (3) of the 

Regulation No.4 of 2013 is inapplicable to this case. 

 

8. Now, I am inclined to consider the other submissions, the order of the Forum etc. 

There is no dispute that the respondents gave electric supply to another flat owner 

without any objection. So, we can infer that the respondents did not take the plea or 

stand taken in this case at the time of giving electric supply to another flat owner. I am 

unable to understand why the respondents made estimations thrice contra their plea 

taken in their response. Clause 8 (6) of the Regulation No.4 of 2013 is not relevant to 

this case as it deals with the right of the licensee to collect difference cost of 

development charges in case of change of category from lower development charges 

category to higher development charges category. The question of collection of 

development charges will not arise if dedicated transformer is provided under the 

clause 8 (3) of the above Regulation No.4 of 2013. Hence, there is no need to consider 

the submissions made on behalf of the complainant on the above aspects. Clause 8 (4) 

of the Regulation No.4 of 2013 says that In case of LT supply, the licensee shall not 

charge cost of transformer to any consumer except those consumers mentioned in the 

clause 8 (3) of the above Regulation No.4 of 2013 as the responsibility of erection of 

distribution transformer lies with the Distribution Licensee.  

 

9. The plea of the respondents is that the premises comes under group 

house/apartment for which the services can be provided only after completion of the 

said apartment and after registering at mee-seva for all the 10 flats with necessary 



Page 7 of 8 

 

documents. The Forum observed at page No.7 of its order that the new service can be 

released to the subject matter of the flat in the apartment only after completion of the 

construction of total apartment is against the spirit of Section 43 of the Electricity Act, 

2003 and clause 5.1 of Terms and Conditions of Supply and Regulation No.4 of 2013 

notified by the Hon’ble APERC and that the respondents are liable to  release the service 

to the subject matter of the flat of the complainant by providing adequate capacity of 

the DTR since the height of the apartment is below 15 meters.  So, the above plea of the 

respondents has not been accepted by the Forum. The above finding of the Forum 

holding that the respondents are liable to release the service to the flat of the 

complainant has now become final, and it binds the respondents. It appears that the 

Forum relied upon the guidelines/clarifications given by the Hon'ble APERC under the 

clause 8(3) of the Regulation No.4/2013 vide letter No.APERC/E-202/DD-DIST/2016 

dated 09-09-2016. The above guidelines dated 09-09-2016 had been revoked and 

withdrawn by the Hon'ble APERC in its Proceedings dated 08-01-2021. The complainant 

can alone now take the advantage of the above fact. The order of the Forum as to the 

direction to the complainant to provide necessary panel board and cables in accordance 

with Sl.No.10 to 12 of Appendix-XI of GTCS to maintain safety as per technical 

standards, is not on the basis of pleadings, and as such, it is not warranted. The 

submission made on behalf of the complainant that the licensee need not incur any 

expenditure for giving supply to the flat in this case is not denied by the respondents. 

So, we can accept the above submission made on behalf of the complainant. For the 

above reasons, I am of the opinion that the complainant is liable to pay only security 

deposit and development charges to get electrical supply to her flat and is entitled to 

the relief claimed by her. This point is thus answered. 

 

10. In the result, I allow the representation, hold that the complainant is entitled to 

get supply of electricity to her flat on payment of only security deposit and 

development charges and direct the respondents to give supply of electricity to the flat 
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of the complainant as per the clause 4 (1) of the Regulation No.4 of 2013 within the time 

specified in the above Regulation commencing from this day. There is no order as to 

costs.  

 

 A copy of this order is made available at www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in      

 

This order is corrected and signed on 21
st

 day of June, 2021 

 

                Sd/- N. Basavaiah 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN A.P 

To  

1. Smt. Thota Sitaratnam W/o. Suryanarayana, D.No.48-19-8, Near Canara Bank, 

Sriramachandra Nagar, Beside Royal Residency Apartment, Vijayawada – 520 008 

2. The Assistant Engineer/Operation/KOYYALAGUDEM/APEPDCL, Koyyalagudem 

Section, W.G. District. 

3. The Assistant Divisional Engineer/Operation/KOYYALAGUDEM/APEPDCL/Sub-

Division, Tadepalligudem Road, Koyyalagudem, WG Dist – 534312. 

4. The Divisional Engineer/Operation/JANGAREDDYGUDEM/APEPDCL, Beside Nerella 

Raja Mahindra Show Room, J.R. GUDEM, W.G. District – 534447. 

 

Copy To: 

 

5. The Chairperson, C.G.R.F., APEPDCL, P & T Colony, Seethammadhara, Near 

Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013.  

6. The Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4
th

 Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, Hyderabad - 

500 004. 


