
  

 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                 

Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                                                  

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

Date: 22-06-2021 

Representation No. 7 of 2021-22 
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Between 

Smt. Akula Gargi Devi W/o. T.V. Ramanayya, Near Market Committee Check 

Post, Kothavalasa (V),Vizianagaram Dist – 535 183                         … Complainant 

And 

1. The Assistant Engineer/Operation/APEPDCL/KOTHAVALASA 

2. The Assistant Accounts Officer/ ERO-RURAL/ APEPDCL/ VIZIANAGARAM  

3. The Assistant Divisional Engineer/Operation/APEPDCL/S. KOTA  

4. The Divisional Engineer/Operation/ APEPDCL/VIZIANAGARAM   ...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. Sri. Boddu Karthik, advocate on behalf of the complainant, and all the 

respondents were present. Having considered the representation and 

submissions of the advocate for the complainant and the respondents present, 

the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following: 

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

order dated 20
th

 day of April, 2021 in C.G.No.31/2021, Visakhapatnam, passed 



Page 2 of 6 

 

by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, A.P.E.P.D.C.L/Visakhapatnam, 

whereby and where-under the above Forum dismissed the above complaint filed 

by the complainant disputing the CC bill for Rs.43,657/- with respect to the billing 

month of February, 2021. 

 

2. The facts not in dispute are that the complainant obtained electrical supply 

with service connection No.0101/006552 from the respondents, that LT TVR 

meter of the above service connection was changed on 28-01-2021 with High 

accuracy meter and that thereafter, the complainant received the above CC bill.   

 

3. The case of the complainant is that she used to get average CC bills for 

Rs.4,000/- per month and that the meter in the CC bill shows kWh reading as 201 

while  kVAh reading as 4195 and that therefore, she filed a complaint praying the 

Forum to resolve the grievance.  The 1
st
 respondent filed his response stating that 

he inspected the premises on 01-03-2021 and noticed the capacitors were 

connected directly and “switched on mode” continuously without any load on the 

mains, and that as the consumer did not maintain the power factor between 0.95 

and 1.0, the consumer has got high consumption bills, and notice dated                     

01-03-2021 was served on the consumer for maintaining the power factor 

between 0.95 and 1.0.   

 

4. Ex.A1 was marked. On the basis of material available on record, the Forum 

dismissed the complaint as stated supra. Not satisfied with the above order, the 

complainant preferred this representation.  
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5. The advocate for the complainant submitted that the Forum framed a point 

whether the fault lies on the distribution company or the consumer?, that there 

was no dispute regarding CC bills till January, 2021, that the electricity 

department, without any information to the consumer, substituted a new meter  

in the place of old meter, that the consumer never touched the capacitors from 

the beginning and as such, fault is on the distribution company, that the same 

Forum in C.G.No.42/2020 in a similar case, passed an order directing the 

respondents to prepare revised  bills for the disputed period basing on the 

connected load as contemplated in GTCS under Annexure XII(IV),Table A4,11 

Poultry farms below 50 HP  and  that the consumer in this case is ready to pay the 

consumption charges as per the orders passed in C.G.No.42/2020.      

 

6. The 1
st

 respondent submitted that on 30-03-2021, he personally visited the 

Nursing Home of the complainant and found a 20 KVAR capacitor connecting to a 

motor of 2 HP load and that after removing the above capacitor, KWH and KVAH 

readings were found normally and that therefore, there is no fault on the part of 

the distribution company. He also submitted that in the previous meter, kVArh 

was blocked and in the new meter, the blocked leading kVArh is unblocked He 

prayed to dismiss the representation.  

 

7. The following point is framed for consideration: 

Whether the order of the Forum dismissing the complaint is not legal and 

correct? 

 

8. Point: I find no substance in any one of the submissions made by the 

complainant. There is no dispute that after fixing the new meter on 28-01-2021, 

CC bill for the month stated supra was given to the complainant for abnormal 
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amount. It is the case of the complainant that the new meter was fixed without 

her knowledge, but it is difficult to accept the above case of the complainant. It 

appears the problem in this case arose because in the previous meter, kVArh 

(Reactive Energy) was blocked and in the new meter, the blocked leading reactive 

energy (kVArh), another component of electrical energy, is unblocked. It is 

probable that the licensee might not have informed the complainant about the 

above changed feature, and therefore, the complainant says that the new meter 

was fixed without her knowledge. The only simple question to be seen in this case 

is whether fixing the new electricity meter with the above changed feature in this 

case is authorised by the Hon'ble APERC? I am of the view that the above 

question is to be answered in the affirmative because of the paragraph 398 in 

page 247 of the Order on Tariff for Retail Sale of Electricity during FY 2019-20. It is 

stated at the above paragraph of the Tariff Order as follows: "For the purpose of 

billing, leading kVArh is blocked hitherto for all categories of consumers in LT 

except Domestic and Agricultural and for all categories of consumers in HT. As 

kVAh billing is taking care of the reactive power management by the consumers, 

the commission has decided that the blocked leading kVArh recording in the 

meters provided for applicable consumers be unblocked. Therefore, the licensees 

are hereby directed to take note of this change and action shall be taken 

accordingly". We can say, on the basis of the above, that the licensee has got right 

to change the meter with the above changed feature. It is not the case of the 

complainant that the above order is not applicable to him. Apart from it, the 

above paragraph does not contain any words to indicate that there is a 

responsibility placed on the licensee to inform the consumers regarding the above 

changed feature in the meter. Therefore, we cannot hold that the fault lies upon 
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the licensee. I cannot accept the submission of the advocate for the complainant 

that the same Forum in C.G.No.42/2020, in a similar case, passed an order 

directing the respondents to prepare revised  bills for the disputed period basing 

on the connected load as contemplated in GTCS under Annexure XII (IV), Table 

A4, 11 Poultry farms below 50 HP  and  that the consumer in this case is ready to 

pay the consumption charges as per the orders passed in C.G.No.42/2020 

because the Annexure XII (IV),Table A4,11 Poultry farms below 50 HP deals with 

assessment rules for cases of unauthorised use of electricity and theft of 

electricity and because the complainant in that case is a poultry Farm. Apart from 

it, the above order is not a binding precedent upon me. Hence, I am helpless to 

grant any relief to the complainant. For the above reasons, I am of the opinion 

that the order of the Forum dismissing the complaint is legal and correct. This 

point is thus answered. 

 

 9. In the result, I dismiss the representation holding that the complainant is 

not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

 

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

 

This order is corrected and signed on 22
nd

 day of June, 2021 

 

            Sd/- N. Basavaiah                                   

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN, AP 
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To  

1. Smt. Akula Gargi Devi W/o. T.V. Ramanayya, Near Market Committee Check 

Post, Kothavalasa (V),Vizianagaram Dist – 535 183 

2. The Assistant Engineer/Operation/APEPDCL/KOTHAVALASA  

3. The Assistant Accounts Officer/ ERO-RURAL/ APEPDCL/ VIZIANAGARAM 

4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer/Operation/APEPDCL/S. KOTA 

5. The Divisional Engineer/Operation/ APEPDCL/VIZIANAGARAM  

           

Copy To: 

 

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

Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013.  

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

 Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 

Hyderabad - 500 004. 


