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BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                                                                                             
Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                                                                                                            

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

Date: 02 -12-2020                                                                                                                     

Appeal No.11 of 2020-21 

Between 

 
 
A. Ramanatha Reddy, Area   Manager, Jio Infocomm Limited, Tower Mall,4th 
Floor,Anantapur. 
 

… Appellant 

And 

1. Assistant Accounts Officer / ERO/Tadipatri 
2.Assistant Executive Engineer / O/ Putlur 
3.Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Tadipatri 
4.Executive Engineer/Operation/Gooty 

....Respondents 

O R D E R 

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

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

27-11-2020. The appellant and the respondents were present.  Having considered 

the appeal-representation and  submissions of the above parties present, the 
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Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following: 

1. This appeal-representation has been preferred by the appellant-

complainant against the order dated.31-08-2020 in C.G.No.158/2019-

20/Anantapur Circle, passed by the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances 

in Southern  Power Distribution Company of A.P Limited, Tirupati, whereby and 

where under the above Forum passed the following order:     

"In the result respondents are directed  to revise the bill and issue bill from the 

actual date of releasing of service connection as per the version of the 

complainant i.e.10.04.2017 to till the meter was replaced on 22.03.2019 with a 

final reading of '90792' and second bill from the date of change of meter i. e 

22.03.2019 with initial reading of '0' and issue revised bill within 15 days from the 

date of receipt of this order and submit compliance report within 15 days thereon. 

The amount paid by the complainant as per orders in I.A.No.10/2019-20 shall be 

adjusted in the revised bill". 

2. The facts not in dispute are that the licensee gave the electricity service 

connection to the cell tower site of the complainant at Ellutla village of 

Ananatapur District on 10.04.2017 but  issued the first cc bill for Rs.5333/ on 

10.10.2018  showing the open meter reading and closing meter  reading as  1 KWH 

- 520 KWH and the subsequent monthly CC bills from November,2018 to 

March,2019  showing open meter readings and closing meter  readings as 520 

KWH-2720 KWH, 2720KWH -5005KWH, 5005KWH-8502KWH, 8502KWH-

71490KWH and 71490KWH--90792 KWH, respectively. As a complaint regarding 

the correctness of the meter was made by the complainant after receiving the bills 

for the months of February and March,2019, the old meter was re-placed with a 

new meter and was tested, not in the presence of the consumer, with Electronic 
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Test Bench  on 23.03.2019, and the report, without filling the column in it with 

regard to the final reading of the meter, was issued to the effect that the meter 

performance is satisfactory. On the request of the complainant, the old meter was 

again tested in the presence of the consumer with Electronic Test Bench on 

27.07.2019, and the report, after filling the columns with respect to the Data 

existing in Meter Memory and the final reading of the meter as 13504.9 KWH, was 

issued to the effect that the performance of the meter is satisfactory. The 

complaint filed before the Forum alleges that  the final reading along with meter 

memory noted in the test report dated.27.7.2019  as 13505 KWH  does not suit 

with the abnormal meter readings mentioned in the monthly cc bills of February 

and March stated supra, that if the calculation on the basis of actual site load is 

made,  the monthly average  consumption will be 1300 units , and the total 

amount due for 27 months will be Rs,3,42,698.58, but the complainant already 

paid the licensee Rs.1,73,758/,  that due to delay in the above issue, supply was 

disconnected on 28.05.2019 and that therefore, the complainant prays to look 

into the issue and clear the same for payment of the balance. 

 

3. The case of the first respondent is that though the meter was installed in 

2017, the service was released on 3.8.2018 due to some technical problems, and 

as  such, the meter readings were not recorded properly till  January,2019, and  

the accumulated actual reading was billed in those two months , that due to non-

payment, service was disconnected and the service was billed in UDC in 04/2019, 

that after recording one lakh units, the meter dial will change automatically, and 

reading starts from '1' and  as such, in the second report, the memory of the 

meter is noted as 13505 KWH and that therefore, the bills issued are correct. 
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4. No evidence was adduced before the Forum on behalf of both parties.  The 

Forum, on the basis of material available on record, passed orders as stated 

supra. Not satisfied with the above order, the complainant preferred this 

representation. 

5. Both sides submitted the facts as per their respective cases. No evidence is 

adduced by both parties before this authority. In the grounds of appeal, at para-

12, it is stated that the meter was left unused after the first meter test on 

23.03.2019, and there was no occurrence which could have justified the stark 

difference in the meter reading in the two tests that were conducted. When this 

authority questioned the respondents on the above aspect, It is submitted by the 

fourth respondent on behalf of the respondents that the meter reading '90792' 

was noted on 3.3.2019, and the old meter was replaced with a new meter on 

23.3.2019, that the meter reading '13504.9 KWH noted in the second test report 

dated 27.7.2019 is the actual meter reading on 23.03.2019, and that in fact, the 

meter reading on 3.3.2019 was not recorded properly and was more than the  

reading of '90792'. They also submitted that the old meter was in their possession 

from the  date of the first inspection to till the date of the second inspection. 
 

6.The following point is framed for consideration: 

        Whether the representation can be upheld? 

 

7.Point: At the outset, I would like to say that the Forum passed the order not in 

accordance with the provisions of APERC Regulation No.3/2016. The Forum  has 

to determine the complaint on merits on the pleadings and evidence available on 

record, as per the clause 12.3 of the Regulation No.3/2016, and pass reasoned 

orders, as per the clause 13 of the above Regulation. Even this authority has to 
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settle the representation on merits on the pleadings and evidence available on 

record and has to pass reasoned orders. In this case, only pleadings are available 

without any evidence. In such a case, we have to decide the case only on the basis 

of admitted facts in the pleadings. According to the appellant complainant, the 

final reading besides the  meter memory noted in the test report 

dated.27.07.2019  as 13505 KWH  does not suit with the abnormal meter readings 

mentioned in the monthly cc bills of February and March, and if the calculation on 

the basis of actual site load is made,  the monthly average consumption will be 

1300 units. The plea of the respondents is  that it is due to automatic change of 

meter dial after one lakh units. So, the Forum has to look into the main aspect 

mentioned in the complaint touching the above discrepancy and decide the 

complaint by way of giving a finding on the point whether the version of the 

complainant or the version of the respondents is true or probable besides 

considering the possibility of calculating the units consumed by the complainant 

on the basis of actual site load. The above stated aspects were not considered by 

the Forum.    The respondents are asserting that the above discrepancy in this 

case is due to automatic change of meter dial after one lakh units. It is for them to 

prove that fact. If that fact is proved, the Forum has to determine the complaint 

in favour of the respondents, otherwise, the complaint is to upheld. In this case, 

there is no material to accept the above plea of the respondents. It is not the case 

of the respondents that the same old meter has been replaced with the replaced 

new meter immediately after the first test of the old meter was made on 

23.03.2019 so that it can be held that there is a possibility of change of meter dial  

between the date of the first test, i.e., 23.03.2019, and the date of the second 

test, i.e.,  27-07-2019. The submission on behalf of the respondents before this 
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authority is otherwise and is against their pleading that the accumulated actual 

reading was billed in those two months.  Considering the submissions of both 

sides, we can easily say that the submissions made on behalf of the respondents 

are not in accordance with their pleading and are submitted by them for the first 

time before this authority without any pleading. The necessity to consider the 

other aspect as to the calculation of consumption of units  on the basis of actual 

site will arise only after the finding on the  main aspect. It is  not legal  to give any 

finding on the above main disputed fact without any specific pleading and 

evidence and without appreciating that evidence. The grievance in the complaint 

that the final reading noted in the test report dated.27.7.2019  as 13505 KWH  

does not suit with the abnormal meter readings mentioned in the monthly cc bills 

of February and March,2019, is not without any merit.   Without considering the 

above aspects, the Forum  dismissed the complaint and passed orders by 

accepting the above pleading of the first respondent alone without giving any 

finding on the facts and without going into the above material aspect. Therefore, I 

am of the view that the order of the Forum is not a reasoned order, and is not in 

accordance with the provisions made in the Regulation No,3/2016, and it is liable 

to be set aside. Therefore, the appeal- representation is liable to be upheld and is 

upheld. For the above reasons,  I set aside the order of the Forum and uphold the 

appeal representation, and considering the facts of this case, I am  inclined to 

remit the  case to the Forum for fresh disposal as per the prescribed procedure  as 

in the Regulation No. 3/2016. This point is thus answered. 
 

8. In the result, I  set aside the order of the Forum, uphold the appeal 

representation and remand this case to the Forum to give a finding on the point 

whether the grievance in the complaint, as pointed out by the complainant, is 
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properly explained by the respondents? and then determine the complaint afresh 

on merits. The Forum shall restore this case to its original number on its file, issue 

notices to both parties and give an opportunity to file additional pleadings and 

lead evidence, if parties want to do so, before the case is decided afresh  on 

merits. I direct both parties to bear their respective costs. This representation-

appeal is, thus, disposed of. 

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

This order is corrected and signed on 2nd December,2020. 

          
S/d.N.Basavaiah 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
To  

1. A. Ramanatha Reddy, Area  Manager, Jio Infocomm Limited, Tower Mall,4th 
Floor,Anantapur. 

2. Assistant Accounts Officer / ERO/Tadipatri 
3. Assistant Executive Engineer / O/ Putlur 
4. Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Tadipatri 
5. Executive Engineer/Operation/Gooty 

Copy To: 

6. The Chairman, C.G.R.F., APSPDCL, 19/13/65/A, Srinivasapuram, Near 132 
kV substation, Tirchanoor Road, Tirupati- 517 503.  

7. The Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 
Hyderabad - 500 004 . 
 
 

 

 
 


