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BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                 

Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                         

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

Date: 26-05-2021 

Representation No.5 of 2021-22                                                 

 

Between: 

P. Raghunath, M/s. Mahadeva Granites, P. Gudipadu (V), S.N. Padu (M), 

Prakasam District                                                                                   … Complainant 

And 

1. Assistant Accounts Officer/ERO/Ongole Rural  

2. Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Ongole Rural-1 

3. Executive Engineer/O/Ongole                                                        … 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 

20.05.2021. The complainant and the respondents 1 to 3 were present. Having 

considered the representation and submissions of the above parties present, the 

Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following: 

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

order dated 24
th

 day of March, 2021  in C.G.No:46/2020-21/Ongole 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 order holding that the respondents are entitled to 
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disconnect the service connection for the back billing issued for the period from  

February, 2018 to January, 2020 if the complainant fails to pay the amount after 

receipt of notice and also entitled to recover the back billing amount for the 

period from December, 2016 to January, 2018 by way of other modes  than under 

the threat of disconnection in accordance with law besides a finding that the 

respondents have got liberty to recover the electricity dues during the period 

between 16.06.2015 to 11/2016 from the previous owner in accordance with law.   

2. The undisputed facts leading to file this representation are that having 

purchased a small scale unit in the name of M/s. Mahadeva Granites with ISC 

No.4344322000555 under Cat-III, P. Gudipadu Distribution, S.N. Padu section, the 

complainant being the proprietor of the above unit got the above service 

connection transferred in the above name on 09.12.2016, that the complainant 

received a notice dated. 26.02.2020 issued by the first respondent claiming back 

billing amount of Rs.9,70,506/- from him for the period from 07/2015 to 01/2020 

on the ground that the Multiplying Factor  was wrongly charged by mistake as 0.5 

instead of 1.0 and asking him to submit his objections against the above claim and 

that the consumer, after submitting his objections, received the next CC bill  

including the above amount mentioned in the above notice.  
 

3. The case of the complainant is that the respondents have violated the GTCS 

besides the principles of natural justice as he did not receive any reply or 

response from the respondents on the objections taken by him against the above 

disputed notice and that therefore, he prayed to withdraw the above said 

amount. 
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4. As per the interim order dated 09.10.2020 passed by this authority in the 

previous representation, the complainant paid Rs.75,000/- for restoration of 

electrical supply.   

5. The 3
rd

 respondent filed his response stating that the MF was changed 

from 16.06.2015 and due to oversight, it was not entered in the master data and 

that immediately, after noticing the mistake, the above notice was issued.   

6. No evidence was adduced on behalf of both the parties. After considering 

the material available on record, the Forum passed the order stated supra. Not 

satisfied with the above order of the Forum, the complainant preferred this 

representation.  

 

7. The complainant submitted that the respondent did not communicate 

anything in writing to him on his objections raised against the notice dated 

26.02.2020 and that his above main plea was not considered by the Forum and 

that therefore, the representation may be allowed.   

 

8. The 3
rd

 respondent submitted that they orally informed the complainant 

that his objections were not accepted. The complainant in his reply submitted 

that he was not even orally informed. It is a disputed fact.  Now, I can’t decide the 

above disputed fact without any evidence.  
 

 

9. The following point is framed for determination: 
 

Whether the respondents violated the provisions of the GTCS and the 

principles of natural justice? 
 

10. Point: It is for the complainant to place material to answer the above point in 

his favour.  The only objection of the complainant is that he was not informed by 

the respondents in writing on the objections given by him against the notice 
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issued by the 1
st

 respondent. Either the notice given by the first respondent or the 

copy of objections raised by the complainant against that notice, is marked in this 

case.  It is for the complainant to place some material to substantiate his plea. He 

failed to show me any term or condition in the GTCS as to the responsibility of the 

licensee to communicate the consumer in writing regarding the result on the 

objections raised by him against “any notice like” the notice sent by it in this case. 

So, it is difficult to accept the plea of him as to the respondents violating the 

provisions of the GTCS. He is not able to say as to which principle of natural 

justice is violated by the respondents in this case. In this case, notice was given 

asking the consumer to submit his objections against the demand made by the 

licensee upon him. The consumer sent his objections. Thereafter, the entire claim 

made in the notice was included in the subsequent CC bill. It gives an indication 

that objections of the complainant were not accepted by the licensee. It is the 

case of the respondents that the Multiplying Factor (for short “MF”) was wrongly 

charged by mistake as 0.5 instead of 1.0. It may be a case of routine matter. I am 

doubtful if the principles of natural justice can be invoked in the present facts of 

this case. Apart from it, the Forum restricted the claim period of the licensee to 

only two years as per section 56 (2) of the Electricity Act, 2003 and directed the 

licensee to give a fresh notice. It can also be held that the Forum did not accept 

the disputed notice dated 26.02.2020. So, it is difficult to accept the plea of the 

consumer that the respondents violated the principles of natural justice or that 

his plea was not considered by the Forum. The consumer did not dispute the 

legality of the order passed by the Forum, except making the above stated 

submission only. He did not dispute the case of the respondents as to applying 

the wrong multiplier. So, he cannot escape his liability for two years period, less 
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the amount of Rs.75,000/- deposited as per the interim orders stated supra, as 

per section 56 (2) of the Act, and he is not entitled to the relief as prayed for by 

him. For the above reasons, I am of the view that the complainant failed to place 

any material to answer this point in his favour, and as such, I answer this point 

against him. I do not uphold this representation. This point is, thus, answered. 
 

 

11. In the result, I dismiss the representation confirming the order passed by 

the Forum.  No costs. 

 

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

 

This order is corrected and signed on this the 26
th

 day of May, 2021 

 

              Sd/-  

                                                                                                            N. Basavaiah 

                                    VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN, AP  

To  

1. P. Raghunath, M/s. Mahadeva Granites, P. Gudipadu (V), S.N. Padu (M), 

Prakasam District 

2. Assistant Accounts Officer/ERO/Ongole Rural 

3. Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Ongole Rural-1 

4. Executive Engineer/O/Ongole 
 

Copy To: 
 

5. The Chairperson, C.G.R.F., APSPDCL, 19/13/65/A, Srinivasapuram, Near 132 kV 

Sub-station, Tirchanoor Road, Tirupati- 517 503.  

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

 Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills, 

Hyderabad - 500 004. 


