
Page 1 of 6 

 

 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                 

Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                         

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

Date: 04-05-2021 

Representation No. 3 of 2021-22                                                 

 

Between 

A. Srinivasa Rao, M/s. Sri Tirumala Industries, 25-16-223/B, G.T. Road,  

Guntur Dt.                                                                            … Appellant/Complainant 

And 

1. Assistant Accounts Officer/ERO/Guntur Town-1 

2. Deputy Executive Engineer/Guntur Town-3 

3. Executive Engineer/O/Guntur Town-1                                       … 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 

27.04.2021. The complainant and the respondents 1 to 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 23
rd

 day of March, 2021  in C.G.No:80/2020-21/Guntur Circle, 

passed by the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Southern  Power 
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Distribution Company of A.P Limited, Tirupati, whereby and where-under the 

above Forum dismissed the complaint filed by the complainant expressing 

grievance against the claim of Rs.2,66,914.57 by the opposite parties as shortfall 

billing being the difference between HT and LT tariff rates due to the detection of 

total connected load in LT service exceeding 56 KW for the period from April, 

2019 to October, 2019. 

2. The undisputed relevant facts, in brief, are that the complainant, as the 

proprietor of M/s. Sri Tirumala Industries got his consumer category service 

converted from HT supply to LT-III(A) supply (Chilli Powder Industry) pertaining to 

Guntur-3 town area in June, 2017, that AE/DPE-1 Guntur inspected the above 

service premises on 03.04.2019 and detected  unauthorised connected load 

exceeding 56 KW and that the 2
nd

 respondent, on the basis of a representation of 

the complainant dated 09.10.2019, inspected the same again on 09.10.2019 and 

found no additional connected load  exceeding 56 KW.  

3. The complainant filed the complaint alleging that as the Forum in 

C.G.No.181/2019-20 directed the respondents to withdraw the short billing 

amount for the period from June, 2018 to 03.04.2019 and as the respondents 

themselves had withdrawn the HT shortfall billing for the subsequent period from 

09.10.2019 onwards, he is also not liable to pay any shortfall amount for the 

period from 03.04.2019 to 09.10.2019. It is the case of the third respondent that 

shortfall was raised for the above amount as per the clauses 12.3.3.2 and 12.3.3.3 

of the GTCS. 

4. No evidence was adduced before the Forum. The Forum, after considering 

the material available on record, dismissed the complaint. Not satisfied with the 
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above order, the complainant preferred this representation. No evidence is 

adduced even before this authority.  

 

5. The complainant submitted that no notice was given to him and prayed to 

do justice to him. He also submitted regarding the result of his previous case in 

C.G.No.181/2019-20. The respondents supported the order of the Forum.  

 

6. The following point is framed for determination: 

Whether the plea of the complainant as per his pleading that he is not 

liable to pay any shortfall amount for the period from 03.04.2019 to 

09.10.2019 to the opposite parties, is legally tenable? 

   

7. Point: There is no dispute that the consumer category in this case is LT category 

III (A). It is for the complainant to prove his case. No material is placed before me 

to accept his contention. The relevant clause in this case is 12.3.3.3 of the GTCS, 

which says that services where the total connected load is above 56 KW under LT 

category except III (B) are to be billed at the  HT tariff rates from the consumption 

month in which the unauthorised load is detected till such additional load is 

removed and got inspected by the designated officer of the company. The clause 

12.3.3.2 of the GTCS also says the same as above with slight modifications. It is 

not the case of the complainant that the amount claimed by the licensee in this 

case is not in accordance with the above relevant clauses of the GTCS. The words 

in the clause 12.3.3.3 of the GTCS "from the consumption month in which the 

unauthorised load is detected till such additional load is removed and got 

inspected by the designated officer of the company" are to be noted with great 

significance. The date of first inspection of the service premises detecting the 
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total connected load above 56 KW is 03.04.2019, and the date of the second 

respondent inspecting of the above and observing the connected load below 

56KW, is 09.10.2019. So, the above two dates as to detection of additional load 

and removal of additional load are relevant and important for the billing purpose 

in this case. Considering the undisputed facts as to the dates of the inspections 

twice by the employees of the licensee coupled with their respective observations 

as to the connected load of the service and considering the above clauses of the 

GTCS, It is not possible to accept or uphold the plea of the complainant that he is 

not liable to pay any shortfall amount for the period from 03.04.2019 to 

09.10.2019 to the opposite parties. The complainant, except saying that no notice 

was issued to him, did not state anything regarding the nature of the notice to be 

given to him. It is probable that he means the notice mentioned under the clause 

12.3.3.2 (iii) of the GTCS. As per the above clause, one month notice shall be given 

to regularise the additional connected load or part of additional load as per the 

requirement of the consumer or to remove the additional connected load. It is 

also clear from the order of the Forum that the notice as per the above clause 

was not given to him. Thus, the licensee violated the above term and condition of 

the GTCS. The consequences of breach of term or condition of agreement are not 

incorporated in the GTCS. In this case, the above clause is incorporated on the 

request of the Discoms in the General Terms and Conditions of Supply approved 

by the Hon'ble Commission. The above clause is like a term or condition of an 

agreement between the licensee and the consumer. I am doubtful if this authority 

can deal questions as to the consequences of breach of term or condition of 

agreement. The meaning of word ‘Grievance’ is given under clause 2.7 of 

Regulation No.3/2016.  The above clause does not contain any words to indicate 
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that breach of any clause of GTCS-2006 by the licensee (Discom) will fall within 

the meaning of the above word. The order of the Forum in another case is not 

relevant to this case. In the previous case, an auto generated case was registered 

for the period prior to April, 2019 basing on RMD exceeding CMD for only one 

month in June, 2018, and as such, the Forum passed an order directing the 

respondents to withdraw the back billing prior to April, 2019. The second 

respondent inspected the above premises on 09.10.2019 and found the additional 

load removed. So, the complainant need not pay any shortfall amount from the 

date of removing the additional load. Therefore, I find no merit in the plea taken 

by the complainant in his complaint that as the Forum in C.G.No.181/2019-20 

directed the respondents to withdraw the short billing amount for the period 

from June, 2018 to 03.04.2019 and as the respondents themselves had withdrawn 

the HT shortfall billing for the subsequent period from 09.10.2019 onwards, he is 

also not liable to pay any shortfall amount for the period from 03.04.2019 to 

09.10.2019. The above plea is, in my view, not legally tenable. However, since the 

complainant failed to place any material to accept his case, I have no other 

option except to decide this point against him. This point is, thus, decided 

against the complainant. 

 

8. In the result, I dismiss the representation without costs. 

 

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

 

This order is corrected and signed on 04
th

 May, 2021 

 

                        Sd/- 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN A.P 
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To  

1. A. Srinivasa Rao, M/s. Sri Tirumala Industries, 25-16-223/B, G.T. Road,                          

     Guntur Dt.                                                                                   

2. Assistant Accounts Officer/ERO/Guntur Town-1 

3. Deputy Executive Engineer/Guntur Town-3 

4. Executive Engineer/O/Guntur Town-1 

 

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. 


	3. Deputy Executive Engineer/Guntur Town-3
	4. Executive Engineer/O/Guntur Town-1

