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B etween  

Sri Dadi Matsya Raju,S/O.Apparao,Veeranarayanapuram  

(Village&post)K.J.P.(S.O) V. Madugula Mandal,Visakahpatnam... 

                                                                         Appellant/     Complainant                                               

And 

1. The AE/Operation/Madugula/APEPDCL/Visakhapatnam District 

2. The ADE/Operation/Waddadi/APEPDCL/Visakhapatnam District 

3. The DE/Operation/Narsipatnam/APEPDCL/Visakhapatnam District. 

                                                                                             … Respondents 

 

         The above appeal- representation filed on 22.11.2018  has come up for 

final hearing before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 27-12-2018 at Visakhapatnam. 

The complainant, as well as the respondents above, was present.  Having 

considered the appeal-representation and the submissions made on behalf of 

the complainant and the respondents, the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the 

following: 

O R D E R 

 

1. This appeal has been preferred by the appellant-complainant against the 

order dated.16-12-2017 in C.G.No:392/2017/Visakhapatnam, passed by 

the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Eastern  Power 

Distribution Company of A.P Limited, Visakhapatnam, whereby and 

where under the above  Forum passed the order as follows: 

         " the DISCOM is hereby directed to pay a sum of Rs.15,000/ towards 

compensation to the complainant with interest thereon as per the RBI rates 

of interest  time to time w.e.f.1st December, 2010".  

 
2. The case of the complainant is that his agricultural service connection 

number.49 and four more agricultural service connections  were existing  on 
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25 KVA DTR and the bore well motor pump of his agricultural service 

connection  was burnt five times due to low voltage between 320 V to 350 V 

due to overloading because of releasing  6th agricultural connection  in the 

month of December,2010  to one Yellapu Sarbanna on the above 25 KVA 

DTR ,that on his representation, though the DTR was shifted to the location 

near  his motor pump of the service connection, yet the low voltage 

problem was not solved, that during 2012,the then ADE/operation inspected 

the premises of S.C.No.49, checked the power supply to his(complainant) 

agricultural motor bore well and found that  phase to phase voltage  was 

320 Volts, that his efforts by making representations to the respondents and 

their superiors are proved futile and that even after 7 years also, no justice 

was done to him. He prayed to do justice. The case of the respondents is 

that the agricultural bore and shed of the complainant were collapsed long 

back and the complainant is not using the bore well, that there is a 40 KVA 

DTR, which is feeding five agricultural connections of 5 HP each and that 

the phase to phase voltages are above 430 Volts and are satisfactory. PWs.1 

and 2 and RWs 1 to 3 were examined.Exs.A1 to A4 and EXs.B1 and B2 were 

marked. The Forum, after considering the material available on record, 

rejected the case of the respondents and passed the order awarding 

compensation of Rs.15,000/ as stated supra with the findings that SS-8 

transformer was of 25 KVA capacity at the time of releasing 6th agricultural 

service connection and that the agricultural bore well motor of the 

complainant was burnt for 3(three) times due to low voltage problem.   Not 

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

appeal- representation. 

3.It is submitted by the complainant  that he does not know Law but he 

suffered heavy loss as he could not cultivate his land with any crop for nine 

years due to non-supply of electricity to his bore well motor, that the phase 

to phase voltages of his agricultural service connection were 320 Volts, that 

the respondents did not even implement the orders of the District Collector 

in his favour, that though the distance between two electricity service 

connections for different agricultural lands should be at least 250 meters, 

yet the new connection was given at a distance of 100 feet from his bore 
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well connection and that the respondents submitted false report before the 

Forum stating that the new connection was given at a distance of 550 

meters from the connection of  his field. The respondents submitted that 

there is no voltage problem at present, that the shed and the bore with 

pump set had been collapsed and that they would give service connection to 

the complainant if he wants electrical supply after the bore along with the  

pump set is repaired  and brought to normal condition. It is submitted by 

the complainant in his reply that he has no money and cannot get his bore 

and the pump set repaired or bring them to the normal condition. His main 

submission that the compensation awarded by the Forum is inadequate.  

 
4. The following point is framed for consideration. 
         Whether the representation can be upheld? 
 
5. Point: At the outset, I would like to say that the findings of the Forum, 

on the basis of evidence, that the SS-8 transformer was of 25 KVA capacity 

by the time of release of new agricultural service in the name of one 

Y.Sarabanna and that the agricultural service bore well motor of the 

complainant was bunt for 3 (three) times due to low voltage problem have 

become final against the respondents as they have no right of appeal. The 

main grievance of the complainant is with respect to the quantum of 

compensation awarded to him. According to him, the compensation 

awarded to him by the Forum is meager and he is entitled to more 

compensation in lakhs. But, he did not show me any provision of law or 

regulation or notification made there- under touching the aspect of 

awarding compensation in lakhs in cases like this nature. The order of the 

Forum is also silent on the above aspect. But, Section 57 of the Electricity 

Act, 2003 says that the appropriate commission may specify standards of 

performance of a licensee and that if a licensee fails to meet the standards 

specified, that licensee shall pay such compensation to the person affected 

as may be determined by the appropriate commission. In terms of the 

provisions of the above section, the Hon'ble commission made the 

Regulation No.7/2004. Clauses 3 and 4 of the Principle Regulation No. 7 of 

2004 coupled with second amendment Regulation 9 of 2013 to the Principle 

Regulation 7 of 2004 says that compensation can be awarded as per the 
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Schedule-II with respect to the guaranteed standards of performance 

specified in the Schedule-I of the above Regulation. XIII service areas with 

the quantum of compensation in case of violation of standard are 

mentioned under the Schedule-II of the above Regulation and they are as 

follows: I. Normal Fuse off; II. Overhead Line/cable breakdowns; III. 

Underground cable breakdowns; IV. Distribution Transformer failure; V. 

Period of Scheduled Outage; VI. Voltage Fluctuations; VII. Meter Complaints; 

VIII. Processing  of application and intimation of relevant charges payable 

for new connection/sanction of additional load/demand; IX. Release of new 

connection/ additional load upon payment of all charges; X. Transfer of 

ownership and conversion of services; XI. Resolution of complaints on 

consumer's bill; XII. Reconnection of supply following disconnection due to 

non-payment of bills; and XIII. Wrongful disconnection of service 

connection/levy of reconnection charges without disconnection.  Granting a 

lump sum compensation to the consumer is not prescribed for any service 

area mentioned in the Schedule-II as stated supra. I am very much doubtful 

whether the Forum or this authority can grant compensation to any 

consumer towards repair cost of motor pump or loss of income from landed 

property on the ground that his motor was burnt or that he could not 

cultivate his land  for years, due to low voltage due to overloading  as those 

aspects are not  specifically specified in the above Regulation. The 

grievance of the complainant is that while 5(five) agricultural electricity 

service connections including his connection  were existing on 25 KVA DTR, 

another service(sixth service)connection was released by the then  AE on 

the same DTR and as such, his agricultural motor was burnt for five times 

due to low voltage due to over loading. The Forum accepted the case of the 

complainant in part and held that it is proved that the motor of the 

complainant was burnt three times due to low voltage problem after 

rejecting the case of the respondents, on the basis of evidence adduced by 

both parties. As the finding of the Forum in that regard including the 

quantum of compensation awarded by it has now become final against the 

respondents, I cannot disturb it. It does not appear to me that the above 

compensation awarded by the Forum was under any one of the service areas 
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indicated in the II schedule of the above Regulation. In my view, the service 

area touching the facts of this case applicable to some extent is "Voltage 

fluctuations". However, the Forum ought to have seen whether 

compensation can be awarded to the complainant under the service area 

"Voltage fluctuations" or not?. Since the Forum awarded compensation not 

under the above head, it is not possible to hold that the quantum of 

compensation awarded by the Forum is less or correct.  For the above 

reasons, I am of the view that  the Forum has to decide the  point whether 

the complainant is entitled to any compensation under the service area of 

"voltage fluctuations" or not? and then, determine the complaint. So, in the 

present facts of this case, I am  inclined to remand this  case to  the Forum 

to decide the above point and determine the complaint without disturbing 

its order granting compensation of Rs.15,000/. This point is thus answered. 

6.In the result, I remand this case to the Forum to give a finding on the 

aspect whether  compensation can be awarded to the complainant under 

the service area "Voltage fluctuations" or not?, and then determine the 

complaint afresh on merits without disturbing its order granting 

compensation of Rs.15,000/.The Forum shall restore this case to its original 

number on its file, issue notices to both parties and give an opportunity to 

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

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

appeal is, thus, disposed of. 

7. This order is corrected and signed on this 31st day of December, 2018. 

8. A signed copy of this order is made available at 

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in. 

 
 Sd/- N.BASAVAIAH 

      VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

To 

1. Sri. Dadi Matsya Raju, S/o Apparao, Veernarayanapuram (Village & 

Post), K.J.P (S.O), V.Madugula Mandal, Visakhapatnam District - 531028 

 

2. The Assistant Engineer, Operation, Madugula, APEPDCL, Operation 

Section Madugula, Visakhapatnam– 531027. 
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3. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Waddadi, APEPDCL, 

Waddadi Sub division, Visakhapatnam Pin – 531026. 

 

4. The Divisional Engineer Operation, Narsipatnam, APEPDCL, Operation 

Division, Boddepalli SS, Narsipatnam, Visakhapatnam – 531116. 

 

 

Copy to: 

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

Near Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013. 

 

6. The Secretary, APERC, 11-4-660, 4th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red 

Hills, Hyderabad - 500 004. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   


