
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
   Andhra Pradesh & Telangana 

:: Present :: 

C. Ramakrishna 

Date: 18-11-2014 

Appeal No. 42 of 2014 

 

Between 

Smt. S.K. Chand Bee, ℅ Elahee Mineral Industries, Piduguralla Village, Post & 

Mandal, Guntur District - 522 413  

... Appellant 

And 

1. The AAO/ERO/APSPDCL/Piduguralla/Guntur District 

2. The AE/OP/Town/APSPDCL/Piduguralla/Guntur District  

3. The ADE/OP/APSPDCL/Piduguralla/Guntur District  

4. The DE/OP/APSPDCL/Macherla/Guntur District 

5. The SAO/OP/APSPDCL/Guntur/Guntur District 

… Respondents 

 

The above appeal filed on 25-07-2014 has come up for final hearing            

before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 13-11-2014 at Vijayawada. The appellant,          

as well as respondents 1 & 5 above were present. Having considered the             

appeal, the written and oral submissions made by the appellants and the            

respondents, the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following:  
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AWARD 

 

2. The appeal arose out of the complaint of the consumer about raising            

HT bills against her LT service for the months of July, 2011 and August, 2011.  

 

3. The appellant stated in her appeal that she has been having an LT              

Industrial service with 72.4 HP load from 30-3-2000; that her complaint about            

her being subjected to HT billing instead of LT billing for the months of July               

and August, 2011 to the local authorities has gone unheeded; that her            

approaching the CGRF also had not helped her in any way; that she had been               

subjected to HT billing for the months of July and August, 2011 without any              

reason; and that the said bills have to be cancelled and that she should be               

refunded the excess collected from her along with interest. 

 

4. The respondents were issued a notice for hearing directing them to           

submit their written submissions in the matter. The respondent AAO stated in            

his written submission dated 22-8-2014 that the said service has been           

released on 24-3-2000 under LT Category III with a connected and contracted            

load of 72.41 HP; that as per tariff order for the financial year 2011-12, a               

service having contracted demand in excess of 70 kVA shall be billed under HT              

category; and that the recorded maximum demand of the consumer for the            

months of 7/2011 and 8/2011 was 72.40 and 89.50 respectively and hence the             

same was billed under HT Category I in accordance with the tariff order. 

 

5. During the course of the hearing on 29-9-2014, the appellant          

reiterated the submissions made already in the appeal. The written          

submission filed by the respondent is examined and it was found that the             
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stand of the respondents is not entirely correct. The appellant undisputedly           

falls under the LT III (A) category by virtue of the connected load being less               

than 75 HP. The tariff condition that entitles the respondents to levy demand             

charges on an LT III (A) service connection as mentioned in para (ii) of the               

notes mentioned under the LT III (A) tariff schedule is as under (emphasis             

supplied): 

 

 

 

6. A reading of the above condition made it clear that the respondents            

are entitled to levy demand charges prescribed under HT Category I (11 kV             

supply) only on the recorded maximum demand that is in excess of the             

contracted demand. But in this case, the respondents have subjected the           

entire recorded demand of the appellant to demand charges applicable to HT            

Category I. During the course of the hearing itself, the respondents have            

admitted their mistake and sought an adjournment to correct the mistake.           

Accordingly, the matter was adjourned and re-heard on 13-11-2014. By this           

time, the respondent AAO submitted another written submission stating that          

the bills for 7/2011 and 8/2011 were duly revised and the account of the              

appellant credited with the excess collection made.  
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7. During the course of the hearing on 13-11-2014, the appellant          

reiterated again that interest on the excess collection made from her needs            

to be paid by the respondent DISCOM. To this, there was no response from              

the respondents. Clause 4.7.3 of the Electricity Supply Code which deals with            

wrong billing, reads as follows (emphasis supplied): 

 

4.7.3 On examination of the complaint, if the Licensee         

finds the bill to be erroneous, a revised bill shall be           

given to the consumer indicating a revised due date of          

payment, which should be fixed not earlier than seven         

days from the date of delivery of the revised bill to the            

consumer. If the consumer has paid any excess amount,         

it shall be refunded by way of adjustment in the          

subsequent bills. The licensee shall pay to the        

consumer interest charges at 24% per annum on the         

excess amount outstanding on account of such wrong        

billing.  

 

8. Therefore, it is clear that the respondent DISCOM has to pay the            

appellant interest on the excess amount collected at the rate of 24% per             

annum as provided for in clause 4.7.3 of the Electricity Supply Code. 

 

9. The CGRF had not interpreted the GTCS properly while disposing of the            

complaint before it by the appellant. The CGRF relied on clause 12.3.3 of the              

GTCS to arrive at the conclusion that levy of HT charges on the consumer is               

correct for the months in question. It interpreted that clause 12.3.3 of the             

GTCS is attracted in a case of recorded maximum demand exceeding the            
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contracted demand. This is not correct. Clause 12.3.3 presupposes an          

inspection of the premises of the consumer and detecting connection of           

additional load. That is not the case here. The present case is one of the               

RMD exceeding the contracted demand as recorded in the meter. In such            

cases, what is attracted is the second condition mentioned under the Note            

relating to tariffs applicable for LT III (A) cases. The said condition is             

extracted and discussed above. In accordance with the tariff order          

provisions, only such of the recorded demand that is in excess of the             

contracted demand shall be subjected to HT Category I demand charges           

applicable to 11 kV supply. That is all what needs to be done in the present                

case. Hence, the decision of the CGRF is incorrect and is liable to be set               

aside. 

 

10. Therefore, it is hereby ordered that: 

● the appellant’s service shall be billed with demand charges applicable          

to HT Category 1 (11 kV supply) only on such of the demand that is               

recorded in excess of the contracted demand for months of 7/2011 and            

8/2011; 

● interest at the rate of 24% per annum shall be paid by the DISCOM on               

the excess amount that is collected from appellants for the months in            

question;  

● the respondents shall credit the account of the appellant with the           

interest amount so ordered within 15 days from the date of receipt of             

this order and report compliance within 15 days from thereon; and 

● the order of the CGRF on the complaint filed by the appellant is set              

aside. 
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11. This order is corrected and signed on this 18th day of November, 2014. 

 

12. A digitally signed copy of this order is made available at           

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.  

 
 
 
 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

To 

1. Smt. SK. Chand Bee, ℅ Elahee Mineral Industries, Piduguralla Village, 

Post & Mandal, Guntur District - 522 413 

2. The Assistant Accounts Officer, ERO, APSPDCL, Piduguralla, Guntur        

District - 522 413 

3. The Assistant Engineer, Operation, Town, APSPDCL, Piduguralla, Guntur        

District - 522 413 

4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, APSPDCL, Piduguralla,       

Guntur District - 522 413 

5. The Divisional Engineer, Operation, APSPDCL, Macherla, Guntur District        

- 522 426 

6. The Senior Accounts Officer, Operation, APSPDCL, 4/7 Brodiepet, Opp.         

Khazana Jewellers, Guntur, Guntur District - 522 002 

 

Copy to: 

7. The Chairman, C.G.R.F., APSPDCL,19/13/65/A, Sreenivasapuram, Near      

132 kV Substation, Tiruchanoor Road, Tirupati - 517 503. 

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

Hyderabad - 500 004. 
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