
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
   Andhra Pradesh & Telangana 

:: Present :: 

C. Ramakrishna 

Date: 02-12-2014 

Appeal No. 46 of 2014 

 

Between 

Sri. Kalyan Murthy, Indunoor(V), Kodangal(M), Mahaboobnagar District  

... Appellant 

And 

1. The AAE/Operation/TSSPDCL/Kodangal/Mahaboobnagar District 

2. The ADE/Operation/TSSPDCL/Kodangal/MahaboobnagarDistrict 

3. The JAO/Sub-ERO/TSSPDCL/Kodangal/MahaboobnagarDistrict 

4. The DE/Operation/ TSSPDCL/Mahaboobnagar/Mahaboobnagar District  

5. The SE/Operation/TSSPDCL/Mettugadda/Mahaboobnagar District 

… Respondents 

 

The above appeal filed on 04-08-2014 has come up for final hearing            

before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 27-11-2014 at Mahboobnagar. The         

appellant, as well as the respondents 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 billing            

problems being faced by him. The appellant is aggrieved that the CGRF had             

not looked into his actual complaint and has given an order without dwelling             

on his complaints. 

 

3. The appellant filed an incomprehensible appeal stating something         

about the disconnection of his domestic service connection bearing number 7           

in December, 2010 and it being restored in April, 2011 after payment of             

arrears of Rs. 5,290/-; that the bimonthly bill for November, 2012 was raised             

for a humungous 189 units -- a number which is not possible in villages like his                

which are afflicted with 10 to 14 hours of power cut; and that the respondent               

ADE had promised to install 25 kVA DTr in place of the existing 3 x 10 kV DTrs,                  

but has not taken any action on that score so far. 

 

4. Notices were issued for hearing the matter. None of the respondents           

filed any written submission. In the absence of any written statement from            

the respondents, and in view of the incomprehensible appeal filed by the            

appellant, it was left for the hearing process to ferret out the actual             

grievance of the appellant. 

 

5. As could be gathered from the copy of the CGRF’s order and the oral              

submissions of the appellant, the problem is basically one of the appellant            

not being served bills on time. A copy of the account statement which was              

submitted by the respondent AAE revealed that from the year 2006 onwards,            

till July, 2009 bi-monthly bills for the service were promptly raised and            
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admittedly served on the appellant. From then onwards, the bills were not            

being raised in time as reflected in the statement. Then from the month of              

January, 2011 to April, 2012 the service connection’s status is shown as ‘3’,             

which means that it is under disconnection and bills were not issued except in              

the month of November, 2011. In the month of November, 2011 while the             

service connection is thus under disconnection, bill for 149 units was raised.            

In the month of May, 2012 while the status was shown as ‘1’, meaning normal               

and live, a bill for 1404 units totalling to Rs. 7,898/- was raised. Again in the                

month of November, 2012 while the status was shown as ‘3’, a bill for 189               

units totalling to Rs. 2,085/- was raised. Thereafter, bills appear to have            

been issued more or less regularly on bi-monthly basis while the status kept             

on varying between ‘3’ and ‘1’. The appellant contends that bills were not             

being issued properly to him from August, 2009; that his service has never             

been under disconnection; that his service has been charged all the           

accumulated units at one go in the month of May, 2012 and then again in the                

month of November, 2012 and that because of this raising bill on accumulated             

readings at one go, his service connection had been levied a higher slab rate              

and that it needs to be set right. During the course of the hearing, the               

respondent JAO explained that the abnormal billing done in the months of            

May, 2012 and November, 2012 has been rectified by spreading the amount            

for the period from February, 2011 to November, 2012 and that because of             

this the appellant has been charged correctly as per the applicable slab rates             

and that this has resulted in the appellant getting a credit of Rs. 4,674/-              

which was adjusted to his account by way a journal entry. The JAO further              

submitted that the bills on the service are now being issued regularly and the              

appellant also is paying them regularly and that there is thus no problem at              

all at this juncture. The appellant also accepted that at present the situation             
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is somewhat better but is not completely normal as is stated by the JAO, as               

he had not received the bill for the month of March, 2014. This is also borne                

by record. After perusing the statement put up by the respondent JAO for             

perusal, this authority believes that there is currently no problem with the            

service of bills. The apprehension of the appellant about his having been            

charged excess has been put to rest during the course of the hearings.  

 

6. However, there is no proper explanation coming from the respondents          

for the assertion of the appellant that his service connection has never been             

under disconnection but their record showing the service as having been           

disconnected. This appears to be a case of the field officials reflecting a             

disconnected status in the records to escape the burden of reading the meter             

physically. This is a clear case of lethargy and deficiency of service on the              

part of the respondent officers in so far as the resolution of consumer’s             

complaint about his billing problem is concerned. The respondent officers’          

acts of below par representation in the proceedings before this authority,           

lackadaisical response in the filing of written submissions and total          

indifference to the problems being raised by the appellant have not gone            

unnoticed by this authority.  

 

7. Therefore, this authority feels compelled to treat the past behaviour          

of the respondents as deficiency of service in not settling the billing dispute             

raised by the appellant and finds that it is a fit case for ordering payment of                

compensation for not settling the billing dispute for the period January, 2011            

to November, 2012 raised by the appellant. Thus the respondent officers are            

liable to pay compensation at the rate of Rs. 25/- per day for 641 days. In                

computing the days as 641 days, the starting date is considered as January 30,              
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2011 in view of the fact that a consumption of 28 units is shown for that                

month and a bill has been raised, but the status of the service connection is               

shown as disconnected. Similarly, for the month of November, 2012 since           

some consumption units are shown as having been recorded and a bill raised             

for an amount of Rs. 2,085- duly showing a journal entry credit of Rs. 4,674/-               

the billing problem is deemed to have been attended to by November 1, 2012              

and this date is treated as the ending date for computing the period of 641               

days. 

 

8. The CGRF had identified the crux of the problem but had stopped            

short of ordering for compensation in a case which is fit for ordering             

compensation. The order of the CGRF is liable to be set aside for not              

ordering what it ought to have ordered for. 

 

9. Therefore, it is hereby ordered that: 

● the order of the CGRF is set aside;  

● the DISCOM is liable to pay a compensation of Rs. 16,025/- (641 days x              

Rs. 25) to the appellant herein within 15 days from the date of receipt              

of this order by way of adjustment to the account of the consumer; 

● in view of the fact that the deficiency of service has resulted from the              

inaction and lethargy of the respondent AAE, JAO and ADE, the DISCOM            

is free to recover the same from them as it deems fit; and 

● the respondents shall submit a compliance report that the         

compensation so ordered is credited to the account of the appellant           

within 30 days from the date of receipt of this order, failing which             

they will be making themselves liable for stringent action under          

section 142 of the Electricity Act. 
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10. This order is corrected and signed on this 2nd day of December, 2014. 

 

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

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.  

 
 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

To 

1. Sri. Kalyan Murthy, Indunoor(V), Kodangal(M), Mahaboobnagar District -        

509 338 

2. The Addl. Assistant Engineer, Operation, TSSPDCL, 33/11 kV Substation,         

Bomraspet,  Mahaboobnagar District - 509 338 

3. The Assistant Divisional Egineer Operation, TSSPDCL, 33/11 kV        

Substation, Kodangal,  Mahaboobnagar District - 509 338 

4. The Junior Accounts Officer, Sub-ERO, TSSPDCL, 33/11 kV Substation,         

Kodangal, Mahaboobnagar District - 509 338 

5. The Divisional Engineer, Operation, Mahaboobnagar, TSSPDCL,      

Mettugadda, Mahaboobnagar District - 509 001 

6. The Superintending Engineer, Operation, TSSPDCL, Mettugadda,      

Mahaboobnagar District - 509 001  

 

Copy to: 

7. The Chairman, C.G.R.F - 1 (Rural), TSSPDCL, H. No.8-3-167/E/1,         

CPTI Premises, GTS Colony, Vengalaraonagar Colony, Erragadda,       

Hyderabad - 500 045 

8. The Secretary, TSERC, 11-4-660, 5th Floor, Singareni Bhavan, Red Hills,          

Hyderabad - 500 004 
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