
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
   Andhra Pradesh & Telangana 

:: Present :: 

C. Ramakrishna 

Date: 02-12-2014 

Appeal No. 52 of 2013 

 

Between 

Sri. M. Jangaiah Goud, S/o. Ramaswamy, R/o. Lingotam, Achampet Mandal, 

Mahaboobnagar District  

... Appellants 

And 

1. AAE/Operation/Achampet/ TSSPDCL/Mahaboobnagar District 
2. ADE/Operation/Achampet/TSSPDCL/Mahboobnagar District 
3. DE/Operation/Nagarkurnool/TSSPDCL/Mahaboobnagar District 

4. SE/Operation/Mettugadda/TSSPDCL/Mahaboobnagar District 

… Respondents 

 

The above appeal filed on 03-04-2013 has come up for final hearing            

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

appellant, as well as respondents were present. Having considered the          

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

respondents, the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following:  

 

AWARD 

 

2. The appeal arose out of the complaint of the consumer about           
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non-release of service connection.  

 

3. The appellant stated in his appeal that he had applied for service             

connection for his chop cutter in the year 2010; that the respondent ADE by              

relying on false information has not been releasing the service connection.  

 

4. Notices were issued for hearing the matter. The respondent ADE filed           

his written submission on 18-03-2014 stating that the appellant had applied           

for the service connection on 09-11-2010 for non-domestic purpose without          

producing proper ownership document; that in the same premises, previously          

a non-domestic service used to exist in the name of Chinnaiah Goud; that the              

said Chinnaiah Goud fell in arrears to the tune of Rs. 36,589/-; that the CGRF               

also had ordered for release of service connection on the appellant producing            

proper ownership documents; that the appellant had so far not produced           

proper ownership documents and hence the service was not released till date.            

The respondent DE also submitted his written submission to the same effect. 

 

5. Bereft of details, as the appeal is, it was left to the hearing process to               

ferret out the actual facts that resulted in the grievance of the appellant.             

The appellant appears, somehow, to have got the possession of the property            

on which there are existing arrears of electricity. As there are outstanding            

arrears, the respondents are refusing to release the service connection.          

Moreover, it appears that the said Chinnaiah Goud is related to the appellant             

also. The CGRF had taken the view that if the appellant is able to produce               

proper ownership documents, the service connection applied for may be          

released. It went a step further and directed that the outstanding arrears be             

not collected under a mistaken notion that arrears which are more than two             

2 of  6 



years old and have not been demanded by way of a bill cannot be collected.  

 

6. During the course of hearing, the appellant is not denying that arrears            

are outstanding on behalf of Chinnaiah Goud. He also admitted that the            

arrears are to be paid and that he is willing to clear the arrears provided the                

correct quantum of the arrears is determined. Thus, he is contesting the            

amount of arrears that are due. The arrears relate to a period that is before               

the year 2002. Since the year 2002, the service of the said Sri. Chinnaiah              

Goud is under disconnection for non-payment of arrears. The appellant tried           

to unsuccessfully argue before this authority about the various complaints          

made by him contesting the arrears and showing some old record pertaining            

to the years 1998, 1999 and 2000. This authority is not convinced with the              

submissions of the appellant. Being the successor in the property, he does            

not have any locus to question anything about the accumulated arrears           

against Sri. Chinnaiah Goud. If at all the arrears are to be contested, it is for                

Sri. Chinnaiah Goud to contest the arrears. It’s not for the appellant, as             

successor in interest to the property, to question the arrears. Unless a            

contest about the arrears is properly raised before the CGRF, the same cannot             

be taken up by this authority.  

 

7. The CGRF appears to have been misguided into thinking that the           

outstanding arrears from a service connection, if the service has been           

disconnected and no bill has been issued thereby, are not collectible. This is             

not correct. The arrears are payable. Section 56 of the Act is extracted             

below: 
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What section 56(2) of the Act says is that unless a sum is shown as due from a                  

consumer as recoverable arrear, no disconnection of service can be effected.           

This does not mean that arrears which have already been accumulated against            

a service connection and that service connection has been disconnected for           

non-payment of the same are not recoverable at all after the expiry of two              

years. In case of disconnected services, usually bill is stopped as there are no              

regular charges getting accumulated that need to be issued a bill for. This             

does not mean that the arrears that have already accumulated are not            

payable because a bill has not been issued. What all is required in such cases               

is that payment of arrears should have been demanded regularly through the            

issuance of notices periodically. If an arrear remains undemanded         

continuously for a period beyond 3 years, the law of limitation gets attracted             

and the arrears become uncollectible. That appears to be not relevant in the             
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instant case, as the appellant is not the person who is in arrears. What all               

really matters in the instant case is whether or not there are arrears             

outstanding against that property in which there existed a service connection           

earlier and an application for a fresh service connection is made therefor.            

Clause 8.4 of the GTCS, extracted below, empowers the DISCOM to refuse            

release of a service connection to an applicant who demands service           

connection for a property against which arrears are outstanding.  

 

 

 

8. Therefore, it is hereby ordered that the service connection for the           

appellant can be released by the respondents, if he is able to show proper              

ownership documents and the outstanding arrears from Chinnaiah Goud, are          

realized.  

 

9. This order is corrected and signed on this 2nd day of December, 2014. 

 

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

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.  

 
 
 
 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
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To 

1. Sri. M. Jangaiah Goud, S/o. Ramaswamy, R/o. Lingotam, Achampet 

Mandal, Mahaboobnagar District - 509 375 

2. Additional Assistant Engineer, Operation, Achampet, TSSPDCL, 

Mahaboobnagar District - 509 375 

3. Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Achampet, TSSPDCL, 

Mahboobnagar District - 509 375 

4. Divisional Engineer, Operation, Nagarkurnool, TSSPDCL Mahaboobnagar 

District - 509 235 

5. Superintending Engineer, Operation, Mettugadda, TSSPDCL, 

Mahaboobnagar District - 509 001 

 

Copy to: 

6. 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. 

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

Hyderabad - 500 004. 
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