
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
   Andhra Pradesh & Telangana 

:: Present :: 

C. Ramakrishna 

Date: 08-12-2014 

Appeal No. 76 of 2013 

 

Between 

M/s. A.S. Jute Products Pvt. Ltd., Nerellavalasa Village, Visakhapatnam 

District.  

... Appellants 

And 

1. The ADE/Operation/APEPDCL, Bheemunipatnam. 

2. The DE/Operation/Zone-III/APEPDCL, Visakhapatnam. 

3. The SAO/Visakhapatnam APEPDCL, Visakhapatnam.  

4. The SE/Operation/APEPDCL, Visakhapatnam 

… Respondents 

 

The above appeal filed on 25-06-2014 has come up for final hearing            

before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 01-12-2014 at Visakhapatnam. The         

appellants, as well as respondents 1 to 3 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           

non-display of readings in meter due to which they could not restrict their             

consumption to be in tune with the R&C measures that were in force during              

the months of October, 2012 and November, 2012. They were not happy with             

the order of the CGRF in the matter. 

 

3. The appellants stated in their appeal that the meter of their service             

connection did not display readings from 02-10-2012 and thereby they could           

not optimize their consumption to be in tune with the R&C measures that             

were in force at that time; that this suboptimal consumption resulted in levy             

of R&C penalties for the months of October, 2012 and November, 2012; that             

soon after noticing the defect in the meter display, they reported the matter             

to the respondent SE on 03-10-2012 and all other officers down the line; that              

while so submitting their letters personally, they felt it may not be proper to              

seek acknowledgment from the officers; that it is this civility on their part             

that has resulted in adverse conclusions being drawn against them by the            

CGRF; that the respondent DISCOM had not taken up the matter with all the              

seriousness that it deserved and had noticed the defect only during the            

regular meter readings that were taken on 22-10-2012; that the respondent           

ADE also had reported to the respondent SE through his letter dated            

16-02-2013 that the malfunction in the auto display of the HT TVR meter did              

result in the consumer not being able to read the readings properly during             

R&C measures and that it is this which has resulted in the imposition of R&C               

penalties on the appellant; that the meter was ultimately replaced on           

28-11-2012; that the period of 15 days mentioned in the citizen charter for             
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rectifying the meter defect, is meant only for the internal purposes of the             

DISCOM and for not binding the consumers with disadvantages; that the relief            

of compensation ordered by the CGRF for 7 days is not at all just and               

reasonable. The appellants prayed that the R&C penalties of Rs. 1,00,530/-           

and Rs. 1,82,696.47 ps for the months of October and November, 2012 be             

waived totally.  

 

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

his written submissions without disputing the facts submitted by the          

appellants except for the version about the appellant filing the complaint           

before the respondents about the meter display problem on 03-10-2012. He           

further opposed the appeal on the ground that the appellants have not made             

the CGRF a respondent in the matter; that the appellants have failed to             

substantiate that they have filed the complaint about meter display, with any            

evidence of acknowledgment; and that therefore, the appeal of the          

appellants is liable to be rejected.  

 

5. The respondent DE filed his written submissions stating that it is true            

that the appellants had approached the respondent DISCOM regarding the          

problem in the display of meter, and consequent to that the ADE also had              

made a visit to the appellants’ service on 06-10-2012; that on that visit he              

found that there is some aberration in the display of parameters but that did              

not prevent the respondent ADE from reading the meter properly on           

22-10-2012; that it is not possible for the appellants to control their            

consumption based on a reading of the figures being displayed in the meter             

but that such restriction & control of their consumption is possible only by             

physically regulating the connected load; and that the auto display feature of            

3 of  11 



the meter is meant for enabling the DISCOM to take note of the parameters in               

a sequential manner but not for enabling the appellants to restrict their            

maximum demand. He pleaded that the appeal of the appellant needs to be             

set aside. 

 

6. The respondent ADE also filed his written submissions on the same           

lines as submitted by the respondent DE.  

 

7. During the course of the hearing, the appellants and the respondents           

confirmed what they stated in writing. The key points that arose for            

consideration in this appeal are: 

 

a. Whether or not there was a complaint lodged by the appellants           

on 03-10-2014 about meter display malfunctioning as submitted        

by them;  

b. Whether or not such malfunctioning in the display disabled the          

appellants from restricting and controlling their demand and        

energy during the period in question; and  

c. Whether or not the CGRF’s order is liable to be set aside in this              

case. 

 

8. The appellants say that they have complained about the malfunction          

in the meter display on 03-10-2012 to all the respondent officers. While the             

respondent SAO denied that there was any such complaint, the respondent DE            

and ADE admitted that there was in fact such a complaint and that             

consequent to that complaint a visit to the appellants’ premises was made by             

the respondent ADE on 06-10-2012. This admission is enough to nail the            
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inaction on the part of the respondent officers. There is a complaint from             

the appellants and the respondents are pretty well aware of it, though they             

have not acknowledged it. So, the first question is answered in favour of the              

appellants. It is clear that the appellants filed a complaint about           

malfunctioning in the display of the meter to the respondents.  

 

9. Coming to the second issue that is framed, the appellants submitted           

during the hearings that they have a team of three technical people whose             

job it is to keep monitoring the demand and energy consumption from a             

reading of the meter display and taking appropriate action to ensure that the             

demand and energy limits imposed by the DISCOM are not exceeded ever.            

The respondents did not deny this submission of the appellants. But the            

respondent DE submitted that restriction and control of demand and energy           

usage is not possible through such monitoring of the parameters displayed by            

the meter, but by physically regulating the load of the appellants. This            

authority is not able to accept this submission of the respondent DE. When             

the appellants are able to see their demand and energy consumption from the             

display of the meter on a periodical basis, they could take all appropriate             

measures to restrict and control their consumption to be in sync with the             

restrictions and controls imposed by the Hon’ble Commission. The actual          

restriction and control is done, no doubt, by the physical switching on / off              

the load in the premises. But it is beyond doubt that the display of the               

parameters in the meter are the basis for taking such action. Therefore, this             

authority holds that reading of the various display parameters in the HT TVR             

meter periodically, enables the appellants to restrict and control the          

consumption of their demand and energy. Further, the submission of the           

respondent DE that the autodisplay feature of the meter is meant for enabling             
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the DISCOM to take note of the various parameters in a sequential manner but              

not for enabling the consumers to restrict or monitor their consumption is            

found to be untenable. It is up to the appellants to put to use the               

information that is available to them in the way they deem best. No             

restriction can be imposed by the DISCOM on how the consumer has to make              

use of the information that is displayed by a meter. Thus, the second issue              

also is answered in favour of the appellants. 

 

10. Coming to the last issue, the CGRF had not done a thorough job of              

scrutinizing the appeal. When the respondents admitted that they made a           

visit on 06-10-2012 consequent to the complaint of the appellants, it ought to             

have not relied on the mere technicality of lack of acknowledgment to throw             

away the complaint of the appellants. From a careful perusal of the            

submissions, it is clear that the appellants did make a complaint on            

03-10-2012 as submitted by them. But the respondents have not          

acknowledged the same. Nevertheless, it is consequent to this complaint that           

they made the visit on 06-10-2012 to the appellants’ premises and inspected            

the meter. But in spite of the visit and cursory inspection, the respondents             

have not acted with the alacrity that is expected of them. Instead, they took              

a leisurely 52 days, after noticing the problem, to replace the meter with a              

meter that does not have the display malfunctioning problem. The          

respondents have a maximum of 30 days to rectify the problem. But they             

took a clear 56 days to rectify the problem reported by the consumer in this               

case. Thus, they are liable to pay a compensation of Rs. 50/- for each day of                

default beyond the 30 days that is allowed for them. The CGRF failed to              

observe all these aspects while giving its judgment. Hence, it is liable to be              

set aside. 
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11. Though the meter itself was not malfunctioning per se, when the           

appellants complained that there is a malfunction in the meter display, the            

respondents ought to have rectified the display of the meter or should have             

replaced the meter with a properly working meter. Not doing so is deficiency             

of service on their part. The Standard of Performance (“SoP” hereafter) as            

laid down by the Hon’ble Commission in respect of rectification of meter            

related problems reads as under: 

 

 

 

12. From a plain reading of the above, it is clear that the respondents             

ought to have made the inspection within 15 days of the appellants’            

complaint and replaced / rectified the problem within 15 days from           

thereafter. But, in spite of confirming that the appellants’ complaint is           

correct on 06-10-2012, the respondents did not rectify the problem ultimately           

till 28-11-2012. There is thus a delay of 26 days in rectifying the problem              

complained about by the appellants, assuming that the respondents have          

availed all the time as per SoP. Therefore, they are liable to pay a              

compensation of Rs. 50/- for each day of this delay i.e., 26 X Rs. 50/- = Rs.                 

1,300/-. 

 

13. It is also clear that the deficiency on the part of the respondents              

resulted in the appellants’ suffering monetarily as they have not been able to             
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restrict and control their consumption of demand and energy to be in tune             

with the R&C measures imposed by the Ho’ble Commission. While the           

appellants are responsible for overshooting the R&C measures -- whether or           

not there is any problem with the meter display -- the respondents are             

equally responsible for not enabling the appellants to remain in conformity           

with the R&C measures imposed by the Hon’ble Commission. Therefore, they           

cannot escape the negative consequences of their inaction or lethargic action           

in replacing the meter with a meter that does not have the problem being              

complained about by the appellants. Therefore, this authority feels that          

principles of natural justice demand that the negative consequences of not           

following the R&C measures imposed by the Hon’ble Commission should be           

shared equally by the appellants and the respondents.  

 

14. There are two of the submissions by the respondents that deserve to            

be dealt with at this stage. One is the respondent SAO’s submission about             

CGRF not having been made a respondent in the matter. This is not at all               

required. It should be understood by the respondents that CGRF is a            

quasi-judicial body and is bound to give its judgment on a complaint that is              

filed before it. What all is expected of it is that it gives out a well reasoned                 

and speaking order on the matter that is raised before it. Nothing more,             

nothing less. The appellants, the respondents or the higher forums like this            

authority may or may not agree with the reasoning of the CGRF. But that              

does not mean that the CGRF should be called upon to defend its order before               

this authority or any other higher forum. In giving out its order, it had              

already done that by giving a speaking order, as deemed fit by it. That’s all               

there is to it. So, expecting that the appellant ought to have made the CGRF               

a respondent in this appeal is not correct on the part of the respondent SAO.               
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The appeal process before this authority, or the procedure contemplated by           

the Hon’ble Commission in redressing the grievances of the consumers does           

not contemplate any such requirement. 

 

15. The second one is the submission of the respondent DE that the display             

of parameters in the meter is not for enabling the appellants to restrict or              

monitor their consumption. A meter is provided to a consumer of electricity            

only to enable to him to see for himself as to how his consumption is at any                 

particular time or during any particular period. The meter is not a device             

internal only to the functioning or working of the DISCOM. It is there equally              

for the use of the consumer. As to how the consumer puts it to use -- after                 

noting down all the parameters displayed by it -- is left for the best              

judgement of the consumer. The DISCOM has no role in it and cannot dictate              

such end use. The submission of the respondent DE in this regard is not              

acceptable.  

 

16. Therefore, it is hereby ordered that: 

 

● the order issued by the CGRF is set aside as it is bereft of merit; 

● the respondents shall pay a compensation of Rs. 1,300/- to the           

appellants for the delay in rectifying the meter problem reported by           

the appellants; 

● the respondents shall bear 50% of the R&C penalties levied on the            

appellants for the two months in question; and 

● the respondents shall pay the above referred compensation and an          

amount equal to 50% of the R&C penalties for the months of October             

and November, 2012 by way of bill adjustment within 15 days from the             

9 of  11 



date of receipt of this order and report compliance thereof within 15            

days from thereafter.  

 

17. It is made clear that the DISCOM is free to recover the share of 50%               

R&C penalties ordered above, from the actual persons responsible by          

following its own internal processes of recovery. 

 

18. This order is corrected and signed on this 8th day of December, 2014. 

 

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

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.  

 
 
 
 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

To 

1. M/s. A.S. Jute Products Pvt. Ltd., Survey No. 20/2 & 21, Nerellavalasa 

Village, Padmanabham Mandal, Visakhapatnam District - 531 219  

 

2. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, APEPDCL,      

Bheemunipatnam, Visakhapatnam District - 531 163 

3. The Divisional  Engineer, Operation, Zone-III, APEPDCL, Visakhapatnam  

4. The Senior Accounts Officer, Visakhapatnam APEPDCL, Opp. Green Park         

Hotel, Vidyut Sakha Building, Visakhapatnam 530 002  

5. The Superintending Engineer, Operation, APEPDCL, Opp. Green Park        

Hotel, Vidyut Sakha Building, Visakhapatnam 530 002  
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Copy to: 

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

Near Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam - 530 013 

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

Hyderabad - 500 004 
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