
 

 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

   Andhra Pradesh :: Hyderabad 

:: Present :: 

N. Basavaiah, B.Sc, B.L.  

Date: 29-09-2018 
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Between  

Mudragada Ramprakash, S/o Bhagyam, D.No.23-21-32, 4th Street, Lalitha Nagar, 

Rajamahendravaram, East Godavari. 

...Appellant/ Complainant 

And 

1. The AE/Operation/Konthamuru/APEPDCL/East Godavari 

2. The ADE/Operation/Rajamundry-T-1/APEPDCL/East Godavari District 

3. The DE/Operation/Rajahmundry/APEPDCL/East Godavari District 

4. The DE/DPE-Rajahmundry/APEPDCL/East Godavari District  

5. The AAO/ERO/Town-Rajahmundry/APEPDCL/East Godavari District 

 

                                                                                             … Respondents 

 

         The above appeal- representation filed on 04-07-2018 has come up for 

final hearing before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 27-09-2018 at Rajahmundry. 

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.28-05-2018 in C.G.NO:377/2017/Visakhapatnam Circle, 

passed by the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Eastern 

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

and where under the Forum partly allowed the complaint and directed the 

respondents to revise the provisional assessment dated.14.2.2017 made by 

the 1st respondent and also, the final order of the 3rd respondent 
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dated.27.7.2017 passed against the subject matter of the service from 

4.2.2016 to 4.2.2017, according to the cost of service mentioned in the 

relevant tariff orders. 

 

2.The case of the complainant is that Agricultural Service Connection 

number 0352-001002,Category-V(B) with a sanctioned load of 20 HP under 

billing system of 24 hours power supply at Kolamuru village of Kontamuru 

section was released to his field  without DSM measures at Rs.0.20 per unit,  

that he received  an assessment notice dt.14.2.2017 for short billing from 

the 2nd respondent for shortfall of 86,204 units demanding him to pay 

Rs.3,31,831/- towards back billing amount for one year, and he gave a 

detailed explanation to the third respondent, but the 3rd respondent 

confirmed the provisional assessment without considering his representation  

despite the direction given by the Hon'ble High Court in the  writ filed by 

him, and that the inspection of the premises by the 4th respondent is not in 

accordance with the  prescribed procedure and observation of him that he 

was selling water is incorrect and that short billing with respect to 

defective meter for agricultural services cannot be made for more than 

three months period.    

 

 3.The case of the respondents that the present service connection  as per 

ERO records is High Value Agricultural Service(Category-V(3) with DSM Wet 

Land Farmers Holdings more than 2.5 acres, that on the basis of the 

complaint from the public through the APERC, the fourth respondent 

inspected the premises and found the supply being used for running 2 

submersible motors at a distance of 5 meters for flowing water into a water  

pond and  adjacent lands with growing crops and that the  inspection and 

the assessment is made as per law.  

  

4. No evidence was adduced before the Forum by both parties. After 

considering the material available on record, the Forum passed the order as 

stated supra. Not satisfied with the above order of the Forum, the 

complainant preferred the appeal-representation. 
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5. The following point is framed for consideration: 

   Whether the representation can be upheld? 

 

 6. Point:-At the outset, I would like to say that what the Forum or this 

authority has to see in this case is only whether the assessment notice in 

this case was given in consonance with the inspection report and in 

accordance with the prescribed procedure or not,  as the complaint is filed 

questioning the said assessment notice. There is no need to give any 

direction to the licensee to issue another assessment notice in a particular 

manner. The complainant submitted that assessment notice for short billing 

was given  as if the meter were defective, and as the notice was  given not 

in accordance with the correct provision of law and as such, it is liable to 

be set aside. The respondents present submitted that though the inspecting 

officer did not make any mention in her report that the meter is defective, 

yet, notice was given to the complainant as if the meter were defective. It 

is not the case of either side that the meter is defective. There must be 

correct and proper demand with full particulars in the assessment notice 

issued by the licensee to recover any amount from its consumer because the 

concerned has to assess about the correctness or otherwise of it.  From the 

above submissions made by the respondents, we can hold that the above  

element is lacking  in the assessment notice and  the assessment notice for 

short billing  given to the complainant in this case as per the clause 7.5.1 of 

the GTCS is not in accordance with the report given by the inspection 

officer and that therefore, the said assessment notice is liable to be set 

aside. Once it is held that the assessment notice is liable to be set aside, 

this representation is liable to be upheld and is upheld. This point is thus 

answered.   

 

7. In the result, I set aside the order of the Forum and direct the second   

respondent to issue fresh assessment notice to the  complainant in 

consonance  with the report given by the inspecting officer and recover the 

arrears amount due, if any, from the complainant in accordance with law. 
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There is no order as to costs. 

 

8. This order is corrected and signed on this 29th day of  September, 2018. 

 

9. A copy of this order is made available at 

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in  

 

 

 Sd/-N.BASAVAIAH 

      VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

To 

1. Mudragada Ramprakash, S/o Bhagyam, D.No.23-21-32, 4th Street, 

Lalitha Nagar, Rajamahendravaram, East Godavari.-   

 

2. The Assistant Engineer, Operation, Konthamuru, APEPDCL, 33/11 KV 

SS Subbarao Nagar, Near Quary Market, Rajahmundry Rural– 533 102.  

 

3. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Rajahmundry-T-I, 

APEPDCL, Town I Sub-Division, Jampeta, Rajahmundry, Pin 533 101 

 

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

Sub-Divison, Ullithota Street, Near Godavari Bund, Rajahmundry 

5. The Divisional Engineer, Operation, DPE-Rajahmundry,  

 

6. The Assistant Accounts Officer, ERO/Town-Rajahmundry, APEPDCL,ERO,  

 

Copy to: 

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

Near Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013. 

 

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

Hills, Hyderabad - 500 004. 

  


