
 

 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

   Andhra Pradesh :: Hyderabad 

:: Present :: 

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

Date: 22.12.2018 
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Between  

Sri. Tadigadapa Ganagaraju, S/o Punnayya, Pullalapadu (V), Nallajerla (M), West 

Goavari District 

...Appellant/ Complainant 

And 

1. The AE/Operation/Nallajerla/APEPDCL/West Godavari  

2. The AAO/ERO-Tadepalliguem/APEPDCL/West Godavari 

3. The ADE/Operation/Nallajerla/APEPDCL/West Godavari 

4. The DE/Operation/Tadepalligudem/APEPDCL/West Godavari 

                                                                                             … Respondents 

 

         The above appeal- representation filed on 03-12-2018 has come up for 

final hearing before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 17-12-2018 at Elurru. The 

2nd respondent was personally present.  Having considered the appeal-

representation and the submissions made by the representative of the  

complainant over phone and the 2nd respondent, 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.16-10-2018 in C.G.No: 288/2018 Visakhapatnam, passed by 

the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Eastern  Power 

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

where-under the  above  Forum  set aside  the short fall   demand notice 

dt.26.6.2018 issued by the 2nd respondent to the consumer for Rs.7006/ for 

the period from July,2015 to January,2018 and directed the  respondents to 

raise revised notice calculating the shortfall units proportionately for the 

period  from july,2016 to January,2018 after deducting the apportioned 
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unbilled units during the period mentioned in the above notice by giving 

three installments to the complainant to pay that amount to be revised. 

2.The un-disputed facts are that the respondents released the service 

connection No.311400365 under L T- Category-1 to the residential premises 

of the complainant at Pullalapadu village, of Tadepalligudem Division in 

W.G.District, prior to 20115,that the meter of the above service connection 

was re-placed in the month of July,2015, that as the fact regarding the 

change of meter was not entered in the EPCCB Module, the meter reader 

raised bills for the period from september,2015 to December,2016 with 

fictitious readings under live status and for the period from January,2017 to 

January,2018 with minimum consumption of 53 units, that the consumer 

paid  money as per those bills, that the first  respondent, at the time of 

inspection on 29.1.2018, noticed the actual reading recorded in the meter 

as 3315 and that thereafter, the second respondent issued shortfall notice 

dated.26.6.2018  to the complainant-consumer for a sum of Rs.7006/ 

representing the charges of un-billed units for the period from July,2015 to 

January,2018. 

3.The case of the complainant is that he belongs to scheduled caste and he 

has been paying bill amounts regularly and that as the respondents told him 

that he was to pay the amount mentioned in the notice, he filed the 

complaint to examine the above notice and revise the same, while it is the 

case of the 1st respondent as per his response filed to the complaint that 

the complainant is liable to pay the amount. 

 4.No oral or documentary evidence was adduced before the Forum. After 

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

stated supra. Not satisfied with the above order, the complainant preferred 

this appeal-representation. 

5.It is submitted by the representative of the complainant that the claim of 

the respondents is barred by time as the demand notice was given claiming 

the amount for the period more than 2 1/2 years, that the 1st and the third 

respondents asked the complainant to pay Rs.1500 informing him that 

subsidy would be given for the remaining amount as he belongs to schedule 

caste, that that the meter reader, who did mistake, has to pay this amount  
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and that the respondents are liable to pay compensation to the complainant 

for the mental agony caused to him. 

6.It is submitted on behalf of the respondents that as per the revised notice 

issued as per the orders of the Forum, an amount of Rs.3642 is due from the 

complainant and that the subsidy provision is not applicable to the 

complainant as he consumed electricity more than the ceiling limit of units 

during that period. It is submitted on behalf of the complainant that the 

complainant did not receive any revised notice so far. No evidence  has 

been adduced even before this authority.   

 7.The following point is framed for consideration: 

          Whether the representation can be upheld? 

8. Point: The representative of the complainant did not cite any provision of 

law supporting his submission regarding the law of limitation. Section 56(2) 

of the Electricity Act,2003 says that no sum due from any consumer shall be 

recoverable after the period of two years from the date when such sum 

became first due. In this case, the demand was made on 26.6.2018 for the 

period commencing from July,2015 to January,2018.The Forum directed the 

respondents to raise revised RJ calculating the shortfall units 

proportionately for the period from July,2016 to January,2018 after holding 

that the demand for the period from July,2015 to June,2016 is barred by 

limitation. Thus, the Forum allowed the claim of the respondents for only 

one year seven months as against their claim for two years seven months 

and it is within two years prior to the demand notice dated.26.6.2018.  The 

Forum rightly came to a conclusion regarding the limitation aspect and I 

find no merit in the submission made on behalf of the complainant touching 

the limitation aspect. There is no material as to the respondents 1 and 3 

asking the complainant to pay Rs.1500 and informing him  as to giving the 

subsidy. The above alleged conversation is subsequent to filing the 

complaint. This authority has to settle the representation on merits on the 

pleadings and evidence available on record. There is no evidence in this 

case. Pleadings are only available. There is no allegation in the pleading of 

the complaint that the meter reader, who did mistake, has to pay this 

amount or that the complainant is entitled for compensation for the mental 
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agony caused to him. Therefore, the remaining 3 and 4 submissions 

submitted on behalf of the complainant need no detailed discussion. But in 

this case, I would like to say that the provision of Law or the condition of 

GTCS-2006 under which the licensee is entitled to give the demand notice 

like in this case, is not stated by the respondents. Even the Forum did not 

consider the above aspect. However, the complainant consumed the 

electricity as per the reading recorded in the meter, but, he is deprived of 

his right to get subsidy for that period because of the fault of the agents of 

the licensee. The material as to the actual consumption of electricity units 

by the consumer of each and every month during that period is lacking. In 

such a case, how can we say that the complainant consumed more units 

than the ceiling limit of units? Hence, I am unable to uphold the submission 

made on behalf of the respondents on the above aspect. So, the 

complainant is to be compensated in that aspect. Therefore, I am inclined 

to order that the subsidy units to be entitled by the complainant as a person 

belonging to scheduled caste be deducted from the total meter reading 

units. For the above reasons, I am of the view that the appeal-

representation is to be partly upheld modifying the order of the Forum 

touching the aspect of subsidy. This point is thus answered. 

 9.In the result, I direct the respondents to raise a revised notice   

calculating the shortfall units proportionately for the period from 07/2016 

to 01/2018 after deducting the apportioned unbilled units during the period 

from 07/2015 to 06/2016 and also, deducting subsidy units entitled by the 

complainant for the period from July,2015 to January,2018. The appellant is 

given three monthly installments to pay that amount after receiving the 

revised notice. The appeal-representation is thus disposed of with the 

above modification. There is no order as to costs. 

10. This order is corrected and signed on this 22nd December, 2018. 

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

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in. 

 

 

                                                                                    Sd/- N.BASAVAIAH 

      VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
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To 

1. Sri. Tadigadapa Gangaraju, S/o Punnayya, Pullapadu (V), Nallajerla (M), 

West Godavari District – 534 112. 

 

2. The Assistant Engineer, Operation, APEPDCL, Nallajerla, APEPDCL, 

33/11 KV Nallajerla SS, Nallajerla (V), (M), West Godavari District – 534 

112. 

3. The Assistant Accounts Officer, ERO-Tadepalligudem, APEPDCL, Near 

F.F.F Limited, Prathipadu (V), Tadepalligudem – 534 146. 

 

4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Nallajerla, APEPDCL, 33/11 

KV SS Nallajerla, V and M, West Godavari District – 534 112. 

 

5. The Divisional Engineer, Operation, Tadepalligudem, Near F.F.F Limited, 

Prathipadu (V), Tadepalligudem, West Godavari District – 534 146. 

 

Copy to: 

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

Near Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013. 

 

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

Hills, Hyderabad – 500 004. 

 

 

  

  

  

 


