
BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN
   Andhra Pradesh :: Hyderabad

:: Present ::

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

Date: 01-03-2018

Appeal No. 58 of 2017
Between

Sri.  R.  Rama  Mohana  Rao,  Utukuru  Village,  Penugolanu  Post,  Gampalagudem,

Krishna District.

...Appellant/ Complainant
And

1 The AAO/ERO-Tiruvuru/APSPDCL/Krishna District
2 The AE/Operation/APSPDCL/Gampalagudem/Krishna District
3 The ADE/Operation/APSPDCL/Tiruvuru/Krishna District
4 The DE/Operation/APSPDCL/Nuzvid/Krishna District

                                                                                             … Respondents

The above appeal- representation filed on 29-01-2018 has come up

for  final  hearing  before  the  Vidyut  Ombudsman  on  17-02-2018 at

Vijayawada. The alleged complainant, as well as the respondents above,

was  present.   Having  considered  the  appeal-representation  and  the

submissions  made  on  behalf  of  the  alleged  complainant  and  the

respondents, the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the following:

O R D E R

1. This appeal has been preferred by the alleged complainant, Sri.R.Rama

Mohan  Rao,  against  the  order  dated.25-07-2017  in  C.G.No:318/2016-

17/Vijayawada Circle, passed by the  Forum for Redressal of Consumer

Grievances in Southern  Power Distribution Company of  A.P Limited,

Tirupati, whereby  and  where-under  the  above  Forum  rejected  the

complaint  on  the  ground  that  Sri.A.V.P.K.Ranga  Rao  did  not  give  any

application  to  the  respondents  for  affecting  the  transfer  of  agricultural

service connection from  the name of one Sri.Ch.Jaya Babu  to his name or

that   the  complainant,  Sri.Rama  Mohan  Rao  did  not  produce  any

documentary evidence for the above purpose.

2. The case of the  alleged complainant, Sri.Rama  Mohan Rao, is that one

Sri.A.V.K.P.Ranga Rao purchased land at Utukuru Village of Krishna District
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from one Sri.Ch. Jaya Babu under a registered sale deed dated.16.1.2009

and that though he (Rama Mohan Rao) gave the required documents to the

second  respondent  for  affecting  the  transfer  of  agricultural  service

connection No.6622331001172 existing in the above land,  in the name of

purchaser, the respondents did not do so. The case of the respondents is

that the complainant is a third party and that the owner, Sri.Ranga Rao did

not make any application for the above purpose.

3. No oral or documentary evidence was adduced by both parties before the

Forum.  After  considering  the  material  available  on  record,  the  Forum

rejected the complaint as stated supra. Now, the complainant preferred this

representation against the above order. No evidence has been adduced even

before this authority.  

4. The complainant submitted that he is the lessee of Sri.Ranga Rao and as

such,  he  is  entitled  to  file  the  complaint  or  the  representation.  The

respondents submitted supporting the order of the Forum. 

 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 the person, who filed the

complaint, cannot be termed as ' complainant' as per the meaning given in

the relevant regulation and is not competent to file this complaint and that

the Forum ought to have returned the complaint to rectify the defects.

There is no dispute that Sri. Ranga Rao purchased the land from Sri. Jaya

Babu and that  the said  Ranga Rao did  not  make any application  to the

respondents for affecting the transfer of service connection in his name and

he is not the person, who filed the present complaint. As per the clause

12.3  or  the  clause  21.1.  of   the  Regulation  3/2016,the  Forum  or  this

authority, as the case may be, has to decide the complaint on the basis of

the pleadings and evidence. In this case, there is no evidence adduced on

behalf of both parties. The only material available is pleadings. There is no

whisper in the complaint that the alleged complainant is an occupier of the
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above land as a tenant of Sri.Ranga Rao. The respondents in their pleading

alleged that  the person filed the complaint  is  neither  a  registered land

owner nor a lease holder of the land. So, it can’t be held that he is an

occupier of the premises in order to hold that he is a complainant.

  

7. Clause 9 (1) of the Regulation No. 3/2016 says that the complainant or a

person duly authorized by him may submit his complaint to the appropriate

Forum within whose jurisdiction the cause of action for the compliant arises

and  the  meaning  of   "complainant"  is  given  under  clause  2.4  of  the

Regulation No.3/2016. There is no material that the person, who filed the

complaint,  is  authorized by Sri.  Ranga Rao, to file this complaint on his

behalf for the above purpose. Therefore, Sri.Rama  Mohan Rao will not fall

under   the  meaning   of  "  complainant"   given  under  clause  2.4  of  the

Regulation No.3/2016.  As the person, Sri.Rama Mohan Rao, who filed the

complaint,  cannot  be  treated  or  termed  as   'Complainant'  and  did  not

produce  any  authorization  from  Sri.Ranga  Rao  to  file  complaint  on  his

behalf for the above purpose, I am of the view that the person, who filed

the  complaint,  has  no  locus  standi  to  file  this  complaint  and  is  not

competent  to  file  this  case  and  as  such,  we  need  not  entertain  the

compliant or the representation. So, I hold that the representation cannot

be  up held. Under clause 10.2 of the Regulation No.3/2016,the Forum can

reject the complaint under some  circumstances stated there- under. The

order of the Forum does not disclose under which sub- clause of the above

clause, the complaint was rejected. I am very much doubtful  whether the

Forum can reject any complaint of this nature  as I felt that none of the

circumstances  stated  under  the  above  clause  is  present  in  this  case.

Therefore, I am of the opinion that this representation cannot be upheld

and is liable to be dismissed with an observation that the person, who filed

the complaint and this representation, is not competent and has no locus

standi to file this complaint. This point is thus answered.

8. In the result, I dismiss the representation with an observation that the

alleged complainant  is not competent and has no locus standi to file  the

complaint. Considering the circumstances of this case, I direct both parties
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to bear their respective costs. 

 
9. This order is corrected and signed on this 01st  day of March, 2018.

Sd/-N.BASAVAIAH

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN

To
1 Sri.  R.  Rama  Mohana  Rao,  Utukuru  Village,  Penugolau

Mandal, Gampalagudem, Krishna District – 521 401. 

2 The  Assistant   Accounts  Officer,  ERO-Tiruvuru,  APSPDCL,

Tiruvuru, Krishna District.

3 The  Divisional  Engineer,  Operation,  APSPDCL,

Gampalagudem, Krishna District -

4 The  Assistant  Divisional  Engineer,  Operation,  APSPDCL,

Tiruvuru, Krishna District

5 The Divisional Engineer Operation, APSPDCL, Nuzivid, Krishna

District - 

Copy to:
6. The Chairman, C.G.R.F.,  APSPDCL, 19/13/65/A, Sreenivasapuram,

Near 132 KV Substation, Tiruchanoor Road, Tirupati – 517 503.

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

Hills, Hyderabad - 500 004.
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