
 

 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

   Andhra Pradesh :: Hyderabad 

:: Present :: 

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

Date: 14-02-2018 

Appeal No. 59 of 2017 
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Between  

Sri. G.S. Venkata Rao, H.No.2-13-8, Venkata Nagar, Kakinada, East Godavari 

District. 

...Appellant/ Complainant 

And 

1. The AE/Operation/APEPDCL/Narsipatnam-Rural/Visakhapatnam 

2. The AAO/ERO-Narsipatnam/APEPDCL/Visakhapatnam 

3. The ADE/Operation/APEPDCL/Narsipatnam-Town/Visakhapatnam 

                                                                                             … Respondents 

 

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

for final hearing before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 14-02-2018 at 

Visakhapatnam. 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.19-09-2017 in C.G.No:214/2017/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 above Forum  passed the following order: 

 
      "That the shortfall demand notice vide 

Lr.No.AAO/ERO/NRPM/JAO/HVC/D.No.158/17, Dt.15.02.2017, issued by the 

AAO/ERO/Narsipatnam is hereby set aside as null and void. 

 

       That the AAO/ERO/Narsipatnam is hereby directed to issue revised 
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shortfall demand notice to the complainant against the subject matter of 

the Agl. Services released in the name of the complainant. 

 
           Accordingly, the CG.No.214/2017 is disposed off.” 

 

2. The undisputed facts leading to file this representation are that the 

accounts officer/ERO/ Narsipatnam  got  a demand notice dated.15.2.2017 

served upon the  complainant demanding him to pay  the electricity charges 

of Rs.48,651/ against 11 agricultural service connections for two years, as 

per the revised bills, on the ground that  the consumer- complainant is an 

income tax assessee and as such, the service category of the consumer-

complainant is to be re-classified and is  re-classified under the sub-

category of "Agricultural Corporate Farmers and income tax assessee" as per 

the subsequent Tariff Order and that the complainant is not entitled for 

free power supply. The complainant filed the complaint challenging the 

above notice by stating that only two service connections have been in his 

name and the remaining service connections belong to his wife and son. 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. Now, the complainant preferred this representation against 

the above order. 

  

3.  In this case, copies of two letters dated.23.2.2017 addressed by the 1st 

respondent- Assistant Engineer to the second respondent- Assistant 

Accounts Officer are placed by the complainant before me and  it  is stated 

by the 1st respondent in those two letters that as per the field condition, 

the consumer was not utilizing the supply since the date of release of the 

services and as such, bill revision regarding meter change is not required for 

the services and that the services have been under disconnection. The 

respondents 1st and 2nd did not dispute the genuineness of the above two 

letters. Hence, I thought that this is an appropriate case to take recourse to 

mediation before inquiring into the matter on merits. When I asked the 

respondents to state the actual amount due to the respondents from the 

complainant, the respondents  stated that the consumer is liable to pay 
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only Rs.556/ (Rs.286/ pertaining to SC.No.365 + Rs.270/ pertaining to SC 

No.222) as minimum monthly charges with respect to the above two service 

connections of the complainant. The  complainant paid that amount to the 

respondents. A memo signed by both parties is filed before me regarding 

the above aspects. 

 

4. Considering the above memo signed by both parties and the payment of 

Rs.556/-made by the complainant, I feel that there is no need to decide any 

point in this case on merits or to give any further notice to the complainant. 

Since it is clear that the grievance of the complainant is redressed,  I am of 

the view that the representation is liable to be dismissed by recording the 

compromise memo filed by the respondents and the complainant.  

 

 5. In the result, I dismiss the representation recording the compromise 

stated in the memo filed by both parties. In the circumstances of this case, 

I direct both parties to bear their respective costs. This representation is, 

thus, disposed of. 

 

6. This order is corrected and signed on this 14th  day of February, 2018. 

 

     

  

                                                                                     Sd/-N.BASAVAIAH 

     VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

To 

1. Sri. G.S. Venkata Rao, H.No.2-13-8, Venkata Nagar, Kakinada, East 

Godavari District – 533003. 

 

2. The Assistant  Engineer, Operation, Narsipatnam-rural, APEPDCL, 

Operation Section, Narsipatnam Rural, Visakhapatnam District - 531116. 

 

3. The Assistant Accounts Officer, Accounts, ERO, Narsipatnam, APEPDCL, 

ERO, Opp:Veerraju Theatre, Narsipatnam, Visakhapatnam District – 531 

116. 
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4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Narsipatnam-Town, APEPDCL, 

Operation Sub-Division, Town, Narsipatnam, Visakhapatnam District – 531 

116. 

 

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. 

 

 

 

 

 


