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                                                Between 

D. Sairam Prasad, 6-74, Santha Bazar, B.Kothakota, Chitttoor Dist-517370.  

                                                                    … Appellant/Complainant 

And 

1. The AAO/Madanapalli 

2. The SAO/Tirupathi 

3. The SE/Tirupathi 

                                                                              ....Respondents 

       The above appeal- representation has come up for final hearing 

before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 20th-JUNE-2019 at Tirupathi. The  

complainant, as well as the respondents except the first respondent 

above, was present. Having considered the appeal-representation and the 

submissions made by the above persons present, the Vidyut Ombudsman 

passed the following:  

           1.This appeal has been preferred by the appellant-complainant 

against the order dated.19-03-2019 in C.G.No:323/2018-19/Turupathi 

circle, passed by the Forum for Redressal of Consumer Grievances in 

Southern  Power Distribution Company of A.P Limited, Tirupathi, 

whereby and where-under the above Forum dismissed the complaint 

holding that the complainant is not entitled for interest in the 
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methodology allowing interest on the outstanding excess amount as 

Distribution Company is collecting the interest on delayed payment 

surcharge and also, not entitled to compound interest on the security 

deposit since the respondents adjusted the interest on security deposit in 

accordance with the Regulation No.6/2004. 

2.The facts leading to file this appeal-representation are as follows : In 

C.G.NO:226/2014-15/Tirupathi Circle  between the complainant  and the 

respondents 1 to 3 herein besides three others, the  Forum passed orders 

on 30.07-2015 directing  these respondents  and three others to pay the 

complainant the interest charges at 24% per annum  on the excess 

amount outstanding on account of wrong billing as elucidated above in 

terms of the   Clause 4.7.3  of the Regulation No.5/2004  by way of 

adjustment in  subsequent  CC(Current Consumption) bills. Now, the 

complainant filed the complainant on 23.07.2018 alleging that the 

respondents ought to have calculated compound interest with yearly rests 

instead of simple interest, on the excess amount outstanding on account 

of wrong billing as per the orders passed in CG No.226/2014-2015 ,and 

they have totally forgotten  about the interest on the security deposit  

and that the respondents are adopting their own analogy ignoring the 

provisions of the Regulation No.5 of 2004 and the Regulation No.6 of 

2004. According to the complainant, the above amounts should be 

clubbed with compound interest calculated with yearly rests. He prayed 

to pass  appropriate orders. 

3.The respondents 1 and 3 filed their response  stating that the 

calculation of interest on excess amount paid by the consumer towards cc 

charges has been made as per the orders of the Forum passed in 
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C.G.No.226/2014-2015 and that the adjustment of interest, an amount of 

Rs.22,783/, on security deposit was made every year from April,2009 to 

April,2014. 

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

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

dismissed the complaint passing the order as stated supra. Now, the 

complainant preferred this appeal-representation. 

5.The complainant made the following  submissions: 

 I. That though he is entitled to compound interest with yearly rests, the 

respondents calculated only simple interest instead of compound interest 

with yearly rests, on excess amount outstanding on the wrong billing and 

as such, he is entitled to the difference in the interest; and 

 II. That  though he is entitled to compound interest with yearly rests on 

the security deposit as per the Regulation No.6 of 2004,the respondents 

did not give him that benefit  as there is no material that the respondents 

had  the adjustment of  interest on his security deposit by showing the 

same in the cc bills issued to him. Therefore, he is entitled to compound 

interest with yearly rests on his security deposit. 

6.The respondents submitted that they calculated the interest as per the  

orders of the Forum in C.G.No.226/2014-15 and that the adjustment of 

interest was shown even in the bills issued to the complainant. In their 

written  submission, they conceded that the  adjustment of interest was 

not shown in the bills issued to the consumer, but they offered some 

explanation. They also conceded that the  break- up of payment 
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particulars of security deposit amount prior to 2018-19 is not available.    

7.The following point is framed for consideration: 

       Whether the representation can be up held? 

8. Point: As regards to  the first submission: - Clause 4.7.3 of the 

Regulation No. 5/2004,which is relevant, says that if the consumer has 

paid any excess amount, it shall be refunded by way of adjustment in the 

subsequent bills and that the licensee shall pay to the consumer interest 

charges at 24% per annum.  A reading of  the above clause goes to show 

that the licensee has to pay to the consumer simple interest at 24% per 

annum on the excess amount outstanding on account of such wrong 

billing. The above clause does not convey any meaning that  compound 

interest on excess amount outstanding on account of wrong billing is to 

be calculated. In Jindal Strips Ltd., (Ferro Alloys Division) Visakhapatnam 

(Vs) Superintending Engineer, Operation Circle, A.P.S.E.B., Vizianagaram 

and others, 2008 (3) ALD 641,relied upon by the complainant in support 

of his submission, it is held that when the Board is collecting interest or 

additional charges for delayed payments, it is not known as to why it 

cannot be said that the same analogy applies and the Board has also to 

pay the interest insofar as the excess amounts paid by the petitioner. In 

that decision, the respondents(Electricity Board) were directed to work 

out the interest at the rate of 18% per annum on the excess payments 

made by the petitioner from the date of its payment, add  the same to 

the principle amount and deduct it from out of the outstanding amount, 

and thereafter, issue a fresh demand notice directing the petitioner to 

pay the amount payable by the petitioner. In that decision, simple 
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interest on excess amount was awarded and there is no whisper as to 

compound interest. I am very much afraid that the phrasal word " delayed 

payment" includes  the payment  order passed by the Forum  as to  the 

excess amount outstanding on account of wrong billing. There is no 

dispute that simple interest was calculated on the excess amount 

outstanding on account of wrong billing. Therefore, the above decision is 

not much helpful to the complainant, and I hold that there is no merit in 

the first submission  made by the complainant as to his entitlement of 

compound interest on the excess amount outstanding on account of such 

wrong billing. The  words as in the clause 7.2 of the Regulation No.6/2004 

" The interest  accruing to the credit of the consumer shall be adjusted 

annually "are not there in the clause 4.7.3 of the Regulation No.5/2004.  

This submission is thus answered against the complainant infavour of the 

respondent. The finding of the Forum on this aspect is confirmed. 

II. As regards to the second submission:- Clause 7.1 of the Regulation 

No.6/2004 says that the licensee shall pay interest on security deposit. 

There is no dispute in that regard. The  words in the clause 7.2 of the 

Regulation No.6/2004 " The interest  accruing to the credit of the 

consumer shall be adjusted annually " gives an indication that the 

complainant is entitled to compound interest with yearly rests on the 

security deposit amount. In this case, the respondents in writing 

conceded that the break- up of payment  particulars of security deposit 

amount prior to 2018-19 is not available. In the absence of particulars as 

to the quantum of security deposit and of interest amount calculated 

thereon annually, during the relevant period, it is difficult to give any 

finding on this submission or accept the case of the respondents or 
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confirm the finding of the Forum. Considering the submissions of both 

sides that the adjustment of interest is not shown in the CC bills, I feel 

that there is some merit in the claim made by the complainant and I am 

of the view that the finding of the Forum as to interest on the security 

deposit amount is not correct and is liable to be set aside. For the above 

reasons, I am of the view that the representation  is to be partly up-held 

and to  be remanded to the Forum for fresh consideration on this 

submission. This  point is thus answered. 

9  In the result, I confirm the finding of the Forum that the complainant is 

not entitled to compound interest on the excess amount outstanding on 

account of wrong billing and set aside the finding of the Forum as to the 

claim of the complainant on his security deposit. I remand this case to 

the Forum to give a finding afresh regarding the interest claim of the 

complainant on his security deposit in this case. The Forum shall restore 

this case to its original number on its file and issue notices to both parties 

and give an opportunity to lead evidence, if parties want to do so, before 

the above stated finding to be given afresh on merits. I direct both 

parties to file their statements separately making  calculation of interest  

on the security deposit, as per their respective analogies, before the 

Forum within fifteen days from the date of receipt of this order and the 

Forum shall then decide the amount due and payable  by the complainant 

or the licensee and pass orders with regard to the amount due and 

payable to the complainant or to the licensee under the above head. This 

representation is partly upheld and is thus disposed of. No costs. 
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 10.A copy of this order is made available at                                                  

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in  

This order is corrected and signed 0n 29th June, 2019. 

    s/d-N.Basavaiah 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

1.  D. Sairam Prasad, 6-74, Santha Bazar, B.Kothakota, Chitttoor Dist-517370. 

2. Assistant Accounts Officer/Madanapalli/APSPDCL/Tirupathi. 

3. Senior Accounts Officer/Tirupathi/APSPDCL. 

4. Superintending Engineer/Tirupathi/ASPDCL. 

 

Copy To: 

1. The Chairman, C.G.R.F., APSPDCL,19/13/65/A, Srinivasapuram, 

Near 132 kV Substation, Tiruchanoor Road, Tirupati - 517 503  

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

Red Hills, Hyderabad - 500 004. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  


