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Appeal No. 7 of 2019-20

                                                       Between

Chintada Ramarao, s/o Krishna Murthy(Late), Maruthi Nagar-1 Narasannapeta,

Srikakulam Dist-532421.
… Appellant

And
1. Smt.  Hanumanthu  Meenakshi,  W/o  Govindha  Rao,  Ex-Surpanch,

Guttavalli(V),  Padda  Street,  D.NO.2-123,  Burja  Mandal,  Srikakulam  Dist-

532421.

2. The  Assistant  Engineer/Operation/D2  Srikakulam/APEPDCL,  college  Road,

srikakulam-532421.

              ....Respondents

        The above appeal- representation has come up for final hearing before the Vidyut

Ombudsman on 15th-JUNE-2019 at  Visakhapatnam. The  complainant and the  first

respondents were present. The second respondent was absent. 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. 18-03-2019 in C.G.No:341/2018/ Visakhapatnam,   passed by the   Forum for

Redressal of Consumer Grievances in Esatern  Power Distribution Company of A.P

Limited, Visakhapatnam, whereby and where-under the above Forum dismissed the

complaint seeking redressal of grievance against the second respondent releasing a

new service connection to the first respondent.



2.The undisputed facts  are that the complainant purchased Ac.0.25 cents,   out of

Ac.0.73 cents site in Sy.No. 83/2B  of Fazuelbagpeta village of Srikakulam District,

under a registered sale deed dated.9.2.2011 from one seepana Kalavathi, that the

daughter of Kalavathi filed a civil suit for partition of the above entire extent into two

equal shares, that thereafter, Kalavathi executed a sale deed in favour of the first

respondent over an extent of Ac.0.25 cents in the same survey number on 20.7.2017

and that the first respondent on 8.5.2018 obtained a new electricity connection.

3.Complaint alleges that the complainant got a shed constructed in the site purchased

by him, that the 1st respondent, along with her husband, trespassed into his above 

shed highhandedly and submitted an application for supply of electricity, that inspite 

of his objection, the 2nd respondent allotted a new service connection illegally to the

first respondent  and that therefore, the electricity service connection may be 

ordered to be disconnected.            

4.The case of the  first respondent as stated in her response is that the boundaries of 

the site purchased by  her  are different from that of the boundaries of the site 

purchased by the complainant, as mentioned n the sale deeds, that she got a slabbed 

room constructed in the site purchased by her and that  she had legally obtained  the 

electricity service connection.

5.The second respondent filed his response stating that he obtained legal opinion and 

released service connection as per the legal advice.

6.Exs.A1 to A3 and Exs.B1 and B2 were marked. No oral evidence was adduced. The 

Forum, after considering the material available on record, dismissed the complaint 

with an observation that the  licensee shall, on an application by the owner or 

occupier of any premises, give supply of electricity to such premises and that the first

respondent being occupier of the premises is entitled to take supply of electricity. 

Now, the complainant preferred this appeal-representation. 

7.The complainant submitted the facts stated in his complaint and further submitted 

that the first respondent is trying to show the allotment letter given by the second 



respondent as a piece of evidence in the civil case to perfect her possession. The first 

respondent submitted the same facts stated in her response. 

8.The following point is framed for consideration:

  Whether the 2nd respondent  can be directed to disconnect the  supply of electricity

given to the premises in the occupation of the  1st respondent?

9.Point:The complainant did not show me any provision of law or cite any authority 

that either the Forum or this authority can direct the second respondent to 

disconnect the power supply given to the premises of the  first respondent in the 

present facts of this case. Even I did not find any such provision in the Electricity 

Act,2003 or any  Regulation made there-under. From the allegations made in the 

complaint and the response, it is clear that there is title dispute  between the 

complainant and the first respondent  with respect to the premises covered by the 

registered sale deeds. According to the complainant, he got a shed constructed in the 

above premises, but, the first respondent, along with her husband, dispossessed him 

illegally, whereas, according  to the first respondent, she got a slabbed room 

constructed and made an application for supply of electricity to her premises. That 

the complainant  got the shed constructed or that the 1st respondent got the slabbed 

room constructed, in the disputed premise, is also in dispute. The question whether 

the possession of the first respondent over the disputed premises  is rightful or illegal 

is also to be decided. Either the Forum or this authority has no right to decide the 

above  disputed facts and those disputes can only be decided by a civil court. 

However, it is clear that the first respondent is in occupation of the above disputed 

premises before she made an application for supply of electricity Therefore, I see 

there is no illegality in the order passed by the Forum. The main submission of the 

complainant is  that the first respondent is trying to show the allotment letter given 

by the second respondent to her as a piece of evidence in the civil case to perfect her

possession. It is his main apprehension. It does not appear to me that his 

apprehension is  genuine because he did not file any suit so far against the first 

respondent for recovery of possession and because the alleged possession of the first 



respondent over the disputed premises is not a relevant consideration in the partition 

suit filed by the daughter of Smt. Kalavathi. Apart from it, there is no material  to say

that the first respondent is a party to the above partition suit. If his version is really 

correct, he has to necessarily file a suit against the first respondent for recovery of 

possession. It is clear that the complainant did not file any suit under the Specific 

Relief Act for recovery of possession within 6 months from the date of the alleged 

dispossession. So, he has enough time to file a suit for the above relief under the 

general law. For the above reasons, I am of the view that the  2nd respondent  cannot

be directed to disconnect the  supply of electricity given to the premises in the 

occupation of the  1st respondent. This point is thus answered. Therefore, this 

representation cannot be upheld.

10.In the result, I dismiss the appeal-representation confirming the order of the 

Forum. There is no order as to costs.

  11.A copy of this order is made available at                                     

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in 

 

S/d-N.Basavaiah

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN

1. Chintada Ramarao, s/o Krishna Murthy(Late), Maruthi Nagar-1 Narasannapeta,

Srikakulam Dist-532421. 

2. Smt. Hanumanthu Meenakshi, W/o Govindha Rao, Ex-Surpanch, Guttavalli(V),

Padda Street, D.NO.2-123, Burja Mandal, Srikakulam Dist-532421. 

3. The  Assistant  Engineer/Operation/D2  Srikakulam/APEPDCL,  college  Road,

srikakulam-532421.



Copy To:

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

Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam – 530 013.

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

Hyderabad - 500 004.


