
  

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN                                                                                             
Andhra Pradesh :: Amaravathi 

:: Present ::                                                                                                                                                                            

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

Date: 20.08.2019                                                                                                                     
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                                                Between 

G. Malleswari, W/o. Dr. Venkata Narayana, Retd. Asst. Director(AH),        

D.No. 13-7-2/1, Besthapalem, Chirala.  Prakasam-523155 

… Appellant 

                                                    And 

1. Assistant Accounts officer/ERO/Town-2/Guntur  

2. Additional Executive Engineer/O/Guntur D-8 

3. Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Town-2/Guntur 

4. Executive Engineer/O/Town-1/Guntur 

                                    

....Respondents 

           The above appeal- representation has come up for final hearing 

before the Vidyut Ombudsman on 14th-AUG-2019 at Guntur. The 

complainant, her husband, and the respondents were 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.-04-06-2019, in an Inward No:332/2018-

19/Guntur 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 rejected the 

complaint, before its admission for hearing, under the clause 10.2(a) 

of the Regulation No. 3/2016 by assigning a reason that a civil suit is 

pending in which the disputed service connection was released. 

       2.The narration of facts, in detail, is not so necessary to decide 

this representation. The grievance of the complainant, 

Smt.G.Malleswari, is against the licensee releasing  electrical service 

connections to  one Sri.N.Sreenivas and one Mamidi Harikrishna,land  
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grabbers, according  to the complainant. Her prayer stated in the 

complaint filed before the Forum is to dismantle those two service 

connections on the ground that she and her younger sister are the real 

and exclusive owners of the premises to which the above connections 

were given. It appears that the complainant got one connection 

dismantled before the orders passed by the Forum. Now, the grievance 

of the complainant is with respect to another service connection 

number 1122300154571 given to a small hut raised in the above 

premises in the name of one Mamidi Harikrishna on 27.03.2009.  

 3.The Forum rejected the complainant on the ground stated supra. 

Not satisfied with the above order, the complainant preferred this 

representation. Heard both sides. They did not adduce any evidence. 

4. The husband of the complainant submitted  that the common 

judgment  dated 30.01.2018, passed by the IV Additional District 

Judge, Guntur in O.S.No.46/2005 filed by the younger sister of the 

complainant for partition of immoveable properties and for other 

reliefs, against the complainant herein and others including Sri. 

M.Harikrishna,and in O.S.No.160/2007, filed by the complainant 

against Sri.M.Harikrishna and others for a permanent Injunction, shows 

that the complainant and her sister are the co-sharers of the property 

to which service connections were released and are in possession of 

the same ,that Harikrishna  is relying upon an agreement of sale, but 

he was made set ex-parte in   the suits, that appeal is pending before 

the Hon'ble High Court, that after passing the judgment, the 

complainant made a representation to the respondents for 

dismantlement of two  electricity connections and there- after, the 

respondents issued show cause notices to Harikrishna and another, but 

they did not  respond to those notices, that only one connection was 

dismantled, and another connection was not dismantled and that 

therefore, the representation may be allowed. The respondents 

submitted that as per the first legal opinion, dismantlement was made 

with respect to  one connection and that as appeal was preferred and 

as per the second legal opinion, the second connection was not  

dismantled. They also submitted that as the consumption charges were 

in arrears, the first connection was disconnected. The written 

submissions sent by the complainant through courier are received on 

19.08.2019. 
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5.The following point is framed for consideration: 

   Whether the order of the Forum rejecting the complaint is legal and 

correct ? 

6.Point: Under the clause 10.2(a) of the Regulation 3 of 2016, the 

Forum may reject the complaint if another proceeding in respect of 

same matter is pending between the same complainant and the 

licensee before any court etc. To attract the above clause for 

rejection of complaint, another proceeding in respect of same matter 

must be pending between the same complainant and the licensee 

before any court etc. But in this case, there is no material to hold that 

any other proceeding is pending between the complainant and the 

licensee-Distribution Company. Pendency of a civil suit between the 

complainant and third parties is not a ground to reject the complaint 

under the above Regulation. As the Forum did not determine the 

complaint on merits and it only rejected the complaint not in 

accordance with the above clause and as the submissions made by both 

parties are not touching the  legality of the order of the Forum 

rejecting the complaint,  and as such, there is no need, at this stage, 

to consider the  above submissions made on behalf of both parties.   

Therefore, I am of the view that the Order passed by the Forum 

rejecting the complaint is not in accordance with the above provision 

of law and is liable to be set aside, and the matter is  to be remanded 

to the Forum for fresh consideration. This point is thus answered    

7. In the result, I allow the appeal-representation, set aside the order 

of the  Forum and direct the Forum to deal with the complaint in 

accordance with the provisions of the Regulation No.3/2016. This 

representation is thus disposed of. There is no order as to costs.  

8. This order is corrected and signed on this 20th  August, 2019.. 

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

        www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in. 

                                                                            s/d.N.Basavaiah 

                                                                         VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

 

http://www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in/
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To 

1. G. Malleswari, W/o. Dr. Venkata Narayana, Retd. Asst. 

Director(AH),        D.No. 13-7-2/1, Besthapalem, Chirala.  

Prakasam-523155  

 

2. Assistant Accounts officer/ERO/Town-2/Guntur  

3. Additional Executive Engineer/O/Guntur D-8 

4. Deputy Executive Engineer/O/Town-2/Guntur 

5. Executive Engineer/O/Town-1/Guntur 

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. 

 

 

 

 

 //CERTIFIED TRUE COPY// 

//FORWARDED::BY ORDER// 
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