
 

BEFORE THE VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 
   Andhra Pradesh :: Hyderabad 

:: Present :: 

C. Ramakrishna 

Date: 21‐06‐2016 

Appeal No. 12 of 2016 

Between 

Sri. P. S. Chakravarthi, A1, Amrutha Residency, 3rd Cross Right, Currency Nagar, 

Vijayawada, Krishna District.  

... Appellant 

And 

1. The AE/Operation/APEPDCL/Narayanapuram Village/West Godavari District 

2. The AAO/Accounts/ERO/APEPDCL/Tadepalligudem/West Godavari District 

3. The ADE/Operation/APEPDCL/Rural/Tadepalligudem/West Godavari District 

4. The DE/Operation/APEPDCL/Tadepalligudem/West Godavari District 

… Respondents 

 

The above appeal filed on 26‐05‐2016 has come up for final hearing before the              

Vidyut Ombudsman on 09‐06‐2016 at Eluru. The appellant, as well as respondents 1 to              

3 above were present. Having considered the appeal, the written and oral submissions             

made by the appellant and the respondents, the Vidyut Ombudsman passed the            

following: 

AWARD 

 

2. The appeal arose out of the complaint of the consumer about disconnection of             

service connection bearing number 7135000028 standing in the name of one of his             

paternal uncles for non‐payment of dues. 

 



 

 

3. The appellant stated in his appeal that H. No. 6‐27 at Unguturu Village, West              

Godavari District had a service connection bearing number 7135000028 in the name of             

Sri. Putta Appa Rao, one of the brothers of his father late Sri. Putta Subba Rao; that                 

his late parents used to reside at the above address and were using the service               

connection till the time of their passing away; that subsequent to their passing away              

nobody is staying in the said house but that he used to pay the minimum electricity                

charges; that in view of his residing at Vijayawada, he missed out on paying the               

minimum charges amounting to Rs. 742/‐ for a few months; that the brothers of his               

late father reside in the adjacent house; that the DISCOM authorities, without there             

being any prior intimation, disconnected the service connection and removed the           

meter in violation of his rights enshrined in the APERC Consumers’ Rights Statement;             

that the respondent AE’s averment that he could not trace the appellant is far from               

truth and that instead of making sincere efforts to contact him through his relatives              

residing in the adjacent house, he simply ordered the disconnection; that on 16th March              

2016 when he approached the DISCOM, he was handed over the distraint notice and              

asked to reapply for a new service connection after paying the arrears; that the very               

same officials who were contacting him for information like his Aadhaar card number             

et al, forgot to give prior intimation before disconnecting the supply and simply asked              

him to apply for a new service connection; that he had anyway paid the arrears and                

applied for the new service connection on the same day; that in view of the               

disconnection without prior intimation, power supply to his premises be restored and            

he be refunded the new service connection charges that were collected from him. 

 

4. Notices were issued for hearing the matter. The respondent ADE filed his            

written submission stating that the service connection was released in the name of Sri.              
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P. Appa Rao way back in September, 1990; that the service remained under status 09               

i.e., “consumer not using” from January, 2014 to June, 2015; that as the consumer has               

not paid the CC charges from January, 2015 the service was disconnected on             

08‐07‐2015; that as the registered consumer was not traced out to serve notice, the              

meter was finally removed on 02‐12‐2015 duly stopping the issuance of bill w.e.f             

26‐12‐2015 to avoid raising of fictitious demand; that in view of the appellant applying              

for a new service connection on 17‐03‐2016, for the same house duly paying the              

arrears, the same was released on 23‐03‐2016; and that the appellant is not a              

registered consumer for service connection number 28.  

 

5. The respondent AAO and the AAE also filed their written submissions on the             

same lines. 

 

6. During the course of the hearing, the appellant and the respondents confirmed            

what they stated in writing. The key points that arose for consideration in this appeal               

are: 

 

a. Whether or not there is a case for ordering relief sought by the             

appellant; and  

b. Whether or not the CGRF’s order is liable to be set aside in this case. 

 

7. The service connection bearing number 7135000028, admittedly, is not in the           

name of the appellant and the person in whose name it used to stand is still alive and                  

residing in the adjacent premises. But, in spite of the efforts made by the respondent               

officers, the appellant could not be reached either to serve the notice of             

disconnection or to enforce collection of outstanding dues. The fact that the service             
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connection actually stands in the name of Sri. Putta Appa Rao, who is reportedly              

residing somewhere in the vicinity, appears to have been lost of by the respondents in               

view of the fact that they have been aware of the appellant only who has been paying                 

the electricity charges from time to time on the connection. Be that as it may, the                

provisions of GTCS which have been relied upon by the respondents in their written              

submission do support what has been done by the respondents in good faith. Clause              

5.9.4.3 of the GTCS entails deemed termination of the agreement in cases of failure on               

the part of the respondents to serve a notice of disconnection. The service was              

disconnected on 08‐07‐2015 for non payment of the CC charges. But, as nobody is              

residing in the premises, no pain was felt and the dues remained unpaid while new               

dues kept on accruing. This continued non payment for up to four months from the               

date of disconnection naturally results in deemed termination of the agreement.           

Thus, by 08‐11‐2015, the service is deemed to have been terminated. With a view to               

avoid the unnecessary accrual of bills, the respondents appear to have removed the             

meter, which by the way is accessible in the premises, and advised bill stoppage to the                

ERO. Ultimately, the appellant did approach the DISCOM and cleared the dues in the              

month of March, 2016. But in view of the disconnection, he was advised to apply               

afresh and he was accordingly released a new service connection.  

 

8. Technically, the respondents acted with all diligence that is required in such a             

case. It is the appellant, who appears to have some misconceptions about his rights.              

His reliance on the Consumers’ Rights Statement that is adopted by the Hon’ble             

Commission on 17‐10‐2002 to argue that the respondents had not taken care to             

intimate him stands on a shaky ground. First of all, the appellant is not the real                

consumer in whose name the service connection stands. Soon after his parents passed             

away, as he appears to have inherited the liability of paying the electricity bills              
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relating to that premises, he ought to have taken care to see that the service               

connection is transferred to his name, as the person in whose name it stands is still                

alive and is residing somewhere nearby. That apart, the respondents appear to have             

made sincere efforts to get in touch with the appellant by getting in touch with the                

appellant’s relatives who were residing nearby in the village. This much was evident,             

during the hearing, by their revealing of the names of the people that they were in                

touch with to get to the appellant, and the appellant not denying any connection with               

those people that are being referred to by the respondents. In view of this, this               

authority concludes that the respondents made their best efforts to get to the             

appellant to have the dues cleared. It was only after they failed to reach him, did                

they go about a strict implementation of the provisions of the GTCS and disconnected              

the service connection. Soon after the appellant approached them with the payment,            

they ensured that a new service is released in his name duly following the formalities. 

 

9. The appellant’s main prayer that the supply to the premises be restored and he              

be refunded the new connection charges that were collected from him, does not stand              

to reason. The appellant is not the owner of the service connection that is being               

agitated about. The owner of that service connection is different. He had not even              

succeeded to it properly. Therefore, he is a nobody to seek reconnection or             

disconnection of that service until and unless he proves his proper succession to it.              

The mere fact that he has remained the point of contact for payment of dues does not                 

entitle him to seek reconnection / disconnection of the service.  

 

10. The appellant’s submissions about the respondents’ employing the services of          

private persons to climb poles were denied by the respondents. This authority is not              

inclined to act on it in view of its irrelevance in deciding the present grievance.  
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11. Coming to the last issue, this authority finds nothing wrong with the order             

issued by the  CGRF.  

 

12. Therefore, the appeal fails in toto and is dismissed. 

 

13. This order is corrected and signed on this 21th day of June, 2016. 

 

14. A digitally signed copy of this order is made available at           

www.vidyutombudsman.ap.gov.in.  

 
 
 
 

VIDYUT OMBUDSMAN 

 

To 

1. Sri. P. S. Chakravarthi, A1, Amrutha Residency, 3rd Cross Right, Currency 

Nagar, Vijayawada, Krishna District 

 

2. The Assistant Engineer, Operation, APEPDCL, Operation Section, 33/11 KV         

Narayanapuram Substation, Narayanapuram Village, Chebrolu, Unguturu      

Mandal, West Godavari District ‐ 535 235 

3. The Assistant Accounts Officer, Accounts, APEPDCL, ERO, Near F.F.F.         

Limited, Prathipadu Village, Tadepalligudem, West Godavari District ‐ 534         

146 

4. The Assistant Divisional Engineer, Operation, Rural, APEPDCL, 33/11 kV         

H.B. Colony SS,  Tadepalligudem, West Godavari District ‐ 534 101 
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5. The Divisional Engineer, Operation, APEPDCL, Near F.F.F. Limited,        

Prathipadu Village, Tadepalligudem, West Godavari District  ‐ 534 146  

 

Copy to: 

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

Gurudwara Junction, Visakhapatnam ‐ 530 013 

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

Hyderabad ‐ 500 004 
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