
                             A consumer is the important visitor on our premises. 
                                         He is not dependent on us. We are dependent on him. 

                                                                                                                                               -Mahatma Gandhi 
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A.P.No. 34 of 2021 
 
Thiru A.V. Perumal,  
Plot No. 20, Kousik Avenue Extn-1,  
Rajakilpakkam,  
Chennai – 600 073.                      . . . . . . . Appellant 
                                                               (Thiru A.V. Perumal) 

Vs. 
 
The Executive Engineer/O&M/Tambaram, 
Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-II, 
TANGEDCO,  
110/11 KV Tambaram SS Complex, 
Puthuthangal, Mullai Nagar,  
Tambaram West, Chennai – 600 045. 
                              . . . . Respondent 
                  (Thiru M. Murugan, AEE/O&M/Const./Tambaram) 
 

 
Petition Received on: 22-04-2021 

 
Date of hearing: 12-08-2021 

 
Date of order: 21-10-2021 

 
The Appeal Petition received on 22.04.2021 filed by Thiru A.V. Perumal, Plot 

No. 20, Kousik Avenue Extn-1, Rajakilpakkam, Chennai – 600 073 was registered 

as Appeal Petition No. 34 of 2021.  The above appeal petition came up for hearing 

before the Electricity Ombudsman on 12.08.2021.  Upon perusing the Appeal 

Petition, Counter affidavit, written argument and the oral submission made on the 

hearing date from both the parties, the Electricity Ombudsman passes the 

following order. 
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         ORDER 

1. Prayer of the Appellant: 

 
The Appellant has prayed to refund the excess amount Rs.434/- 

 
2.0 Brief History of the case: 
 
2.1  The Appellant has stated that he has made a payment of Rs.950/- which 

was not adjusted to the current consumption charges but the respondent clubbed 

the April and June month bill together and charged on average basis.  This has 

resulted in excess billing. 

 

2.2 The Appellant has filed a complaint through online to refund the excess 

amount of Rs.434/- for which he has not received any reply.   

 

2.3  The appellant has filed a petition with the CGRF of Chennai EDC/South-II 

on 26.08.2020 through online.  The CGRF of Chennai EDC/South-II has issued an 

order dated 15.02.2021.  Aggrieved over the order, the appellant has preferred this 

appeal petition before the Electricity Ombudsman. 

 

3.0 Orders of the CGRF : 

 
3.1 The CGRF of Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-II have issued its 

order on 15.02.2021. The relevant portion of the order is extracted below :- 

“Findings and order: 

 

The Executive Engineer/O&M/Tambaram ascertained that the meter found normal 

and calculation made are in order.  Hence the CGRF petition is disposed off 

without any orders.” 

 

4.0 Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman: 
 
4.1 To enable the Appellant and the Respondent to put forth their arguments, a 

hearing was conducted on 12.08.2021 through video conferencing. 

 
4.2 The Appellant Thiru A.V. Perumal has attended the hearing and put forth his 

arguments.  
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4.3 On behalf of the respondent Thiru M. Murugan, 

AEE/O&M/Const./Tambaram, Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-II has 

attended the hearing and put forth his arguments. 

 
4.4 As the Electricity Ombudsman is the appellate authority, only the prayers 

which were submitted before the CGRF are considered for issuing order. Further 

the prayer which requires relief under the Regulations for CGRF and Electricity 

Ombudsman, 2004 alone are discussed hereunder. 

 

5.0 Arguments of the Appellant : 
 
5.1 The appellant has stated that in respect of the electricity connection 09-273-

137-410, he has received a message on 22.04.2020 to pay Rs.950/- for which 

appellant has made payment on 22.04.2020 through online. 

 

5.2 The appellant has stated that the amount paid was not adjusted to the 

consumption charges but April’20 and June’20 bills were clubbed together and 

charged on average basis.  This has resulted in excess billing of Rs.434/-. 

 

5.3 The appellant has stated that he had made online complaint 

no.58084322062020 on 22.06.2020 for which no reply has been received.  Hence 

he made an online petition no.2608201915818 on 26.08.2020 to the CGRF, 

Chennai/South-II for refund of excess billing amount of Rs.434/-. 

 

6.0 Arguments of the Respondent: 
 
6.1 The Respondent has stated that the appellant has made an online complaint 

no. 58084322062020 on 22.06.2020 for excess billing of Rs.434/- in respect of SC 

No. 273-137-410 for the period of April 2020 and June 2020.  In the absence of 

reply, the petitioner has filed petition to the CGRF, Chennai/South-II vide petition no. 

2608201915818 on 26.08.2020.  Again the petitioner has filed a petition by mail to 

the CGRF on 22.10.2020. 
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6.2 The Respondent has further stated that the Revenue Supervisor, 

Sembakkam section has met the petitioner and detailed explanation has given in 

person at his home, but the petitioner was not satisfied.  Then on 12.10.2020, the 

report for the petition was submitted to the Chairman/CGRF, Chennai EDC/South-II. 

 

6.3 The Respondent has further stated that the hearing has been conducted on 

20.01.2021 against the petition but the petitioner has not turned up and the petition 

was disposed off without any orders since the meter is healthy and calculation of 

assessment is in order.  Then the forum issued the order on 15.02.2021 and 

communicated to the petitioner through his mail on 15.4.2021. 

 

6.4 The Respondent has further stated that in view of the COVID-19 outbreak 

and extension of lockdown, the assessment could not be physically done in entire 

state of Tamil Nadu and previous month consumption billing calculation were 

adopted as per the order of the CMD/TANGEDCO, dated 21.03.2020.  Further, 

press release was widely communicated in all leading news papers with model of 

sample calculation. 

 

6.5 The Respondent has further submitted that during the Covid-19 lockdown 

period from 23.3.2020 to 3.5.2020, the PMC billing as per Regulation 10 of TNE 

Distribution Code was contested through Public Interest Litigation wherein the 

Hon’ble High Court of Madras had ordered that the LT billing made was just and fair. 

 

6.6 The Respondent has submitted that the service was inspected on 25.09.2020 

and found that the meter was in normal condition.  For 06/2020 assessment, the 

assessed unit was 1030 units for two bi-monthly period.   Hence the details of 

calculation is given below: 

Total assessed units for 2 bi-month : 1030 

Assessed units for 1 bi-month  : 1030/2 = 515 

 

units in slab  Rate in Slab Consumption charges 

1 – 100 Free (Subsidy) Rs. 0000.00 
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101 – 200 100 x Rs.3.50 Rs.  350.00 

201 – 500 300 x Rs.4.60 Rs. 1380.00 

501 - 515   15 x Rs.6.60 Rs.    99.00 

 Total Rs. 1829.00 

 Add fixed charges Rs.      50.00 

 Total amount for 1 bi-month Rs. 1879.00 

 Assessed amount for 04/2020 

& 06/2020 

Rs. 3758.00 

 Less already paid for04/2020 Rs.  950.00 

 Nett amount payable Rs. 2808.00 

 

 Hence, the calculation and amount claimed is correct as per order. 

 

6.7 As the distribution licensee and its subordinate officials have taken their 

earnest steps in acknowledging and appraising the detailed and mandatory 

explanation to the complainant, further the distribution licensee faced very hardship 

to assess during pandemic period and fear of social spread SARS virus and hence 

actual assessment could not be made, stated Respondent. 

 

6.8 The Respondent therefore prayed this Hon’ble TNEO may be pleased to 

pass an order rejecting the request for compensation on the ground that it is not 

pursued by the complainant with reasonable diligence and to pass just and further 

order in TNEO Petition No.34 of 2021 to meet the ends of justice. 

 

7.0 Findings of the Electricity Ombudsman: 

7.1. I have heard the arguments of both the appellant and the Respondent. 

Based on the arguments and the documents submitted by them, I have the 

following observations.  

 
7.2. The appellant Thiru.A.V.Perumal, Rajakilpakkam, is having a service 

connection with SC.No.09-273-137-410 in Chennai/South-II Electricity Distribution 

Circle. The appellant raised his objection, through email, before the Consumer 
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Grievance Redressal Forum / South-II Circle that the Electricity Consumption 

charges of the month of June 2020 has been arrived wrongly in his above service 

connection and hence the excessively collected amount of Rs.434 to be refunded 

to him.  

 
7.3. From the order of the CGRF/South-II, it is found that the appellant had neither 

appeared before the CGRF nor explained his side of objections/arguments. It is 

seen that based on the available facts furnished by both the parties, CGRF 

disposed the petition. But the appellant has an arguments here before me that the 

order of the CGRF and its communication is unduly delayed beyond the stipulated 

period. 

 
7.4. However, the CGRF / South-II has delivered an order in this case against 

the email submissions of  Thiru.A.V.Perumal, Rajakilpakkam and the appellant has 

challenged the order of the CGRF under Regulation 8 of the “Regulations for 

Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum and Electricity Ombudsman, 2004” and 

filed a petition before this Electricity Ombudsman, on which I heard both the parties 

and their submissions. 

 

7.5. In the above case, the appellant has challenged the assessment of SC.09-

273-137-410 during 4/2020 and 6/2020 and questioned the method of billing during 

the said period. 

 

7.6. The appellant has stated that TANGEDCO had not taken the meter reading 

in April 2020, they took meter reading in June 2020; it clubbed both the bills and 

charged the higher slab tariff applicable to consumption of over 500 units. The 

respondent has applied the PMC method of calculation during these billing period, 

which is normally applicable in the case of door locked, however, the appellant 

stated to adopt a billing calculation as per his own method and sought refund of 

Rs.434. 

 

7.7. The respondent has stated that due to outbreak of COVID-19 and 

enforcement of lock down, the assessment could not physically done entire State 
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of Tamil Nadu and previous month consumption based billing calculation 

were adopted as per the Order of the CMD/TANGEDCO dated 21.3.2020 and 

Press release communicated in all leading newspapers with model sample 

calculation. The method of billing was detailed/explained to the complainant. 

 

7.8. Under Regulation 10 of Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply Code 2004, the 

Hon’ble Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission has stipulated a method of 

billing whenever the Licensee’s main is inaccessible for reading by the employees 

of the Licensee, as below - 

 

“10. Inaccessibility of meter for reading 
 
(1) When a Low Tension consumer leaves his installation connected to the 
Licensee’s mains but makes it inaccessible for reading by the employees of the 
Licensee, the consumer shall, for the first occasion of such inaccessibility, be 
charged provisionally on the basis of the amount charged on the previous 
assessment. The employee of the Licensee will leave an assessment slip in the 
premises, wherever possible. 
 
(2) If, on the next occasion, the meter is accessible for reading, the consumer will 
be charged for the actual consumption less the amount already charged, subject to 
the minimum monthly charges for both the periods. If, on the other hand, the meter 
remains inaccessible on the second occasion also, the consumer will be served 
with a 48 hours notice to open his premises at a fixed time and date to enable an 
employee of the Licensee to read the meter. In the said 48 hours notice, the 
consumer shall also be informed that the supply to his premises will be 
disconnected as per Section 163(3) of the Electricity Act, 2003, if he does not 
provide access to the meter. If the meter is now made accessible for reading, the 
consumer will be charged the actual consumption less the provisional amount 
charged and paid for the first period of inaccessibility subject to the minimum 
monthly charges for both the periods. If the meter remains inaccessible even after 
the 48 hours notice, the supply to the premises will be disconnected and for that 
period also provisional amount as in the case of previous occasion will be 
charged.” 

 

Regulation 10(1) stipulates to charge such amount provisionally during the first 

occasion of inaccessibility the amount which was charged in the previous 

assessment. TANGEDCO adopted the methodology stipulated under Regulation 

10(1) & (2) of the above regulation during the Pandemic of COVID-19 duration 

when the Government of Tamil Nadu declared complete lock down and public 
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movement was restricted to enforce the social distancing between the common 

people, the method which was upheld by the Commission also. 

 
7.9. The Comparison of the billing method sought by the appellant and actually 

adopted by the respondent – 

Appellant workings TANGEDCO’s assessment 

Assessment on 

20.2.2020 

(Cumulative Reading– 

11730) 

Rs.950/-     

(for 440 units) 

Assessment on 

20.2.2020 

(Cumulative Reading– 

11730) 

Rs.950/-     

(for 440 units) 

PMC as on 

20.4.2020 

Rs.950/- (assumed 

Cumulative meter 

reading – 12170) 

(Consumption - 440 

units) 

PMC as on 

20.4.2020 

Rs.950/- 
 

Reading as on 

20.6.2020 

 

Assessment to 

be made for 

June’20 

 

For 590 units: 

 

Rs.2808-950= 

Rs.1858 

 

Excess 

collected: 

 

 

Cumulative Reading – 

12760 

 

 

12760-11730-440 = 

590 units 

 

Rs.1424/- 

 

 

 

 

(Rs.1858-1424)= 

Rs.434 

Reading as on 

20.6.2020 

 

Assessment to 

be made for 

June’20 

 

 

For 515 units: 

 

0-100 = free 

101-200=350 

201-500=1380 

501-515=99 

Fix.chg.=50 

Total = Rs.1879 

 

LESS: Already 

paid (for 4/2020) 

 

To be paid : 

Cumulative Reading – 

12760 

 

 

12760-11730=1030 

units 

 

1030/2 assessments = 

515 units per 

assessment 

 

 

(Rs.1879 x  

2 assessments)  

= Rs.3758 

 

 

 

= Rs.950 

 

                        

Rs.3758-950=Rs.2808 
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The Regulation 10(1) of the Supply Code clearly specifies to charge 

the consumer provisionally the amount charged during the previous assessment 

i.e., to make provisional assessment and collect only the amount charged based 

on previous assessment; and while taking actual reading during next assessment, 

as per regulation 10(2), Respondent has to deduct in the form of amount charged 

in earlier PMC billing from the charges for actual consumption. But it is found from 

the appellant’s calculation that he has deducted the equivalent units based on 

02/2020 for the PMC billing of 04/2020 and to bill the entire remaining units in the 

ensuing actual billing. 

 

7.10.  From my observation, the regulation 10 is squarely applicable to this 

Pandemic situation, and the regulation 10(1) simply states to make provisional 

billing only during the 4/2020 to collect a sum which was charged during previous 

assessment; so actual assessment is done only in the subsequent assessment 

i.e., 6/2020 as per regulation 10(2). So as to enable the benefits of step-by-step 

telescopic slab tariff benefits and to protect the benefit of first free 100 units and to 

calculate the consumption of each bi-month equitably, the difference between the 

actual reading at the end of 2nd assessment (6/2020)and previous actual reading 

(2/2020) is divided by two and arrived the 515 units per bi-month in respect of the 

appellant’s case. Therefore, I find no misconception in adoption of regulation 10 of 

the Supply Code. 

 

7.11. Hon’ble High Court of Madras dealt the similar issue in W.P.8273 of 2020 

and WMP.Nos.9910 and 9914 of 2020,wherein it is prayed that to regenerate the 2 

bi-monthly bills for the period covered under the impugned order, based on units 

consumed in the previous month billing as one bi-monthly bill and the balance units 

consumed out of the total presently metered units as another bi-monthly bill for all 

the LT Domestic consumers and in the instant case Hon’ble Court upheld the 

TANGEDCO’s billing method and concluded it as beneficial to the consumer, as 

below – 

“14. From the submission made, it is clear that the consumers with usage of more 

than 500 units, will have to pay more. Similarly the first 100 units are not charged 

for all categories. In these circumstances, to enable the consumer to avail the 
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concession, the necessity to divide the four m1onth readings into two bi-monthly 

billing was essential. The average consumption for the two bi-monthly periods was 

taken and the calculation was made based on this. As the number of Low Tension 

Domestic consumers is huge and having skipped the reading due to the lockdown, 

the decision by the TANGEDCO to divide the total units into two equal halves was 

reasonable and justified. Without this, the benefit of 100 units for each bi-monthly 

cycle would have not accrued for the consumers. Even assuming that there were 

no free units, the tariff for the second 100 units, subsequent 300 units and the units 

beyond 500 increased progressively and was not the same. Thus, any other 

methodology especially the one suggested by the petitioner would not ensure 

equality. 

xxxx   xxxx    xxxx 

15.  xxxx  xxxx 

…..Similarly, Regulation 10(2) of the Tamil Nadu Electricity Supply Code also 

deals with the amount charged on the previous assessment. Thus we have no 

difficulty in holding that the Regulation 10(2) of the Code is not beyond the rule 

making power conferred under Sec.50 apart from being followed in Section 45 of 

the Act. 

xxxx xxxx  xxxx 

 

18.  Thus, looking from any perspective, we do not find any valid reason to find the 

impugned order as arbitrary. It is sound in reasoning and has benefited the 

consumers. The Public Interest Litigation has no merits and is dismissed…” 

 

7.12. Thus, adoption of regulation 10(1) & (2) during the COVID-19 period for 

calculation of PMC billing is reasonable and proven with legal validity. Therefore, 

the assessment done by the TANGEDCO in the assessments of 4/2020 and 

6/2020 is acceptable one and I haven’t find any merit on the request of the 

appellant. 

 
8.0 Conclusion : 
 
8.1. In view of my findings in para 7.1 to 7.12 above, the appellant is not eligible 

to get the refund of any excess charges. 

 
8.2. With the above findings A.P. 34 of 2021 is disposed of by the Electricity 

Ombudsman. 

 

  (S. Devarajan)  
            Electricity Ombudsman 

 

“Ef®nth® Ïšiynaš, ãWtd« Ïšiy” 

                                                 “No Consumer, No Utility” 
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To  
1.  Thiru A.V. Perumal,  
Plot No. 20, Kousik Avenue Extn-1,  
Rajakilpakkam,  
Chennai – 600 073.       
 
2. The Executive Engineer/O&M/Tambaram, 
Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-II, 
TANGEDCO,  
110/11 KV Tambaram SS Complex, 
Puthuthangal, Mullai Nagar,  
Tambaram West, Chennai – 600 045. 
 
3. The Superintending Engineer,    – By Email 
Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-II, 
TANGEDCO,  
110KV SS Complex,  
K.K.Nagar, Chennai-600 078. 
 

4.  The Chairman & Managing Director,   – By Email 
TANGEDCO,  
NPKRR Maaligai, 
144, Anna Salai, Chennai -600 002. 
 
5.  The Secretary,      – By Email 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission, 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, 
Guindy, Chennai – 600 032. 
 
6.  The Assistant Director (Computer) –For Hosting in the TNERC Website 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission, 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, 
Guindy, Chennai – 600 032. 

 


