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Chennai – 600 091. 
    

  

 
The Executive Engineer/O&M/Guindy,
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TANGEDCO,  
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The Appeal Petition received on 02.02.2022 was filed by Tmty. R.Shanthi, 

Kumaragham, Plot No.1, Kumaran Nagar extn., 5th street, Madipakkam, Chennai 

600 091 was registered as Appeal Petition No. 17 of 2022.  The above appeal 

petition came up for hearing 

Upon perusing the Appeal Petition, Counter affidavit, written argument and the oral 
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submission made on the hearing date from both the parties, the Electricity 

Ombudsman pass the following order. 

 
ORDER 

1. Prayer of the Appellant: 
 

The Appellant has prayed to reimburse excess tariff charged from August 

2019 to Dec 2021 with compounding interest. 

 
2.0 Brief History of the case: 
 
2.1     The Appellant has stated that she had presented a petition to TNEB for tariff 

change from VI to IA in SC No. 245-235-5292. 

 

2.2     Since August 2019 the grievance of the appellant was not settled with the 

Madipakkam section office, the appellant has filed a petition with the CGRF of 

Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-I.  The CGRF of Chennai EDC/South-I 

has issued an order CGRF/CEDC/S-I/No.232/21 dated 15.12.2021.  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-I issued its order on 

15.12.2021. The relevant portion of the order is extracted below: - 

           “Findings 
           The respondent has reported that the petitioner has submitted the necessary 

documents required for tariff change and the tariff was changed from V to IA on the 

same day. 

Order: (operative portion) 
The grievance of the petitioner has been addressed. Hence, the petition is treated as 

closed.” 

 

4.0 Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman: 
 
4.1     To facilitate the Appellant and the Respondent to put forth their arguments in 
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person, a hearing was conducted on 07.07.2022. 

 
4.2     On behalf of the Appellant Thiru C. Rajendran, Husband of Tmty R.Shanthi 

authorized by the petitioner, attended the hearing and put forth his arguments.   

 
4.3     The Respondent Thiru K. Ganapathy, EE/O&M/Guindy, Chennai Electricity 

Distribution Circle/South-I 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 orders. Further, 

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

Ombudsman, 2004 alone is discussed hereunder. 

 
5.0 Arguments of the Appellant : 
 
5.1     The Appellant in her appeal letter dt. 2.2.2022 has stated that she had 

recently received an order dated 15.12.2021 wherein the service connection under 

discussion has been changed from VI to IA based on her representation letter dt. 

8.11.2021 with  CGRF. 

 

5.2     However the excess Tariff collected during the period August 2019 to 

December 2021 is yet to be reimbursed with corresponding interest Hence it is 

requested to review and prioritize the refund of the excess. 

 

5.3      The Appellant has also stated that “considering the mental agony on failure to 

respond to my earlier request and the higher charges that I had to pay for about 2 

1/2 years and hence request to resolve by settling the higher tariff paid during 

August 2019 to December 2021 with interest”.  Further, the appellant has stated she 

had not received any communication from CGRF of Chennai EDC/ South-I on 

8.12.2021 to attend the meeting. 

 

5.4     The Appellant has stated that her husband C.Rajendran will put forth her 

averments on her behalf, on the date of hearing on 7.7.2022   Accordingly the 

Appellant has narrated that one service connection 245-235-5292 was obtained for 
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construction purposes under Tariff LM 5I on 27.7.2012. Subsequently, the tariff was 

mentioned as VI in her white Meter card. 

 

5.5     The appellant has affirmed that her house construction work was completed 

during August 2019 and five new service connections were obtained for her 

constructed flats on the premises vide service connection number (SC nos). 245-

236-2219,  245-236-2220, 245-236-2221, 245-236-2222 and 245-236-2223  All the 

above service connections were effected during 10.08.2019.  

During the same period, the appellant stated that she had made a 

representation to AE/Madipakkam to change her existing service connection under 

commercial tariff obtained for construction purpose to permanent service connection 

tariff  IA on 26-08-19.  The Appellant affirmed that a similar request had been made 

with AE/Madipakkam on 9.9.2020 But all her efforts had not materialized to get 

theTariff change to IA. But the moment she raised a  CGRF complaint dt. 8.11.2021, 

her temporary service tariff was changed to IA. 

 

5.6  The Appellant has further argued that aggravated over her action of the 

complaint made with CGRF, the AEE/O&M/Nanganallur, in order to take revenge on 

her has raised a shortfall amount from 27.7.2012 to 19.11.2021 for the Tariff 

difference between the LM 51 and VI.  Further, the appellant has blamed that the 

demand now raised could have been informed to her earlier, instead of claiming the 

Tariff difference suddenly now and has also stated that if at all, any outstanding 

dues were pending the same should have been collected within a period of two to 

three years as per the existing law and the Supreme court order.   Hence has 

sought reasons as to how the claim of difference in tariff amount is  valid at this 

juncture. 

 

6.0 Arguments of the Respondent: 

 

6.1 The Respondent has submitted that the LT SC No.245-235-5292 has been 

effected in the name of Tmty.R.Shanthi, at Plot No.1, 5th Street, Kuberan Nagar 
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extension, Madipakkam for building construction on 27.07.2012 under LT Tariff V as 

per the TNERC Tariff Rules in force at that time. 

 

6.2  The Respondent has submitted that the petitioner Tmty.R.Shanthi submitted 

a petition to the Chairman CGRF/ CEDC/ South-I on 08.11.2021 wherein she has 

stated that  

"My representation letter dated 26.08.2019 and 09.09.2020, the Assistant 

Engineer/O&M/Madipakkam has not yet changed the Tariff from VI to IA". 

 

6.3  The Respondent has stated that the appellant has not mentioned to whom 

she had represented and also not produced any proof for having made her 

representation. 

  

6.4  The Respondent has informed that the petitioner Tmty.R.Shanthi has not 

submitted any representation to the Assistant Engineer/O&M/Madipakkam on 

26.08.2019 or 09.09.2020 for Tariff conversion. 

 

6.5  The Respondent has submitted that based on the petition raised in CGRF, 

the Assistant Engineer/O&M/ Madipakkam inspected the Service connection on 

19.11.2021 and submitted the Tariff conversion proposal to the Assistant Executive 

Engineer/O&M/Nanganallur for approval. The Assistant Executive 

Engineer/O&M/Nanganallur approved the Tariff conversion and the Tariff of the 

service connection was changed from the present Tariff V to IA on the same day ie. 

19.11.2021 itself. Tmty.R.Shanthi's CGRF petition was heard by CGRF on 

08.12.2021. Tmty.R.Shanti was not present in the CGRF hearing. After verifying the 

complaint of the petitioner and contention of the Licensee, the Forum has ordered 

as; 

"The Grievance of the petitioner has been addressed. Hence the petition is 

treated as closed". 

 

6.6  The Respondent has submitted that since the petitioner Tmty.R.Shanthi has 

not submitted any representation to the Assistant Engineer/ O&M/ Madipakkam for 
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changing Tariff VI to IA on 26.08.2019 or 09.09.2020, refund of amount does not 

arise. 

 

6.7  The Respondent has submitted that the TNERC in its Tariff petition No.1 of 

2013 order dated 20.06.2013 ordered that the LT Service Connection effected for 

construction of building activities should be charged under LT Tariff VI from 

21.06.2013 onwards. 

 

6.8  The Respondent has submitted that the Director Finance/TANGEDCO in his 

circular Memo no. CFC/REV/FC/ DFC /AAO-WI-4/D /2013, dt:10.07.2013 instructed 

the service connections effected for building construction activities under LT Tariff V 

before 21.06.2013 should be converted into Tariff VI. 

  

6.9  The Respondent has submitted that in the Lr.No. CE/IT/SE/ IT/ EE/PB/ AEE/ 

LT3/F.Tempsy/ D.42/ 14, dt:27.01.2014 the TANGEDCO ordered that the above-

converted services were assessed under commercial Tariff (LM51) till the date of 

conversion into Temporary Tariff (LM 61). The difference in CC charges, Fixed 

charges, E-Tax etc. between Commercial Tariff and Temporary Tariff would be 

collected from each of those converted services as a shortfall amount from 

21.06.2013 to the date of conversion of individual service. 

 

6.10  The Respondent has submitted that the petitioner Tmty. R.Shanthi obtained 

the above service connection for the construction of the building under LT Tariff V 

and has not changed the Tariff from LT Tariff V to VI from 21.06.2013 as per the 

TNERC order. 

 

6.11  The Respondent has submitted that as per the TNERC order dated 

20.06.2013 the Tariff of the petitioner service connection has been changed from LT 

Tariff V to VI from 21.06.2013. Hence Rs.59,422/- has been worked out towards the 

difference between CC Charges, Fixed charges, and E-Tax from 21.06.2013 to 

19.11.2021 (i.e., the date of Tariff Conversion from V to IA). 
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6.12 The Assistant Engineer/O&M/Madipakkam in his letter �. ��. �.���/ 

�	
�����/ ��.���������/�. ��.766/05.03.2022, requested the petitioner to 

pay the shortfall amount of Rs.59,422/-. 

 
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, the following 

conclusion is arrived. 

 

7.2     The Appellant was effected with a temporary service for construction 

purposes on 27-7-2012. Since the inception of the service connection 245-235-

5292, it was billed under LT Tariff V up to 19.11.2021 (ie the tariff changed to I A 

on19-11-21).  

 

In this context, The Appellant has three grievances before this Electricity 

Ombudsman. 

i) Alleged delay in effecting tariff change to LT I A from August 2019. 

          ii) Alleged excess amount collected between August 2019 to 19.11.2021. 

          iii) Alleged claim of difference in Tariff shortfall amount between VI to V. 

 

8.0 Findings on the first issue : 

 

8.1  The Appellant has stated that after completion of construction of 5 nos. Flats 

in the premises where the Temporary service connection (245-235-5292) exists for 

construction purposes,  permanent services obtained under Tariff IA with SC nos. 

245-236-2219, 245-236-2220, 245-236-2221, 245-236-2222 and 245-236-2223 

during August 2019.   

 

8.2  After the above the appellant claimed that she had made a representation to 

AE/Madipakkam to change her existing construction purpose service connection 

tariff to IA vide application dated 26.08.2019. But tariff change was not effected. She 

claimed that again she sent another representation on 09-09-20 to AE Madipakkam  
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on the same plea, but no action was taken by the licensee. However, the 

respondent has argued that the appellant has not been able to produce 

acknowledgement for having made tariff change representation with the 

AE/O&M/Madipakkam. 

 

8.3  In this regard, I would like to refer Regulation 9 of Tamil Nadu Electricity 

Distribution Standards of Performance Regulations 2004, which is given below - 

“9. Change of Tariff 

A consumer can utilize a service connection given to him for a purpose different from 

the purpose for which he originally obtained the service connection, only if the same 

tariff applies to the new purpose also. If a different tariff applies to the new purpose, 

the consumer shall apply to the Licensee before changing the purpose and a revised 

Test Report will be taken indicating the change in the tariff. 

The Licensee shall effect a change of tariff within seven days from the date of receipt 

of application from the consumer.” 

 

8.4  From the above, it is noted that the licensee shall effect a change of tariff 

within seven days from the date of receipt of application from the consumer.  Here, 

the point of dispute between the appellant and the respondent is whether the tariff 

change application was received by AE/Madipakkam on 26.8.2019 or not.  However, 

the appellant had furnished a copy of the representation addressed to AE/O&M/ 

Madipakkam.   Also the appellant substantiated with proof of frequent calls made 

with the respondent on the same period where all her constructed flats were 

provided with new service connections. Similarly, the respondent was asked by me 

under what circumstances the five nos permanent service connection were effected, 

the respondent replied that on completion of construction of flats only. But, the 

respondent affirmatively claimed that the tariff could have not been changed for the 

appellant’s construction service connection due to balance pending works like 

compound walls etc.,     

 

8.5  But the petitioner again made a similar claim to change tariff from 

construction purpose to I A during 09.09.2020 with a copy of representation.  But the 

respondent again claimed that on the said date no application has been received 
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from the appellant. However, the appellant also enclosed phone calls made with the 

AE/ O&M/ Madipakkam.on the respective similar periods of representations. 

 
8.6  In this context, this has to be investigated in detail to find the crux of truth. 

Even if the claim of the respondent is accepted that no application had been 

received from the appellant for tariff change during Aug 2019, the point to ponder is 

as to  whether it would take two years to complete balance work such as compound 

wall etc. to claim Tariff change . 

Further, the premises did not require any Completion certificate to effect 

services and no notice has been issued to appellant by respondent on any such a 

claim of pending balance work etc., the respondent's claim of balance pending 

compound wall work etc.,  finds no merit. During the hearing, the Respondents too 

accepted that such a long time was not taken to complete the balance work. Hence I 

accept the arguments of the appellant and the benefit of the doubt paves the way in 

favour of the appellant. Hence I find that the period for a tariff change to be effected 

from 01.09.2019 (within seven days from 26.08.2019).   

 
9.0 Findings on the second issue : 

The Findings on the second issue of the appellant’s claim  on alleged excess 

amount collected between August 2019 to 19.11.2021 period, I conclude that as the 

tariff change is found merited as per my finding in para 8.  Hence, the difference in 

tariff shall be refunded to the consumer in accordance with Regulation 12(2) of TNE 

Supply Code. 

 

10.0 Findings on the third issue: 
 
10.1 The third issued raised by the appellant that the difference in tariff now 

claimed from 27.07.2012 to 19.11.2021 under Tariff V to Tariff VI is to be discussed 

in detail. 

 
10.2 The argument of the respondents is that as per Tariff Petition No.1 dated 

20.06.2013 order, the LT service connection effected for construction of building 

activities should be charged under LT Tariff VI from 21.06.2013 onwards.  Hence 
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Rs. 59,422/- has been worked out towards the difference of CC charges, fixed 

charges, and E-Tax from 21-06-2013 to 19-11-2021 i.e., the date of Tariff 

conversion from V to IA. 

 

10.3 In this context, the applicability of tariff schedule in T.P. No. 1 of 2013          

dt. 20.06.2013 effective from 21.06.2013 in 6.23(ii) is reproduced below; 

“Effecting change in tariff category for a consumer in accordance with this order shall 
be the responsibility of TANGEDCO.” 
 

As per the above provision Effecting change in tariff category for a consumer 

in accordance with the Tariff Order shall be the responsibility of TANGEDCO.  

However in the present case the respondent has not taken any measures to change 

a tariff from tariff V to tariff VI for the service connection of the appellant.  Hence, the 

difference in shortfall amount now claimed from 21-06-2013 to 19-11-2021 is not in 

order and it is decided against the respondent. 

 
11.0 Observation: 

 
The CGRF order has to explicitly discuss in detail the prayer of the appellant 

and Respondent.  The procedure to be followed by CGRF in regard to hearing of 

complaints and implementation is communicated vide Lr. No. TNERC/ D(E)/ DD(E)I/ 

D.583/20 dt. 27.07.2020. The specific point in para(c) is sought to Chennai 

EDC/South-I which is reproduced below; 

“The order should be a speaking order and decisive with citations of the provisions of 

the Act/Rules/Regulations/Orders of the Commission.  Many of the orders of the 

CGRF were found to be vague while dealing with provisions of the regulations like 

just mentioning “As per TNERC regulations/As per TANGEDCO rules”. 

 
The above CGRF order is not as per the procedure. 
 

12.0 Conclusion: 
 

12.1     As per my finding in para 8, I find merit in the claim of the appellant to get a 

tariff change on her service connection 245-235-5292 to appropriate Tariff IA from 

01.09.2019. 

 

12.2     As per my finding in para 9, the difference in the amount arising due to Tariff 
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change to be effected from 01.09.2019 to the actual change effected on 09.11.2021 

(i.e.Tariff V to IA) shall be paid as per Regulation 12(2) of TNE Supply Code within 

30 days from the receipt of this order. 

 

12.3     As per my finding in para 10, the shortfall amount now raised by the 

Respondent is not in order hence the amount already collected from the appellant 

shall be refunded to the Appellant as per the Regulation 12(2) of TNE Supply Code 

within 30 days from the receipt of this order. 

 

12.4 A compliance report shall be submitted to the Electricity Ombudsman within 

45 days from the date of receipt of this order. 

 

12.5     With the above findings AP No. 17 of 2022 is finally disposed of by the 

Electricity Ombudsman.  No costs. 

 

(N. Kannan) 
                   Electricity Ombudsman 
 
                                             

“Ef®nth® Ïšiynaš, ãWtd« Ïšiy” 

                                                   “No Consumer, No Utility” 

To  
 
1.  Tmty. R.Shanthi,  
Kumaragham,  
Plot No.1, Kumaran Nagar extn., 
5th street, Madipakkam,  
Chennai – 600 091. 
      
2.  The Executive Engineer/O&M/Guindy, 
Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-I, 
TANGEDCO,  
110KV Complex, K.K.Nagar, 
Chennai-600 078. 
 
3. The Superintending Engineer,   - By Email 
Chennai Electricity Distribution Circle/South-I, 
TANGEDCO,  
110KV SS Complex,  
K.K.Nagar, Chennai-600 078. 
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4. The Chairman & Managing Director,  – By Email 
TANGEDCO,  
NPKRR Maaligai, 144, Anna Salai,  
Chennai -600 002. 
 
5.  The Secretary,  
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,    – By Email 
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building,  
Thiru-vi-ka Industrial Estate, Guindy,  
Chennai – 600 032. 
 
5.  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. 

 


