
   

TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN
4th Floor, SIDCO Corporate Office Building, Thiru
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Email :tneochennai@gmail.com

 

Before The Tamil Nadu Electricity Ombudsman, Chennai

Present :Thiru. N.  Kannan, 

Thiru S.Gurusironmani, 
330/331/339, Sivakamipura
Rajapalayam – 626 117.
    

1.  The Executive Engineer/Distribution/Rajapalayam,
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO, 
Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam
 
2.  The Assistant Executive Engineer/Town/ Rajapalayam,
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,  
Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam
 
3.  The Assistant Engineer/Town/ North / Rajapalayam,
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,  
Chinnasoraikaipatty,Rajapalayam
    
    

 

 

  A consumer is the important visitor on our premises.
           He is not dependent on us. We are dependent on him.
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tneochennai@gmail.com              Web site : www.tnerc.gov.in

Before The Tamil Nadu Electricity Ombudsman, Chennai

Thiru. N.  Kannan, Electricity Ombudsman
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330/331/339, Sivakamipuram Street,  
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      (Thiru S.Gurusironmani
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1.  The Executive Engineer/Distribution/Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 

Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam-626 117. 

The Assistant Executive Engineer/Town/ Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 

Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam-626 117. 

3.  The Assistant Engineer/Town/ North / Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 

innasoraikaipatty,Rajapalayam-626117. 
          . . . . . 
                       (Thiru S.Muthuraj, EE/Distribution/Rajapalayam

Thiru N. Senbagamurthy, AEE/
Thiru T.Ganesan, AE/ Town/ North / Rajapalayam

Petition Received on: 22-05-2024 

Date of hearing: 18-07-2024 

Date of order:  05-08-2024 

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

                       -Mahatma Gandhi 

TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN 
ka Industrial Estate, 

2953 5816    Fax : ++91-044-2953 5893 

www.tnerc.gov.in 

Before The Tamil Nadu Electricity Ombudsman, Chennai 

Electricity Ombudsman 

 
 

      . . . . . . . Appellant 
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The Appeal Petition received on 22.05.2024 filed by Thiru S.Gurusironmani, 

330/331/339, Sivakamipuram Street, Rajapalayam – 626 117 was registered as 

Appeal Petition No. 40 of 2024.  The above appeal petition came up for hearing 

before the Electricity Ombudsman on 18.07.2024.  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. 

ORDER 

1.0 Prayer of the Appellant: 

1.1 The Appellant has prayed to refund the full amount spent by him towards 

replacement of damaged CTC wire. 

2.0      Brief History of the case:  

2.1  The Appellant has prayed to refund the full amount spent by him towards 

replacement of damaged CTC wire. 

2.2 The Respondent has stated that the CTC wire was provided voluntarily by 

the group of consumers and it was mutually agreed to return the CTC wire 

arranged by the group of consumers by the licensee. 

2.3  The Appellant has filed a petition with the CGRF of Virudhunagar EDC 

demanding replacement of CTC wire.   

 

2.4 The CGRF of Virudhunagar EDC has issued an order dated 20.02.2024. 

Despite the Appellant has preferred this appeal petition before the Electricity 

Ombudsman. 

  

3.0    Orders of the CGRF : 
  
3.1  The CGRF of Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution CircleI issued its order on 

20.02.2024. The relevant portion of the order is extracted below :- 

 
“Order of the Forum: 
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������ �	.�	�
����� ������ �� ������ ����� 

������  !" #!$����, &��
����'�� �()����� CTC � ��, ,"  

���-. ���� #��/, 0��0� ������
� �	�� �()� ,"  

1��23�� 4.3���/ ,5��0�. ��6 �� 47: 04/2024, �=��65��� 

>25? ��3���.@6?.” 
 

4.0      Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman: 

 
4.1 To enable the Appellant and the Respondents to put forth their arguments, a 

hearing was conducted on 18.07.2024 through video conferencing. 

 
4.2  The Appellant, Thiru S.Gurusironmani attended the hearing and put forth his 
arguments. 
 

 4.3  The Respondent Thiru S.Muthuraj, EE/Distribution/Rajapalayam, Thiru N. 

Senbagamurthy, AEE/Town/Rajapalayam and Thiru T.Ganesan, AE/ Town/ North 

/ Rajapalayam of Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle attended the hearing 

and put forth their 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 prayers which require 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 power fails at 06.45 pm on 03.11.2023 for 13 

installations from a pole installed inside a lane in 330/331, Sivakamipuram st., 

Rajapalayam, 626117.  Repeated actions by staff to restore power proved futile. 

He lodged a Complaint with EE/AE at Chennai on 05.11.2023 around11.00 am.   

5.2 The Appellant has stated that on 05.11.2023 around 11.00 am Gangmen 

fleece the consumers and the over head line conductors leading from street pole to 

lane pole (and some lines leading from lane pole to user point) were replaced at 

the cost of consumers. The cost of wire etc., according to them was Rs.12,000/- 

apart from their wages @ Rs.800/- x 3 = 2400/-. The power was restored at 03.45 
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pm on 05.11.2023. The honest Gangman opted to return the balance material to 

the seller and pocketed the sum also. 

5.3 The Appellant has stated that the issue landed in CGRF/VNR after his email 

complaint dt.08.11.2023 with two follow up reminders.  Issue came up for enquiry 

on 31.01.2024 @ Virudhunagar/CGRF.  It was mutually agreed to compensate by 

the supply of wire worth the amount spent by consumers collectively (within the 

frame work of tneb) after a closed door discussion among them excluding the 

Appellant.  Alas!? On 19.03.2023 cable / wire worth Rs. 7000/- + (6720/-after 

deduction of GST) was received through AE's team, converted to cash & the 

amount was shared among the affected consumers. 

5.4 The AEE/AE on their meeting expressed their inability to compensate in full 

because of some pole distance and audit constraints. It appears they conveniently 

forgot to take into account the lengths replaced from lane pole to user point which 

are more than 15 years old. (Is it mandatory to replace them every 10 years?) 

Going back on their commitment by CGRF is uncalled for and leads to damage of 

their own image among the public.  It appears there's some CHRONIC FLAW in 

the so called HONEST estimate which need to be looked into, perhaps with more 

honesty and diligence on how department can reimburse the actual expenditure. 

5.5 The Appellant has stated that if Rs.7000 worth of cable/ wire is only required 

then why/how Rs 12 K worth wire was purchased and Rs.2000/- worth material 

was also returned to the supplier, encashed and pocketed the amount. The entire 

thing sans logic. They also extorted Rs. 600/- under the pre text of replacing blown 

off fuse etc. several times from the innocent consumers on 04.11.2023.  Though 

SE indicated and directed openly in the FORUM her subordinates to initiate 

disciplinary action on those erring staff who brings disrepute to the organisation, I 

for myself is much sceptic about the outcome of her oral order.  He stated that 

contested meekly this partial resolution of CGRF through my email dt. 28.03.2024, 

which was turned down vide their letter dt. 04.04.2024 received by him on 

08.04.2024. 
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5.6 The Appellant has prayed to compensate the balance amount spent by him 

for material Rs.5000/-, as wages collected Rs 2400/- and extortion amount Rs. 

600/-.  He also requested to declare a decent compensation which the forum thinks 

appropriate, just and reasonable for the mental agony under went by all the naive 

consumers for three long days.   

 
6.0     Counter submitted by the Respondent: 
 

6.1 ���C���' = / 1�� / ��3� �D�E�5��3� ,���� �����F�= 

#�	0� �E �� ����F��� ��G� 03.11.2023� �� ��� �����? 

#������I F��� ��
6 !"#!$ ������J=, ����6� ���C���' =/1�� / 

��3� �D�E�5��3� ,���� �� ����F 47 281022214� (���	1�� 

M!�") ����� ����.O'? 4I ������ "��I�="5�� ��G� 05.11.2023� 

(10.50 ��) F��� ��5�	G���� 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.2 ��I�= RE= #�6���� F��� 0��= �����S� �'��� �'��I 

�	.�. ����@	T��, ������ U$��'� 4���	3� ���� ��3����., 

�� ����  !"#!$  �"J #��V �'� RE= �VJ/5��������J=, ��� 

#����W� �� ���6  �I
� �����F�= #�	0� ,O' 
���7� �� 

������ ������ U$��'� �'U$J #!$����J=, ��� �����F�= 

#�S� #�	0� ,O' �� �=�5�X	G?, 
���7� �� ����F ,O' 

�/@  !G�� ��� � #��6 �� �=�= ��� �	 �� �=�)�Y3� ���
  

,O' �� � � (CTC wire) �^��I���, �G� �� �=�5�� ,O' 13 �� 

����F�Y3� �� ��� �����? 4I �"J #��V �'�3� ������ 

U$��'� ���� ��5����J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.3 �_��/ �^��I �� � �� (CTC wire) !"#!$? 0��0� ��I5? 

�� ����F�Y3�= ���S�V �� 0`
 ��= #!$?, ���� ��3���/ 

�"J #��V �'��� ������ U$��'�3� �VJ/5��������J= 

4�������� #�"05?O'��. 
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6.4 
���7� �� ��� #������I 0��=, �����	3� �"J #��V �'��� 

��
�� ��SE�� 4.5?��3��������J=, �_��/ �� ��� 0��= �V5? 

#�"05� �E �� ?���� ������, �"J #��V �'�� #����F #��7. 

��� #��a"� �	�����J=, �� �=�)�Y3� ���
  ,O' �� � � 

(CTC wire) �^��I��  �� #!EJ #!$? ���6 
�7.=. �� ��" ��? 

&��
����? 4I 
��>�6c���'� 
�O0 4^�� ��� 4�������� 

#�"05?O'��. 

 

6.5 ���� �� �=�)�Y3� ���
  ,O' �� � � (CTC wire) �^��I�� 

����" 
� !"#!$? #��OY= 4�/=, �� &��
��� �?= #!EJ #!$  


�72 ? ���E 4IJ= �"J #��V �'��� �����	3� ��� 

��3��������J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.6 ��I� F���� #����G? ���6  �I= �� = 
���7� �^��I �� 

� �� (CTC wire) ���6= #!$?, ��I5? �� ����F�Y3�= �� 

����F �()�����? 4I �"J #��V �'�3� ������ U$��'� ��
�� 

��SE�� ���� ��5����J=, ������ W !��G����O ��)�'��
� 

>��G? F�  CTS � ��O ��)@ �G����, #��? �3��� 1E� �	�, F�  

� �� ���V ��!��= �()�����? 4�/= #�"05���. ��� �2����S� 

���6  �I
� 
���7� ��I� F��	= 05.11.2023 @ 15.07 ��) >25? 

��3��������J=, ������ W !��G����O ��)�'��
� >��G? F�  CTS 

� ��O ��)@ �G����, ���6  �I= #��? �3����	G? 4G� g	 F��	= 

��0��E 4��? �V���5�3�? 4�/ 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.7 ��G� 08.12.2023� ������, 0	?1�� &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��65�� 

F��� �� ��5�	G����J=, �G� ��0�, �� ����F 47: 281022487 

��/= 12 �� ����F�Y3� ����� ������� !"#!$ , !=�G����� 

�� &��
�����' F�  �� � �� (CTC wire) ��)@ �� #!��X i��G�= 

#!$����J=,  ��� �2����S
E
  ����O ��I�	= g�/ 
!�G? 

F�  �� � �� (CTC wire) ��)@ �G����J=, �_��/ F�  � � ��)����3� 
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#!EJ #!$� #�����  �	�� �3� 
�7.= 4IJ= F��� ��0� 

jVS	G����J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.8 
���7� &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��65�� F��� �� #������� 

�����S� �'��� �'��I �	.�. ����@	T��, ������ U$��'� 

4���"�= ��G� 28.12.2023� 0'3�= 
����������J=,  ���� ��� ��G� 

02.01.2024� ��5� ��X�, �����F�= #�	0� �� ��� �����? 

(��I�= F���) #������� ��G� 05.11.2023� �'U$J #!$����J=, ��� 

�����F�= #�S� #�	0� ,O' �� �=�5�X	G?, 
���7� �� 

����F ,O' �/@  !G�� ��� � #��6 �� �=�= ��� �	 �� 

�=�)�Y3� ���
  ,O' �� � � (CTC wire) �^��I���, �G� �� 

�=�5�� ,O' 13 �� ����F�Y3� �� ��� ��������J= 

4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.9 �_��/ �^���5� CTS � �� ���VI�� ��� ��!��' �()� 

� D= 4I �G� #�	0� ,O' #��?�3���= #�"05����J=, ��
��? 

����" 5�� CTS � � �?= �()����0��E 4�/=, �D�E�5�� 

����? CTS � � ��( ? ,O'�� 4I ���5? �	@
6� 4IJ= 

#�"05?O'���J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.10 �_��/ �D�E�5�� ��(  � � ,O'�� 4I ���5?3 #��7. 

�	G�
��?, �����F�= #�	0� �	G? �	.V.�	��!�� (m ���) 4���� 

#��? �3��� 1E� �	�, F�  CTS � � ��)�O ��)@5 �	����J= jV 

0��0� ��!��' �()� ���I ��(5����J=, 
�D= ������ 

U$��'� �����F�= #�	0� 
���7� �� ����F�O  ,O' ���3� 

#!�6 
��? �)� F�  CTS � � � �� i�ES� �	G����, #��? �3��� 

1E� �	�,  ��(  � �� ���V ��I5? n.�Y3�= �� !��I �()@ 

��I�= F���� >25? ��3� �"J #��V �'"�= ���� ��5����J= 

��� #�"05?O'��. 
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6.11 
���7� &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��6 F��� �� #������� 

#! �#��V �'�/�@���I=/���C���' = ��G� 11.04.2024� ��
��S� 

#����F #��7. �)�'? �� ����F �� ��� >^�?= !" 

#!$ ����I��? F��� �� !"#!$ ������? 
�/ �?= ��6��. ,O'��? 

4I 
��.3#��7����J=, ���� ��)�O, �I3� �� ��� !" #!$ ���. 

0��? 4�/=, 
�/ F��
�� ��6��
�� ���E 4IJ=, �	�� 4IJ= 

#�"05�	G����J=, ��� ��
� ��G� 11.04.2024� 

#! �#��V �'�/�@���I=/ ���C���' = ����'�� �)�Y3� �2�= 

RE= ��� ��3����2	G����J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.12 &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��6 �/� U��S�(U�� 1�O: 20.02 2024} 

"������ �	.�	�
����� ������ �� ������ ����� �� 

����  !" #!$���� &��
����'�� �()����� CTC � ��, ,"  ���-. 

���� #��/, 0��0� ������
� �	�� �()� ,"  1��23�� 

4.3���/ ,5��J" #�6������� 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 
 

6.13 
���7� &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��6 U��S� �2 F��� �����"� 

�� ����F ,O' �� �=�5�X	G? �	@� ,O' �� �=�)�Y3� 

���
  ,O' CTS � � ���6= #!$���3� 22.02.2024� ���-. � �� 

#!$ ���. ��G� 23.02.2024� ���� #�6������� 4�������� 

#�"05?O'��. 

 

6.14 ���I5 #����G? 
���7� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O (GI wine & 

t�) #�� !G��S� #��O>�� #!$  #���� u.7940/- 3� ����X� 

>���= 
�72  ���� ��G� 08.03.2024 @��3�� #��/ 18.03.2024� 

��
!��E #�6���., 19.03.2024� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O #�� 

!G��S� #��O>�� #!$ �������J=, 
���7� F��"� &��
����'�� 

�()����� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O (Gl wire & t�) ��G� 20.03.2024� 

�� ����F 47: 281022487 ��/= 12 �� ����F�����O !����� 
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������ ��/= �	.V.�	��!�� (m ���) 4���� >�`�ES� �	�� 

�()�������� 4�������� #�"05?O'��.  

 

6.15 CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O (Gl wire & t�) #�� !G��S� 

��)����3� ��"  0���� �2 !" ��
� ���-. � �� #!$?, ���� 

#�6���., #��O>�� #!$ ������� 4�������� #�"05?O'��.  UI��, 

������, 
���7� CTS � � ���6= #!$���3� ��6�� ��/= ��6��� 

���-. � �� #!$ ���.O'��� F��� jVxO'���J=,. 
�D= ���-��� 

,7�� �� #!EJ #!$� #����3� y��� ���V ���3�J= 
��"xO'��� 

4�������� #�"05?O'��.  
�D=, ������ F��� ��J�� ��5?O' CTS 

� � ��/= ��� #��	O�O ��)@ ��3��I �� #���� u 12876 4�/ 

,O'?. UI�� ������ !���5� �z��, �?  �	3��� �()�����? 4�/ 

�?= ���E. ��/= #��	O ��)@  ���S� GSTIN no ��/= ���3���"� 

��# ���= �?= ��= #�60��E. 
���7�  �z�� ��, ���}, �� ���3� 

��/= ~� 4�#6�E�= !=�5�= ��E��� 4^����.O'?. �_��/ 

��3����� ��? g	 !" �I ����� ���E 4�/= 4�������� 

#�"05?O'��. 

 

6.16 &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��65�� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	���' 

�����"�
� �	�� g����5? 0.���� 4�������� ����� 

#�"03������� ������ U@  ��)�O ��/ ��/3#��7., ��
��? 


���7� !" �I >�6S� ��E�� g	 �z�� ��5?, ���� y��I #���� 

�)�Y3� �	�� ��3���/ 
��"xO'���J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.17 ������ U@  ��)�O ��5� ��X� !" �I 0��= ��E�� i�ES�, 

�)�'? 
��"3�� i � = ��6��� ,O'���J=,  �)�'? F��� ��0�, 


���7� ��5�� CTS � � ���V �� ����  !"#!$  �'�� �'�3� 

u.2400 �� = �()@ ���J=, 
�D= #���� u.600 ���2 �V5����J=, 

����6 �	�� �()���/= 
��"xO'���J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 
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6.18 �? !=�G���� ����� �'��� �'��I �	.�.����@	T��, 

������ U$��'� 4���"�= 0!�"5� 
��?, �_��/ ��� �?= #��? 

�3���= ��= �?= #�60��E 4�/=, �? U�����6 ��6W!��. 4�/= 

#�"05?O'���J= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

 

6.19 �� ����F 47: 281022487 ��/= 12 �� ����F�����O !����� 

�	 �	�
����� &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��65�� F��� �� 

��5�	G����J=, �_��/ F��� �� ��3�= >�F=, ��� ��F=, ��/= 

&��
����'�� �()����� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O (Gl wire & t�), �� 

����F 47. 281022487 ��/= 12 �� ����F�����O !����� 

�	.�	�
����� ��/= �	.V.�	��!�� (m ���) 4���� >�`�ES� 

�	�� �()����� ��F=, ���7� �� ����F�����O  �"�= �	G?= 

(�	 �	�
����� �0�) 4G� g	 F��� ��J= �?1�O ��� 

#�6���0��E 4��? �V���5�3�? 4�/= 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 

SI No. SC No. Name 

1 281022214 SIVAGURUNATHA PUSARI 

2 281022477 JEYAMANI.G 

3 281022421 GNANAGURU POOSARI. G 

4 281022835 G Gnana Sundar Raj 

5 261022845 G.GNANASUNDARRAJ 

6 281022273 S.GURUSAMY 

7 281022539 GURUSAMY.S 

8 281022476 SIVAGURUNATHABAKYAM.G 

9 281022487 SIVAGURUNATHA POOSARI 

10 281022483 VIJAYALAKSHMI.M 

11 281022669 MUNAGURU.G 

12 261022420 GURUPAKYAM.P 

13 281022569 KARUNAIANANDAM.S 

 

6.20 &��
��� ��6h�3�= ��6 �/� U��S��2, &��
����'�� 

�()����� CTS � � ��/= ��� #��	��O (GI wire & t�) ��G� 20.03.2024� 

�� ����F 47 281022487 ��/= 12 �� ����F�����O !����� 

�	.�	�
����� ��/= �	. V.�	��!�� (m ���) 4���� >�`�ES� 

�	�� �()�����? 4�/ 4�������� #�"05?O'��. 
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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 documents submitted by them, the following are the 

issues to be decided; 

7.2 The Appellant contends that on November 3, 2023, a power failure occurred 

at 6:45 PM, affecting 13 installations from a pole inside a lane at 330/331, 

Sivakamipuram St., Rajapalayam. Despite repeated attempts by staff to restore 

power, they were unsuccessful, prompting the Appellant to lodge a complaint with 

the EE/AE on November 5, 2023, around 11:00 AM. On that day, gangmen 

allegedly extorted money from consumers to replace the overhead line conductors 

from the street pole to the lane pole and some lines leading to user points, costing 

approximately Rs.12,000/- for materials and Rs.2,400/- for wages. The power was 

restored at 3.45 PM.  

7.3 The issue was brought before the CGRF/VNR and a mutual agreement was 

made to compensate by supplying wire worth the amount spent by the consumers 

collectively. On March 19, 2023, cable/wire worth Rs.7,000/- (Rs. 6,720/- after GST 

deduction) was received and converted to cash, with the amount shared among 

the affected consumers. The Appellant requested compensation for the balance 

amount spent on materials (Rs.5,000/-), wages collected (Rs.2,400/-), and the 

extortion amount (Rs.600/-). Additionally, he sought a fair compensation for the 

mental agony endured by all affected consumers for three days. 

7.4 The Respondent's counter states that the initial complaint about a power 

outage on 03.11.2023 was promptly resolved on the same day by field worker. A 

subsequent complaint on 05.11.2023 identified a damaged CTC wire causing 

outages to 13 connections. This issue was communicated to the Divisional 

Engineer (DE), who ensured repairs and confirmed that the electricity board would 

bear the costs, not the consumers. 
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7.5 The DE informed the petitioner about the resolution process, and the 

damaged wire was replaced on 05.11.2023. Power outage happened on both the 

days were resolved by the field workers. Despite the resolution, the petitioner alone  

filed a complaint on 08.12.2023 with the Virudhunagar Consumer Grievance 

Redressal Forum, alleging coercion into purchasing the replacement wire. The 

Respondent explained that the 13 consumers residing in that area voluntarily 

bought the wire to expedite power restoration, with no force applied by the 

electricity board staff. An investigation revealed that the service wire was not 

purchased by the Appellant alone but by all the affected 13 consumers who 

voluntarily purchased the wire to expedite the repair and not by the licensee for an 

un-named bill dt 05-11-23 without signature of the shop.   

7.6 The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum ordered for return of the wire, 

and the Respondent complied, replacing the wire and returning the new one to the 

consumers on 20.03.2024. In addressing the petitioner's claims, the Respondent 

noted discrepancies in the bill provided by the petitioner, such as missing GSTIN 

number and shopkeeper's signature, making it invalid. Additionally, allegations of 

extortion against the field worker were denied.  

7.7 The Respondent emphasized that all actions were in accordance with the 

electricity board's rules, including the proper preparation of estimates and obtaining 

necessary permissions for the replacement of the CTC wire. The final decision by 

the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum was acknowledged and complied with, 

ensuring the return of the CTC wire and other items to the petitioner and affected 

consumers. The Respondent concluded that no further complaints were received 

from any other electricity connection holders in the area, except for the initial 

complaint from Appellant. 

7.8 As per the above arguments, there was an issue with the service that 

normally carried the LT line. From this line, consumers received service 

connections tapered to their premises through service wires. In this group of 

consumers  at Sivakamipuram St., Rajapalayam, the overhead bare  conductor 

could not be provided due to the narrow lane where providing live conductors  
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sacrifice the safety measures.  Therefore, the licensee provided the CTC wire as 

the service line to feed the 13 Nos. consumers, considering the narrow lane's 

constraints, where erecting an LT open service line could cause accidents. Over 

the years, the CTC wire served as a service line between two poles as a solution, 

and this arrangement extended the service connection to 13 consumers. 

7.9 The Appellant, though not the account holder, was utilizing the electricity 

service registered in his father's name. Alongside 13 other connections, they 

received power through a span of CTC wire provided by the Respondent for safety 

reasons due to the narrow lane. The Respondent implemented this measure to 

prevent accidents and ensure a continuous power supply. On a particular day, a 

power outage occurred due to damage in the CTC wire, which was promptly 

addressed by the licensee's staff. When another interruption happened, it was 

mutually agreed that the weak CTC wire needed replacement.  

7.10 The licensee's field staff informed the consumers that locating and providing 

a new CTC wire would take some time, as it is a rarely used material in TNEB. 

However, a group of consumers agreed to provide the CTC wire themselves. It is 

also noted that the Appellant was out of town on the day of the power failure. 

Therefore, he may not have been aware of the mutual agreement made regarding 

the replacement of the wire. 

7.11 Initially, the Appellant who was one among the 13 consumers, did not object 

to replace the CTC wire. However, they later requested reimbursement for the cost 

incurred in procuring the new wire. The Respondent contended that they did not 

demand the CTC wire from consumers, but accepted it to expedite the repair. 

During the CGRF meeting, the Appellant agreed to the replacement, but later 

claimed that the cost they incurred was higher than the Respondent's replacement 

cost, insisting on reimbursement.  

7.12 The Respondent provided documentation indicating that other service 

connection users did not seek reimbursement and had even acknowledged 

receiving the replaced CTC wire. The Appellant's claim for reimbursement was 
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considered unreasonable, as it was not established that the Respondent 

demanded the wire from consumers. The replacement and subsequent return of 

the CTC wire were handled in compliance with the CGRF order, and the group of 

consumers accepted this arrangement without further complaints. 

7.13 The Respondent highlighted that the maintenance of the service line, 

including the CTC wire, is the responsibility of the licensee as per TNERC 

Distribution Regulations. The situation arose from a collective effort by the 

beneficiaries to arrange for the wire, and the Respondent's acceptance of the wire 

was a practical measure to ensure a swift resolution since there was no stock in 

the stores. The Appellant's later objections were seen as an attempt to raise an 

issue on a matter already settled, with the returned CTC wire acknowledged by 

other involved consumers. On the day of the power failure, it was noted that the 

Appellant was out of town. Therefore, the issue now raised by the Appellant seems 

to undermine the joint decision of the group of consumers for the supply of CTS 

wire. The Respondent also complied by returning the CTS wire supplied by the 

consumers, as per the CGRF order. 

7.14 However, the action of the Respondent in accepting the CTC wire from the 

group of consumers for the replacement was not in accordance with TNERC 

regulations, which states that the service line should be maintained by the 

Respondent. In this connection, I would like to refer regulation 29(17) of TNERC 

Distribution code which is discussed below; 

 “29. Service Lines: 

  Xxx 
  Xxx 
 

17. The service line will be the property of the Licensee and the Licensee 
shall maintain it at his cost” 

From the above, it is noted that the service line will be the property of the 

Licensee and the Licensee shall maintain it at his cost and therefore the action of 

the Respondent was not in accordance with TNERC regulations.  However, the 

licensee's field staff and the consumers mutually agreed that the provision of the 
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wire would be replaced by TANGEDCO at a later time due to the rarity of the 

material, in order to reduce downtime. This action, though pragmatic, should not 

set as a precedent in future. Also, the findings in the CGRF that there is no stock of 

CTC wire and procurement of CTC wire also stalled is to be taken into 

consideration and so cannot be ignored.  

7.15 The Appellant initially raised an issue before the CGRF regarding the 

replacement of CTC wire which was provided by a group of consumers. The 

Respondent promptly returned the wire, and this return was acknowledged by the 

group of consumers and agreed upon by the Appellant during the hearing. 

Therefore, it seemed that the issue was settled between the Appellant and the 

Respondent. However, the Appellant, who is one of the consumers, later raised a 

new issue before the EO, which was not heard by the CGRF, for claiming a 

difference in the cost of the materials received by him. 

7.16 In this context, the Appellant was not available on the day of power failure. 

The CTS wire was arranged by another member of the group of consumers in 

order avoid delay in supply restoration. Furthermore, the Respondent's 

procurement always relies on cost justification with standard procedures. 

Moreover, the CGRF order was issued based on the Appellant's agreement for the 

replacement of the wire, which had been returned by the Respondent. As a result, 

there was no further issue to be resolved by the EO. Consequently, the appeal was 

treated as closed, with the Appellant's claim deemed inappropriate given the 

context and the actions taken by the Respondent. 

8.0  Observation: 

8.1 The subject matter in the present issue happened due to non-availability of 

service line (CTC wire) which was erected long back to provide power supply to the 

group of consumers in the narrow lane for safety reasons.  The CGRF also had 

recorded that there is no procurement of CTC wire now a days and the 

Respondent has stated that in case of replacement they have to look for any 

dismantled wire which was released when carryout development / improvement of 
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network.  Therefore, in order to avoid such incidents in future, the licensee is 

instructed to arrange to keep stock of CTC wire for such areas. 

9.0 Conclusion: 

9.1 Based on my findings in the above para 7, the Appellant's prayer is treated 

as closed. 

9.2 With the above findings A.P.No.40 of 2024 is disposed of by the Electricity 

Ombudsman. 

 

        (N. Kannan) 
       Electricity Ombudsman 

 

“Ef®nth® Ïšiynaš, ãWtd« Ïšiy” 

“No Consumer, No Utility” 

 

To 

1. Thiru S.Gurusironmani,       - By RPAD 
330/331/339, Sivakamipuram Street,  
Rajapalayam – 626 117. 
 
2.  The Executive Engineer/Distribution/Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO, 
Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam-626 117. 
 
3.  The Assistant Executive Engineer/Town/ Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO,  
Ponnagaram, Rajapalayam-626 117. 
 
 
4.  The Assistant Engineer/Town/ North / Rajapalayam, 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO,  
Chinnasoraikaipatty,Rajapalayam-626117. 
 

5. The Superintending Engineer,     - By Email 
Virudhunagar Electricity Distribution Circle, 
TANGEDCO, 
65, 1, Ramamoorthy Road,  
Virudhunagar-626001. 
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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. 
 
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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


