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Office of Electricitv Ombudsman
(A Statutory Body of Govt of NCI of Delhi under the Electricity Act, 2003)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi - 110 057
(Phone No . 1i25060'1'1 trax No 26141205)

Appeal No. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/2007/173

Appeal against order dated 02.04,2002 passed by CGRF - BRPL in case No
CG|T012007 (K No. 2661W5520484)

ln the matter of:
[t'l/s Sharma Enterorises - Appellant

Versus

M/s BSES Rajdhani Power Ltd - Respondent

!lres_qn!:

Appellant Shrr Ravindcr Kurn::r Sharma attended alonqwlit-
Shri Sushil Kumar Gaur

Respondent Shri Y.M. Saxena, A.G.M (Business) West
Shri B N. .Jha, Business Manaqer, (Divn.) Dwarka

ilate cf l-[earirrg . 04 '10.:)i]iil'

l.f,ate of 0rder : 0zl "il 200/

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2007/1 73

Appellant Mis Sharma Entr:r5rr"rsr:s ihrough its partner Shrr Ravii-ider Kurnar
iiirarnti,t, ttas filed this appe:rl ;rqarrrst tirt; ilGI{F s order di:terj A2 04 2A0/ in r.;as;e 'ic
(',C,170120A7 with the rt,:qi,ii,'sl Io i.t,.iu,]siii lirr; arnendcd cioctricity bril dated 26 i? 2Oi)O
,.lonlalninq an arrear a:]rnoJr.ri of lis 40,74:li-

fhe grievance of tne appellant is that:

The Appellant purr;hased the premises no" T-9, 10, in Manish Royal Plazall,
Plot No 20, Sector -10, tlwarka, New Delhi from Shri Ashok Shokeen. t he Appellant
applied fcrr a new r:leltricrly c;onncc;tiorr wrlh a load of 5 kw on 16.04 2004, vide his
application no N-266004440744 and iicpc.,sitcd Rs B,0C0i- The meter for- ihrs
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connection was installed havinq K. No. 2661 W552 0484 and reading based bills
were raised and paid duly.

On 2U.04.2006 i.e about 2 years after installation of connection ancj meter,
respondent issued a notice for transfcrring the outstanding dues amountinq to
Rs40,749l- of K. No. 266'l W552 012'1 whrc;h existed earlier in the premrses, in the
narnc of Shri Anil Kumar, to the new K No account of the appellant Appellant was
advised to pay the arrear bill raised aqarnst K. No. 2661 W552 0121 by 18.05.2006,
failing which the dues were sought to be transferred to the Appellants connection K.
No" 2661 W552 0484, and supply of this connection was to be disconnected for non
paymenr.

Appellant vide reply dated 1?.05 2006 informed the respondent that thr:
electrir; connection bearing K. No 2661Vli;l>? 0484 was sanctioned in his favour a{ter
the premises were inspected by tfrc rr:spondent's lnspector At the trme ()i

sanctioning the new connectiori, respoirde:r'rl never raised any dcmand fc.rr paymeni of
outstanding dues for any previous connectron installed in the premtses. Respondent
also never disclosed to the appellant that any electricity connection had been in
existence in the name of Shri Anil Kumar, other than the owner Shri Ashok Shokeen.
from whom appellant had purchased the premises.

CGRF, in its order observed, ihat the concerned official of the commercial
section of Dwarka divisional offi<;e, vrolatc'rj the basic norms in processing this case
Instead of processing the case for rcstr:i"atron of the disconnected connection, cas*:
was processed for grant of a nr:w r;onncctiorr applied for by the Appellant. Had the
case been processed for restoration of the earlier connection as per establishcd
procedure pertaining lo such cases, the: rer;overy of outstanding dues would have
been effected.

After scrutiny oi the appeal, CGRF s records and the reply of restrlondent, the;

case was fixed for hearing :n (t4 10 2007

l-he hearing was attended by Shri Flavindr;; Kumar Sharma Appellant in person,
aionq with Shri Sushil Kumar Gaur {}ii ochalf o1 Respondent, Shri Y lvl Saxena.
AGM and Shri B. N Jha, Busrness Manager were present

During the hearing it came to light that the earlier connection in the name r.rf

Shri Anil Kumar bearing K No 2661 W552 A121, was sanctioned on the basis of a
lease agreement only which is not a valid doc;ument for esta[rlrshing lawful ownership
of the premises. The records of sanction of this connection indicate that the
connection was sanctioned after confirrnalron that there were no dues of any earltcr
'temporary connection'. The K" No filc of the new connection sanctioned in the name
of the appellant, on the other hand, indrr;atr:s that the dues of the earlier connec;tion
existing in the premises wore not askcd for before sanction of a new connectron to
the appellant, nor the facts of existence of an earlier c;onneci:on disclosed

During the hearirrg, the Business Manacler was asked to produce tire
drsconnection parriculars of the earlier connection in the name of Shri Anii Kurnar
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sialed to be disconnected on 29 12 2003. as per the meter book recorcjs He was
also asked to produce the meter removal particulars, whrch as per the reply of the
respondent, is reported to have been removed only on 15.05 2004. The Business
Manager could not produce any such records and stated that as per records in the
register, the meter removal orders were issued on 15.05.2004. The Appellant also
informed that when the meter was installed for the new connection applied for by him,
no meter existed in the meter box

Respondent informed that at thc time of granting the new connection to the
appellant, the existence of an earlier r;onnection / meter at site could not be co-
related by the official who made the site inspection. The appellant's meter was
installed on 28.05.2004 and the arrear bills of another connection, which existed
earlier in the premises, were intimated to the appellant for their transfer to appellant s
K" No. in April 2006, i.e^ almost 2 years later. The records also indicate that regular
bills were raised against the earlier connection in the name of Shri Anil Kumar and
only one bill was paid in Auqust 2002, lfrcrcafter no payment was made. Dues were
allowed to accumulate and prompt actron w;rs not taken for recovery of dues Supply
was disconnected only on 25 12.2043 and meter removed on 15 05 2004 Since a

new connection was installed in the same premrscs on 28.05.2004 r.e a few days
later, in the name of Appellant, the respondent's argument that the existance of an
earlier connection could not be co-related by the field staff is unacceptable

It is evident that severe lapses have occurred in the sanctioning of the two
connec;tions in respect of premises T9, f10, now owned by the appellant, and in

raising of bills, as also in issuing oi disc;irnnr:ction notices for nonpayment.

After going through all thc rccords and submissions made by both the partres,
i am of the view that the appellant cannot be penalized for the lapses on the part of
the respondent in sanctioning of the two r-:t-ritnections and in recovery of dues from
Shri Anil Kumar. The dues ag;ainst a different connection installed in the premises,
cannot be recovered frorn rrppellant after a lapse of aimost 2 'lcars especially when
no intimation was given to him about the exrstence .lf a earlier connection in the
premises lt is therefore not lustified to tr,insfer the dues of connection bearing K I'jo.
2661 W5520121 in the naffre of Shri Airi i/\umar. to K.No 2661'N5520484 sancirorir)d
to Appellant, at this belated stage

The orders of CGRF are accordingly set aside.
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