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Office of Electricitv Ombudsman
(A Statutory Body of Govt. of NCT of Delhi under the EleCtiicity Act, 2003)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi - 110 0S7
(Phone No.: 32506011 Fax No.26141205)

Appeal No. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/2006/86

Appeal against order dated 10.04.2006 passed by CGRF BRPL on
Complaint No.: CG/454105.

In the matter of:
Shri Rajan Bansal

Versus

M/s BSES Rajdhani Power Ltd

- Appellant

- Respondent

Present:-

Appellant Shri Rajan Bansal

Respondent shri Avanish Gupta, Business Manager, BRPL, Nehru prace

Date of Hearing: 06.10.2006
Date of Order . 09.10.2006

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2006/86

The appellant Shri Rajan Bansal, co-owner of M-124, Grealer Kailash-l
has filed this appeal against the orders dated 10.04.2006 of CGRF. The facts
based on the CGRF record of the appellant and the submissions made by both
the parties in response to queries raised are as follows:-

By virtue of the sale deed dated 25.04.1977, Shri Rajan Bansal became
co-owner of the above property along with his mother Smt. Raj Kumari Singh.
The previous owner of the said property is Smt. Raksha Tandon. There are 4
electricity connections in the said property, one connection namely
2530N7140217 is in the name of Smt. Raksha Tandon, the other three
connections viz. 2530N7140215, 2530N7140220 and 2530N7140221 were
existing in the name of Smt. R.K. Singh. The licensee company on the basis of
applications made by persons other than Shri Rajan Bansal (co-owner) changed
the names of the above four connections as follows :-
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(r) 2530N7140215 in the name of shri Bipin Bansar singh;
(2) 2530N714a217 in the name of smt. Raj Kumari singh;
(3) 2530N7140220 in the name of shri Navin Bansar; and

(4) 2530N7140221 in the name of smt. Raj Kumari Singh.

It appears that there is a dispute between the family members which ispending in a court of law' without waiting for thl decision of the court andwithout obtaining a 'No objection certificaL' from the co-owners the licenseecompany made the changes as mentioned above. lt is surpriring io note thatafter the names have been changed, there is not a single connection in the nameof shri Rajan Bansaleven though he is the 
"o-o**, of the above property withhis mother Smt. Raj Kumari Singh.

The CGRF, lffer noting the fact that the No objection certificate from boththe co-owners should have been obtained before rut ing the name change in theconnections, passed the order "to obtain ttre requisit; Affidavits / lndemnityBonds from all 
.the concerned parties in whose favour connections havebeen granted without the consent of shri Rajan Bansal, the co-owner of theproperty along y'IL smt. Raj Kumari singh, his mother,,. rt is against thisorder of the ccRF that th-e appeilant [a, coms ;; 

"pp;;i l"ror" theOmbudsman.

The appellant in his appeal stated that

i) "Property in question- has. two independent dwelling units and itcan not be divided in four independent dweiling unitsr'.

ii) "that. Registered Rights of appellant cannot be questioned withoutobtaining orders from competent courts,,.

Further he has stated that he is a registered co-owner with his motherSmt' Raj Kumari singh of the above property and all the four connections should

l":,J;ilrt"rred 
in his joint name with the nuru oi srt. Raj Kumari sinsh as

i) K.No.0217 sh. Rajan Bansar and smt.Raj Kumari singh

ii) K.No.0221 sh. Rajan Bansar and Smt.Raj Kumari singh

iii) K.No. 021s sh. Rajan Bansat and sh, Bipin Bansat Singh (smt. Raj
Kumari has given her consent in favour of Sh. Bipin Banial Singh)

iv) K.No 0220 Rajan Bansal and Dr. Navin Bansal (smt" Raj Kumari
has given her consent in favour of Dr. Navin Bansar.)
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The case was fixed for hearing on 06.10.2006. shri Avanish Gupta,
8:ilni Manager, Nehru Place attended on behatf of the Respondeni

Shri Rajan Bansal appellant attended in person.

The case was discussed. The ,,DERc Regurations (performancestandards * Metering & Billing),2002" 7('-) tltiii prouide that " irto objectioncertificate from the legal heir iJootaineo ii unv 
"'r""ng" 

is to be effected and / ortransfer of ownership of connection is to be made. proof of lawtut ownership /occupancy of property is also required to be produced before a change ofownership of connection can be made. The licensee company has violatedthese regulations and when it asked for a 'No ollection certificate, from shriRajan Bansal, co-owner- of the property, the latter clearly refused to give hisconsent for change of name of the above iour 
"onnections, Despite hisobjection to the changes sought, the ricenseu .o,'p"ny made the changes.

In the hearing before CGRF, when asked why the changes were madewithout following DERC guidelines, it was stated by the Respondent that thename changes made on 18.07.2003 was only provisional and was done withthe approval of the competent authority i.e. ciriet Engineer (commercial). Thelatter's approval was based on the_occupancy / joint co-ownership on the basis ofreport submitted by Assistant Engineer 
"tt"r ieceipt of Memorandum ofAgreements dated 01 '01 .1988 ano og.oo .1gg7 and after several representationsreceived in the matter etc' The licensee company further submitted (in the letterdated 01'08'2006) that the name changes made in tne connections do not conferany right of ownership and is only tor ghpl billing prrpor"r.

Here it may be noted that the Discom courd not produce any proof ofhaving obtained the approvar of jh: 9!pr rngin;"' for changing the name.Besides, neither the Erectricity Act, 2003 noitnl DERC regurations madethereunder pro_vide for a provisional n"r" change of the electricconnections' DERC Regulations 7(i) and 7(ii) as mentioned above cleadyprovide procedure.for changing the name of the electric connections which havenot been followed by the Licensee Company.

The Memorandum of Agreements dated 01.01.1g88 and 03.06.1gg7 reliedupon by the licensee company are mere Agreements made between themembers of the family themselves demarcating ;ertain portions for uie by eachof the family members. These documents have not been registered and have nolegal validity.

Apart from the above, the legal position is that shri Rajan Bansal and smt. RajKumari singh are the co-owners of the property ano no change can be madewithout the consent of each of the two co-owners. In this case, despite theobjections raised by Shri Rajan Bansar, the ricensee company made thechanges mentioned above. The GGRF in its order dated 10.04.2006 notedthat:-
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i) BRPL did not obtain the 'No objection certificate, from the co-owner Shri Rajan Bansal;

ii) Yet it passed the order to obtain lndemnity Bond/Affidavit etc from
H:;rn"r 

members of the r"rirv to'ilsur"ri.u th; ;;;ses wronsry

The CGRF' instead of fixing responsibility on the Discom for unauthorized
H,::'i,iJIlJ::ffi;3:."rti:i oirecteo it to resl;rize *re 

'rl;s;; ;y askins ror

Interestingly, the order dated 10.04.2006 0f the CGRF has annexed thedissenting opinion of the rvretour'rlegal) *rri"l'., i."very significant. He nas stated
i) tnat the name change in all the four connections which have beenmade, show that noi a singre .onn".tion stands in the name of the

:l#5'ilffi11rt[';,|3fn fansar 
ffi;' the co-own"i or ihe property

ii) that "all norms of change of name have been flouted and principlesof naturar justice have not been foilowed for the above fourconnections. . .)

iii) that since a civir suit is pending in respect of the above propertyamongst the members of the fairity, the issue 
"i.r..'""g" of namesof the connections may be kept in aoeyance ti, the disposar of the

,?:l"r', 
and the existins .o;;;;iio;;;"y not be interrered with tirl

I agree with the opinion of thl lvlelnber (Legal) and direct that the changeseffected in the names of the tou,. 
"onnections 

rir"v o" undone / cancered and theconnections existing in the earlier names should be restored so that the statusquo is maintained. In other words, the conne.tilnr. 
". they existed (prior tochange in name) may not be inter-fered with till th"'disposal of the civil suit inrespect of the ownership of the above property.

The order of the CGRF is set aside.

,frT'ilHi
Ombudsman
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