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Consumer Grievance Redressal [Forum

CGRF FOR BSES YAMUNA POWER LIMITED
A / (Constituted under section 42 (5} of Indian Electricity Act. 2003)
M Sub-StationBuilding BSES (YPL) Regd. Office Karkardooma,

Shahdara, Delhi-110032
Phone: 32978140 Fax: 22384886
E-mail:cgrfbypl@hetmail,. com

SFOYCHS LS SRS

C A No. Applied For
Complaint Noa. 52/2020 *

In the matter of:

Ram Kuvpar Complainant
VERSUS i
BSES Yamuna Power Limited ... Respondent
SZU orum: '

1. Mr. Arun P Singh (Chairman)
2. Mrs.Vinay Singh, Member (Legal)
3. Dr. Harshali Kaur, Member (CRM)

Appearance: .

1. Mr. Ram Kumar, Cmn;élainant
2. Mr. Imran Siddiqui & Ms. Ritu Gupta, On behalf of BYPL

" ORDER
Date of Hearing: 16t October, 2020
Date of Orc;ler: 190 Oclober, 2020
F

!
Order Pronounced by:- Mrs. Vinay Singh, Member (Legal}

Briefly stated facts of the case are that the complainant applied for new
connection, but the respondent company rejected his application for new

connection. i

The complainant submitted that he is owner of H.No. 7, Kh.No. 17/6, Gali
No.T, RST £nclave, Johripur Ixtn., Kara{val Nagar, Delhi-110094. It is also his

submission thai he applicd for new connection vide request no. 8004376774

dated 21.02.2020, but the respondent company rejected his application for nuw\—ﬁv\

connection on the pretext of ‘domestic connection already exists’,
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He further added that he is applying for new connection since 2015 vide
application no. 8001828429 dated 16.04.2015, application no. 8002727099 dated
09.03.2017 and application no. 8003434;340 dated 013.07.2018, but respondent is
rejecting his application for new con;nect"ion' every time. Earlier they were
rejecting his application on the prete;xt of ‘'UP Area’ & ELCB required and
thercafter on the pretext of domestic iconnection alrecady exist. Therefore, he
requested the Forum to direct the respondent for immediate release of the

connection.

Notice was issucd to both the partics to‘appear before the Forum on 05.10.2020.
!

The matter was heard on 05.10.2020, when both the parties were present and
complainant was asked to file all the documents confirming that his property is
L
situated in Delhi and also ask for SDM jrevenue records. Respondent was also

directed to ask SDM Revenue and try tolresolve the matter.

The respondent company submitted [ their reply stating therein that the

{
i
complainant is asking for new clech'icit}} connection at his premises which falls
in Kardam Farms, Johripur Ixtension. It was also their submission that the
premises in question is a single unit with different floor and is already
electrified, as such no new electricity connection can be granted.
i

Respondent also submitted that there jis a dispute as to which portion of
Kardam Farms falls in Delhi and whid;h falls in UP as demarcation by the
revenue department is still pending,

1
z
Matter was finally heard on 16.10.2020, n;’hcn respondent submitted their reply

stating therein that the UP border dispute is pending before Hon’ble High

pts W
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Court. Complainant has already one connection in the name of his wife in the
same property and asking for a second connection without separate entry.
Arguments of both the parties were heard and matter was reserved for orders.
I
-y - . . . ' + +
The main issuc in the present case is whether the connection can be granted or
|
not as aircady there one domestic connection exists. Also whether the area of

the complainant where the new connection is required falls in UP or Delhi.

The extracts of the Hon’ble High Couit's order dated 17,09.2015, by Hon'ble

Justice Manmoghan in the matter of Hiuman Fundamental Rights Association

(Regd.} v. Union of India & Ors, narra[}ud as undoer-

“That present petition has been filed J?ha[lcnging the proposed action of the
respondents to transfer the land anfd houses/properties situated in East
Gokalpur, Amar Colony, A-Block, to State of Uttar Pradesh as well as to
suspend disconnection of electricity ofgabout 350 houses situated in the said
arca or other parts of UP border. It is pétitioners case that East Gokalpur, Amar
colony; A-block is a part of Delhi and ca;nnot be transferred to the State of Uttar
Pradesh. On 28th September, 2012, thisiCourt had restrained respondent BSES
YPL from disconnecting the elect'rici[)ri supply of petitioners, subject to the
condition that electricity bills are paid: on time and the petitioners do not
obstruct any officials of respondent BSlES YPL from performing their duties.
The rationale behind passing the said m‘%{er was that petitioners, who primarily
belong to weaker section of the 50(:i(rt'_\*i would be put to irreparable loss and
inconvenience in case their oleclricityi supplies arce abruptly disconnected
specially in the absence of any assurancfe from the State of Uttar Pradesh that

electricity supply would be providedi. In the meantime, to avoid any

inconvenience to the petitioners, this C0L11rt directs that the status quo prevalent

X
e\

as of today shall continue till further ordérs.




Ihe oracer {iﬁth 4. ULZU0, 1 the same matter DY on ble Justice suresh

Kumar Kait is also submitted below:-

WP (c)6211/2012 & CM APPL.16668/2012

“I nole Sh. Rakesh Kumar, SDM, Seemapuri or other parts has filed an affidavit on
15.09.2015 whereby stated that out of 590 it?ropcrfies 209 properties fliouses were found
partly in Dellii and partly in UP. I is pertinent to mention here that vide order dated
23.07.2012, the Hon'ble Lieutenant Governor of Dellii has approved the proposal of the
Departinent to include 209 houses in NCgT of Dellti, which falls partly in Delhi and
partly in UP. Thus, the property which j;’an partly in Delhi and partly in UP have
been considered part of NCT of Delhi.”
In said report, the SDM named above ljas also stated that annexure F which is
at page 968 of the paper book that l-ha.% total property 167 (total Gali 16, total
property 131) are falling in UP. If this]is the position then, respondent no.9 is
bound to supply electricity to the pr;operties mentioned in Annexure E as
notified above.
And the next date of hearing in the said writ petition before the Hon'ble High
Court of Delhi is November, 2020, till then status quo is still in continuation.

i
We have heard the arguments of both tlho parties. From the narration of facts

and material placed before us wo are of the opinion

1
}

¢ That the issue of demarcation of ;,the area is pending before the Hon'ble
High Court and status quo and ne:xt date of hearing Nov., 2020.

¢ That as per the respondent’s reply the premises of the complainant is
single dwelling unit with singlhE entry and already have a domestic
connection installed there in the nérlme of complainant’s wife.

* DERC Supply Code and Performance Standards, Regulations 2017,
CHAPTER - Il NEW AND EXISTING CONNECTIONS of DERC

Regulations, 2017, ¢

10. New and Existing Conncctions{:- (1) (iv)

Wherever, one dwelling unit ﬁas been sub-divided and separate

kitchen as well as separate entry is available, second electric

i 40f5%ﬁf
pe e

connection may be given to the ]a\?vful occupant.
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As above, the Forum is of the view that

+ The complainant is directed lo produce the revenue record of the

property bearing no. H.No. 7,! FF, Kh. No. 17/6, 40 fect road, RST

Enclave, Johripur, Near RCS Convent School from the office of SDM

Karawal NAgar. l

» In the present case the premises of the complainant is not sub-divided,
1

it's a single dwelling unit without separate entry, therefore, as per DERC
. i

Regulations, 10(T)(vi) stated above this Forum cannot grant new

connection to the complainant in the present scenario.

o It the.complainant shows reveniie records of Delhi and separate entry to

the floors, then connection may ;be sanctioned.

¢

In view of the above, the casc is disP()s?d off.

No order as to the cost.

The order is issued under the seal of C(ESRI-I

(HARSHALI KAUR) (VIN
MEMBER(CRM)

SINGH)
MEMBER(LEGAL)

CHAIRMAN
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