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    OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY PUNJAB,




 # 248, SECTOR 19-A, CHANDIGARH.

 APPEAL NO.49 of 2009
.

Date of Decision :18.02.2010

 SH.  RAJ KUMAR, 

S/O SH. AVINASH KUMAR,

NM-275, MOHALLA  KARAR KHAN,

NEELA MAHAL,

JALANDHAR.       


………………………PETITIONER

   ACCOUNT No.  KT-11/2483

Through
 Sh.  Raj Kumar, Proprietor.

 VERSUS

              PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD.          …….….RESPONDENTS.
 Through 
 Er K.P.S. Sekhon,

 Senior Executive Engineer,

 Operation  Division, Model Town

 PSEB, Jalandhar. 



 The petition No. 49 of 2009 dated 18.11.2009 has been filed against the decision of the Grievances Redressal Forum in case No. CG-52 of 2009 dated 12.08.2009 for upholding the levy of Rs. 46,580/- .

2.
           The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 18.02.2010.

3.

  Sh. Raj Kumar, petitioner himself attended the proceedings.  Er.  K.P.S. Sekhon, Senior Executive Engineer, Operation, Model Town Division, PSEB, Jalandhar  appeared for the respondent PSEB.



4.

Sh. Raj Kumar, petitioner himself argued his case.  Giving background of the problem, he submitted that electric connection No. KT 11/2483 was released to him in the premises which was purchased  by him on 9.2.2004 from Smt. Manjit Kaur through her GPA Sh. Surinder Singh. His account was debited with the charges of Rs.46,580/- as outstanding defaulting balance  on the basis of the report of J.E. that the connection No. KT-11/1227 was   running in the name of Smt. Gurvinder Kaur previously at the said premises. The amount related to the intervening period between the PDCO of A/c No. KT 11/1227 issued on 28.7.2002 and effected on 5.5.2003 as the connection remained operative i.e. upto 05.05.2003 .  Sh. Raj Kumar, pointed out that he was not liable to pay the defaulting amount as it did not even relate to the alleged previous owner of the premises.  He clarified that the name of Smt. Gurvinder Kaur, having been the previous lawful occupier of the said premises at any time does not arise as the plot was purchased from Smt. Manjit Kaur, the previous legal owner through her GPA Sh.Surinder Singh.  In any case, it was the duty of the respondents PSEB to have recovered the defaulting amount at the time of PDCO.  Moreover, the PSEB failed to inform about the defaulting amount at the time of release of new connection to him.  He submitted that he should not be penalized for the negligence of the PSEB  who failed to effect the disconnection upto 05.05.2003.    In any case, the petitioner argued that he was in no way connected with Smt. Gurvinder  Kaur  and the liability of any previous owner  can not be fastened on the new owner  until and unless without specific reasons recorded  or any  proof placed on record.  He pleaded that the demand of Rs. 46,580/- being highhanded and  illegal should be set aside. 


 5.

 Er. K.P.S. Sekhon, Sr. Xen on behalf of the PSEB confirmed that the  defaulting amount  of Rs. 46,580/- related  to A/c No. KT 11/1227, which was in the name of Smt. Rajinder Kaur and not Smt. Gurvinder Kaur.  But the connection was previously running at the  same premises as that of the present consumer.  The Junior Engineer who was deputed to recover the defaulting amount visited the site, where A/c No. KT 11/1227 was situated and  observed a new connection under A/c No. KT- 11/2483 was running.  Therefore, as per instructions of the Board, the outstanding amount was debited to the new account which was running at the same premises. This fact has been discussed in detail at the DLDSC level  and there-after at the level of the Forum  where the recovery of the  defaulting amount was held valid  and  recoverable from the new consumer.  


 6.

 I have perused the petition submitted by the appellant and also heard the oral arguments carefully.  This is a case where PSEB officials have been lax in their duties and are exclusively responsible for the non-recovery  of the amount of Rs. 8471/- from the earlier consumer at the time of PDCO.  I find that no action as laid out by the PSEB regulation, under SR 123.7 has been taken at any stage. The authorized representative could not establish as to whether Smt. Rajinder Kaur or Smt. Gurvinder Kaur was the previous owner and holding electric connection No. KT-11/1227.  It is proved with documentary evidence that  the petitioner did not purchase the premises from either of them but from Smt. Manjit Kaur through her GPA Sh. Surinder Singh.  The final PDCO which as per record was done on 05.05.2003 was much prior to the date of purchase of premises in 2004.   Under these circumstances to affix liability of the outstanding defaulting amount of the alleged previous owner on the petitioner will be most ridiculous.  The petition is accepted and the amount of Rs. 46580/- is held not recoverable from the petitioner.  It is for the respondents to take action as per their own rules and regulations for this purpose. 
7.

The appeal is allowed.

 Place: Chandigarh.
  


                    Ombudsman,

 Dated: 18th February,2010


                    Electricity Punjab,  

.


          



         Chandigarh.


