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Before the Electricity Ombudsman
(For the State of Goa & Union Territories (Except Delhi)
Constituted under section 42(6) of I lectricity Act, 2003
’
Plot No.55-56, 3 Floor, Udyog Vihar Phase-lV, Sector-18,
Gurugram, Haryana-122015
Phone No.0124-4684710, Fax 4684706
Email ID: ombudsmanjerc@ zmail.com

AppealNo.107/2019 Date of Hearing: 29.03.2019 at Puducherry

Sh. M. Sugumaran,

R/0 20, Mahatma Gandhi Street,

Mothilal Nehru Nagar,

Navarkulam, Lawspet, Puducherry. w..Appellant

Versus

The Superintending Engineer,

Electricity Department,

137, Netaji Subhash Chandra Bose Salai,

R I Respondent

Parties Present:

Appellant 7 Sh. M. Sugumaran,

Respondent: 3 1.Sh. T. Gopalakrishna, S.E.(O&M)
Electricity Department, Puducherry.
2. Sh.K. Ramanathan, Xen(RN), Puducherry
3. Sh. P.R. Mohan, AE/LPT, Puducherry
4. Sh. S. Ravichandran, JE(AN O&M)
5. Smt. E. Ramadevi, JE(Tech.RN)

Date of Order: 03.04.2019
A. Submissions by the Appellant:

1. 1 was out of station from 16.8.2018 to 18.8.2018. | came back to Puducherry on 19.08.18
by 4.00 am. | was shocked on seeing the transformer post erected very close to my plot. |
was totally unaware of the transformer works and also not informed to me by any one.

2. | gave a complaint letter to the Superintendent Engineer(SE2), Department of Electricity,
Puducherry in his office on 22.8.2018. During the interaction with the SE2, | said that |
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bear the shifting charges of the transformer. The SE2 orally agreed for shifting as | was

ready to bear the shifting charges of the transformer, and | was asked to wait.

3. No reply was received from the Electricity Department. But, in the meantime, the work
was progressing which is contradicting to the statement of the AE. Then | submitted a
complaint to the CGRF, Puducherry on 19.9.201%

4. | received a phone call at 9:43 am from the office of the CGRF, Puducherry stating that |

have hearing at 10.00 am on the same day, the 12" Noyember 2018, and a letter regarding

this, was dispalched to me and that letter was returned by the Postal Department to the

CGRF undelivered. | was doing invigilation duty in the Examination Hall (9:30am to 12.30

pm on 12.11.2018) and | should not leave the hall till 10.00 am, since the examination

started at 9.30 am and question papers were to be issued to the students. As | do not
know about the process of hearing, not seen the content of the hearing letter and being

the status of not knowing what to do, and as | should not leave from the Examination Hall,

| expressed my inability of attending the hearing at 10.00 am on the same day, 12.11.2018.
After 10.00 am on the same day, | sent a request for one more chance of hearing by email
to the Chairman of CGRF, Puducherry. | was waiting for the reply for this request from the
CGRF Puducherry. In the meantime, on 30.11.2018, | received the Order copy from the
CGRF Puducherry.

5. The entire works of erection of the transformer is done in a very short period of time, five
to six days.

6. The transformer could have been erected in the old place where it was erected earlier on
the same road or some other place along the electrical lines already running, but
implemented hastily in a wrong place by allowing the lines crossing the road.

7. The SE2 and AE orally agreed for shifting of the transformer.

8. As the newly erected structure of transformer often gets exploded and | am going for
construction it is unsafe in many ways.

9. Idid not have chance or chance is not given to attending the hearing.

10. The Complainant was in fact not served with the copy of the reply filed by the Respondents
to the Complainant.

B. Submission by the Respondent:

1. Motilal Nehru Nagar, Navarkulam area of Oulgaret Municipality falls under the

Jurisdiction of Ashok Nagar O&M of Rural North division of Electricity Department. Due to
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growth of load, existing capacity of distribution transformer has reached more than the
80% of the rated capacity necessitating erection of additional distribution transformers to
cater to new applicants and also for elimination of low voltage complaint during peak
summer season.

A scheme was envisaged for erection of new Distribution Transformer of 315 KVA capacity
at a cost of Rs. 12,67,490/-. The scheme was got sanctioned vide order No.28/SE-
HOD/17-18, dated 04.10.17.

The work for erection of this Distribution transformer commenced by erecling a Double
Pole structure nearer to the vacant plot of the petitioner on the road side. The Double
Pole structure is of 10 feet wide and it is located between the boundaries of two plots

situated back to back but on the public road.

. While the work was in progress, the complainant had given a petition objecting to the

location of the Distribution transformer near his plot. Based on the above, the
department higher officials made a field visit; During inspection, it was noted that the
transformer was located only on the public road side without any hindrance for the
proposed construction activity of the petitioner.

The apprehension of the petitioner is totally misplaced as the location of the transformer,

in no way, hinders the normal life of the public and as well as the petitioner.

. The erection of double pole structure and extension of overhead lines was completed and

proposal for energisation of the transformer was sent to the Inspectorate of Central
Electricity Authority.

. The transformer was energized on 27.08.2018 after completing of all mandatory
formalities.

Complainant was aggrieved by the department’s action; the complainant had filed his
objection before the Hon’ble CGRF on 19.9.2018. The complaint was registered as Com.

Rec No. 209, Hon’ble CGRF, dated 19.09.18.

. The department filed a counter affidavit dated 16.10.2018 before the Hon’ble CGRF and

hearing was conducted by the Hon’ble CGRF on 12.11.2018. The communicated copy by
Hon’ble CGRF on above hearing, to the complainant was returned undelivered. The date
of hearing was communicated to the complainant over his mobile. But he did not turn up

for the hearing.

10. The Hon’ble CGRF has given the order No.205/Hon’ble CGRF/2018 dated 28.11.2018.
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11. Relocating the transformer based on the objection of the petitioner is not possible as

there is no suitable site at load centre.

CGRF order preferred for Appeal:

Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, Puducherry in its order dated 22.11.2018 has

decided as under:-

1. A complaint has been received from Dr. M. Sugumaran, 20, Mahatma Gandhi Street,
Motilal Nehru Nagar, Naverkulam, Lawspet, Puducherry-505008 on 29.08.2018 with a
prayer to direct the Electricity Department, Puducherry to shift the Transformer structure
to some other place.

2. The complainant has submitted that the work of erecting Transformer structure including
transformer was carried out in a very short period in spite of objection raised in the said
location. The Complainant has also indicated that he has planned for a construction of
house in the near future in which the transformer structure now erected will be unsafe
with recurring problems.

3. The complaint has been registered as C.C.32/2018 and notices have been served to the
Respondents to reply by 05/10/2018. On receipt of the reply from the Respondents on
12/10/2018 the case has been posted for enquiry on 12/11/2018.

4. The Respondents has submitted that the Transformer Structure has been erected in public
utility road after giving adequate clearance from the compound wall and also adhering to
safety norms as per the I.E. Rules. Also the Respondents states that the live part of the
structure is 5 feet clearance to the residential building and as such no violation has been
made against provision made in Central Electricity Authority Rules. The reply copy of the
Respondents was duly posted to the Complainant by this Forum with the address as
indicated in the Complaint and the same was returned back by the Postal Department
undelivered.

5. Inview of the above the Forum contacted the Complainant through mobile with a request

to appear before the Forum for hearing in the said time and date. Since the Complainant
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has not turned up the same recorded as the ‘Complainant absent’ in the case file. Based

on the available records the Order has been pronounced:-

(i)

(ii)

The Forum observed that the details furnished by the Respondents ;5 reasonably
correct i.e., the distribution transformer Is erected entirely in the public place and
an application has also been sent to Electrical Inspectorate, Chennai who is the
statutory authority to ensure Electrical Safety in the UT of Puducherry, along with
erection details/drawing, so that the authorities concerned can inspect the
installation during their inspection to Puducherry. Any shifting of the structure to
other safe place is a matter to be decided by the Complainant and the Department
based on the technical and financial consideration.

Thus the complaint is not allowed.

D. Discussions during hearing:

(i)

(i)

The appellant submitted that the Transformer has been installed near to his vacant
plot and this shall put him to great hardship during Construction of house. The

transformer should have been installed at some other location away from his house.

The Respondent submitted that a new transformer was installed for taking care of
increased load growth. The transformer has been installed on Public Road and this was
the best suitable location for installation of transformer and there is no other suitable

site at load centre.

The electrical lines running from transformer are zig-zag than the usual direct lines

which in fact is not economical and it is also dangerous to human life.

The Respondent submitted that the old location was not suitable as a “stay” would
have to be put in a private property and the line had to be taken on other side of the
street to keep the HT line within the public street. Further, the erected transformer in

no way hinders the normal life of the public and as well as of the appellant.
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ii.)

The Decision:

The respondent is directed:

To ensure that all instructions/Regulations ensuring the safety of man & material have

been duly complied with. '

To extend full cooperation to the appellant in shifting of transformer at any other suitable

location, whenever mutually found, based on technical, safety & financial considerations.

In view of the above, the Appeal doesn’t find any merit and the CGRF, Puducherry order

is, therefore, upheld.

The appeal stands disposed off accordingly. E
e
(Rajesh Dangi)
Electricity Ombudsman
03.04.2019

Sh. M. Sugumaran, R/o 20, Mahatma Gandhi Street, Motilal Nehru Nagar, Navarkulam,
Lawspet, Puducherry.

The Superintending Engineer, Electricity Department, 137, Netaji Subhash Chandra Bose Salai,
Puduchery-605 001.

Copies to:-

1. Chairman, CGRF, Electricity Department, Puducherry.

2. Sh. Arvind Kumar, Sr. Assistant, for uploading the order on JERC website.
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