Before

UTTARAKHAND ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Petition No. 32 of 2019

In the Matter of:

Suo-moto proceeding in the matter of Gross Violation of the provisions of the Electricity
Act, 2003, UERC (Release of New LT Connections, Enhancement and Reduction of
Loads) Regulations, 2013 and UERC (The Electricity Supply Code) Regulations, 2007.

&

Complaint dated 28.02.2018 of Sh. Parshuram S/o late Sh. Palturam, resident of
Jagjeetpur, Post Office-Kankhal, Haridwar, Uttarakhand.

And
In the Matter of:

(1)  Managing Director,
Uttarakhand Power Corporation of Ltd. (UPCL)
VCV Gabar Singh Urja Bhawan, Kanwali Road,
Dehradun

(2) Sh. Arvind Kumar,
(The then SDO, UPCL, Bahadarabad, Haridwar)
Executive Engineer-Raipur, 359/2, Dharampur, Dehradun

(3)  Sh. Sandeep Chauhan,
(The then JE, UPCL, EDSD-Bahadarabad/Jagjeetpur, Haridwar)
O/ o Executive Engineer-SIDCUL,
33/11 kV Sub-Station, Sector-8, SIDCUL, Haridwar
...Respondents

Coram

Shri D.P. Gairola Member (Law)
Shri M.K.Jain Member (Technical)

Date of Hearing: July 15, 2019
Date of Order: August 13, 2019

ORDER
This Order relates to the Suo-moto proceeding initiated by the Commission in
the matter of Show Cause Notices issued vide letters dated 25.06.2018 & 20.06.2019 to

the distribution licensee namely Uttarakhand Power Corporation Ltd. (hereinafter
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referred to as “the licensee” or “UPCL”) regarding a complaint filed by Sh. Parshuram,
resident of Jagjeetpur, Haridwar, Uttarakhand pertaining to undue delay in
regularization of electricity supply given under ‘Kutir Jyoti Yojana” and non-issuance of

electricity bill by the licensee .

I. Background

2.

A complaint was received to the Commission during the Tariff proceedings on
28.02.2018 from Sh. Parshuram, S/ o late Sh. Palturam, resident of Jagjeetpur, Post office
Kankhal, Haridwar, Uttarakhand pertaining to regularization of electricity supply given
under ‘Kutir Jyoti Yojana” and non issuance of electricity bill. In the said complaint Sh.
Parshuram has informed the Commission that he applied for an electricity connection
under the ‘Kutir Jyoti Yojana’ and deposited the requisite amount of ¥200/- on
22.01.2013 and the said connection was released with installation of meter on 16.01.2014,
however, connection number for the said connection was not issued by UPCL. Due to
which, the connection could not be regularized and even the 1st bill against the said
connection could not be generated by 28.02.208.

Taking cognizance of the aforesaid complaint the Commission vide its letter dated
06.03.2018 forwarded the same to UPCL directing it to conduct an inquiry in the matter
and submit a report before the Commission by 20.03.2018. In compliance to the same,
UPCL vide its letter no. 1729 dated 25.04.2018 submitted that:-

“

1. [@FI% 14.032018 @I WJHT (YT § GrIT AT [& SUHIFTAT & GGV GV HICY TEIT 32124949
wrfT & i wel gare @ #v VT & §q Hiew T ST 12711 KWH Gl o ¥E &8/

2. TYHIFTT GINT 22.01.2013 B 0 200.00 ST ¥ T HIIGTT &G GG G777 T o779 STENR ¥
STHITAT & GRGT GV HISY Te&T 32124949 ST 7 KWH % RI1f97 &Y @i 9T 137 a7
g/

3. I FHIT UF 25,505 [FIF 16.01.2014 YT HSY IfOd YT qrell BH,/ BN GINT T
SUHITTAT P TG S0V FHFIT ¥ SHGIY P FINT TIT HIS¥ G¥ & JIE¥ 13917 ¥ Iy ifdba
@1 T [g AT FET gF weHg [@HeT o T8 @1 T off oy dreer guHiadr @1 1§
o wHY g% 78] & gt/

4. g H SUHiET B FITT TeEr JW1,1429,/180820 8 Jraied a¥ & T & v goH o7
WIST 12711 KWH @7 %0 43897.00 §o &7 [F71d &v [ear 77 &/

§¥7 JBIY 3ASH B] Gl [R1BrId HHe: FHFT G YL HYl Y9 [Agd [de7 Tl BTl
@7 AT & fegr a7 8/

Page 2 of 12



On conjoint examination of the complaint filed by Sh. Parshuram and reply of UPCL
dated 25.04.2018, it was found that the licensee in the matter has failed to release
connection in time i.e. after a delay of 329 days, gave a copy of the sealing certificate to
the consumer without mentioning the connection number on it and issued first bill
almost after a period of four years with intervention of the Commission, which is a
glaring violation of the provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003 (the Act) and the
Regulations specified by the Commission.

Accordingly, the Commission vide its letter dated 25.06.2018 issued a show-cause notice
to MD, UPCL, taking cognizance of the contravention and non-compliance of the
provisions of the Act & Regulations and the daunting situation prevailing in UPCL,
under the provisions of Section 142 read with Section 149 of the Act, directing him to
submit his reply before the Commission within one month from receipt of issuance of
the said notice. In compliance to the same, UPCL vide its letter no. 3048 dated
06.08.2018 submitted its reply, which is being reproduced below:-

1. ... Sh. Parshuram had applied for a new electricity connection under the Kutir Jyoti Yojna
in year 2013 and the said connection was released in year 2014.
It is to submit that, meter installation work in the division was to be done by M/s
Naamdev and Sons Haridwar against the contract no 12/2012-13 dated 25/07/2012 and
05/13-14 dated 05/06/2013. The contractor was to install meter within time and provide
sealing certificate report to sub-division office so that connection could be released and bill
could be generated and delivered in time to the consumer.

3. ... the contractor installed the meter at consumer premises on dated 16.01.2014 against the
payment receipt of dated 22.01.2013 however the contractor did not provided sealing
certificate report to sub division office in time. Then consumer himself provided the sealing
certificate in the subdivision and first bill was issued in dated 14.03.2018 amounting to
Rs. 43,892.00.

The release of connection delayed 329 days and the issue of first bill delayed for four years
one month and twenty six days. Therefore, penalty for Rs. 3290/- imposed for delay in
releases in connection and Rs. 250/- against the compensation.

4. ... notices have been served by concerned Sub Division/Division officer vide letter no

920/dsd/jagjeetpur dated 13.07.2018, officer letter no 4031/edd Jwalapur/ Haridwar dated
20.07.2018 to the contractor, vide which penalty amounting to Rs. 3540/~ attributed to
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delay in connection & delay in submission of sealing certificate in division imposed to the
contractor (copy enclosed).
That contractor did not provide Sealing Certificate report to sub division office in time so

bill could not be generated and issued to the consumer in time. Therefore, to the ignorance
by the contractor Notice has been served by Division officer vide letter no 4161/EDD]
dated 27.07.2018, vide which electricity bill of Sh. Parshuram of previous two years
amounting to Rs. 20173/- shall be recovered from the contractor (copy enclosed).
Accordingly consumer bill has been revised and the revision shall be reflected in the bill of
next month.”
In the aforesaid reply the licensee has projected and held the contractor solely
responsible for contributing the delay in release of the connection by 329 days and also
for the delay in issuance of first bill by more than four years. The Commission
observed that the obligation to release connection in time is of the licensee and not the
contractor and therefore, responsibility/liability cannot be shifted to the contractor
under the prevailing provisions of the Act/Regulations. Further, the Commission
observed that the reply of UPCL appeared to be an effort towards absolution of its
negligent officials/officers responsible for this gross negligence and contravention of
the provisions of the Act and Regulations in the matter. Therefore, the Commission
vide its letter dated 24.09.2018 directed the licensee to furnish names of the

officials/ officers responsible for the violations of the provisions of Act & Regulations

in the matter.

In compliance to the aforesaid directions of the Commission, UPCL vide its letter
dated 24.01.2019 submitted the names of the erring officials/staff. The said reply is

reproduced hereunder:-

“... 8 wYRE gF 4f gergerE, GITofiayY @ ET [Agd Il o e 22.01.2013 &I GTAT AT T
f&g Hev Qe & wIia g7/ TodHd WaleT &5 H SaY SMYT & U Yv A WelY FlerT vq SUEUs
JEBR B T gV S sRid FEN dTia o Qg @i Yo BT W A s BieIE FIRT O
fFar T o7 BFT FEHT H I [T BT B [ory ST gT ReeH aig 981 §3 o7 S Il Bl
TEHY [T BT O [l @ BN B GIHled [orHETe SRIaT S wHar) @ &1

Thereafter, based on the aforesaid information submitted by UPCL, the Commission
decided to summon the erring official named in UPCL’s reply and issued show-cause
notices to Sh. Arvind Kumar (the then SDO, Bahadarabad, Haridwar) and Sh. Sandeep
Chauhan (the then JE, EDSD Bahadarabad, Haridwar) vide its letter No. 398 dated
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10.

20.06.2019 & letter No. 397 dated 20.06.2019 respectively, wherein, the Commission,
inter alia, directed them to submit their reply under affidavit before the Commission
within 15 days from the date of issuance of the notice i.e. by 05.07.2019. Further, the
Commission also directed them to personally appear before the Commission on
15.07.2019 at 11:00 AM in the Commission’s office.

In compliance to this, Sh. Arvind Kumar vide his letter dated 27.06.2019 requested the
Commission to allow time extension upto 12.07.2019 for submitting his reply before
the Commission and thereafter, submitted his reply in the matter vide his letter no.
2310 dated 10.07.2019. However, no such reply was received from Sh. Sandeep
Chauhan by the stipulated date.

On the scheduled date of hearing the Commission heard the Respondents namely Sh.
Arvind Kumar and Sh. Sandeep Chauhan in the matter. During the hearing Sh.
Chauhan apologized for not being able to submit his reply before the Commission by
the stipulated date i.e. 05.07.2019 and submitted his reply/submission during the

hearing as follows:

“”

1. &odoveo U 4 [dga GalTT &+ 8 Yo AT &7 P SUNIT SYGUS By H HIITAT HET
HIRT FEIdl,/ 3B B Hew T+ § AT 79T YT &G SRIIT [T SIrar o, [ore uv 3@
T gv Hiev wefia aY Rifer T gHer 97 QU &Y U Gid SUHIFdsl & ael 9 gl SyEve
FrIeTT H o g9 W 8 &1 il off |

2. & gvgNrE St INT Slodloveo U H fAga @aiaT o 8 SUEUS, GUS HIIIGTT H AT [T
T [T UY @Y Bl & HE RIBISAT ERT AT Yok @YY 200,/ — VHIG W0 25, 184152,
feid 22.01.2013 ST B TF | (GTAEIA @) uvg §9 W H S GvgRE o & T8 aqlT
[Fla @ve daET @ig sifiea gl g T8 g3 o7 e gy 2013 H GIITT [T BV Bl
Frfarg! SrmengT B o V&l off | S TGV Sff IR O VI T AIITT Job ¥HIG B ST
ggrpl &1 A o7 U¥ I W] Sl 78] o [B% 1 H SPerv W 2 @7 g1 [ 16.01.2014
P H gvgNE o @ gV H Hiey wifid dY @eIorT (97T BYar 1997 THT 7RI SBEIR §IRT [T
THIT 95 (GG Her ') U @, S GVgRIE W §vdreN B 9 7 Y Hia 9wl &1 TRl #iid
37 & G 8 Rifer T FHIIT 97 @1 glafeid # 8@ VT & Suere HerRf T

3. TUHIFIST @ GREY d Gl [T dY Hiey wiid d N FHT UF SUETS ST,
FEIGVITIE & PIITT H TdHT oH B Gl off | fored SER g [Qga diaie g o 8

WGUS Hrfory Bl SIeT Y 1T Sirar o7/

4. BNV 2014 H [qga [Aavo @us—grHv, gREY W TFagiord [AavT @vS Gy ST 81 T T
forae siriia EIeviaie SYEGUS W Tagloid  GTGdqyY SUEUS 3T/ WP SUNT Hg IV
TIATYY TUETE FH TFIY GUE H FH [Aga [daver @us—grHv, §REIR 4 §eciar VT aelr
SUHIFTIS & SIoIE @S,/ FYEUS FIIlTT I & I a8/

7EIGT, S GVgNIH Gl & TET el [Aerd & A GINT FIaTT [T dvd H 3o/ T8 §or & aelr
faga o g7 S 8g H GEET RiferT FHIYT 75 SUEvS Hrfeid ¥ & T foreid) v gl SuHidar
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@ A 3 WA FF FHR A GINT SFT FBYT H HTAT GG [T [FrHE ST & [7IE B
ST T B T &/ ST FEIGT W GV & [ GEHl SFT FHNT H FINGIT HYT B FUT By

Whereas, Sh. Arvind Kumar reiterated his earlier submissions made before the
Commission stating that, just after 27 days of deposition of requisite charges for new
connection in the Division office, a new sub-division, Jagjeetpur was created and the
said connection then came under the jurisdiction of Sub Divisional Officer (SDO),
Jagjeetpur, therefore, all the matters falling under the newly formed sub-division were
beyond his power. Relevant paras of the submission made by Sh. Arvind are as

follows:

“

“2. Jg & fEga fAaovor Syevs, geievieic &l [@¥iford #vd 8¢ % 79 [Qgd [Rava SuaTs,
STITSHTYY BT GoaT 13715 19.02.2013 T 83T VT 4+t 3187 diae Sue@ve BHN gIvT e71® 19.02.
2013 &) BIAYIY T8 [T T, DI T89 FaAI9% B OrIHla G 8/

3. TE [ Rrergasdl # gvgvrE g7 dodloveio SO 4 1 1d0g0 [@gd @I 8 @I Yo W0
200.00 VISTeT VAT W0 25164152 [&7IH 22.01.2013 §NT GV Frferd 4 AT [ar T foreest
YT @S FrIicrd H dTT A TR BieIE, BTy WErdd—Igdid GINT et @1 T Gl e
31.03.2013 @ WaNAgeT & go &1 v ST¥ipdal Sl Tow BIRE, BRI GERE—Igd T FIGUS
FrIfTT W FHEIRIT T & SURIFT g W0 2 T 3 W W & I SuHITar GIVT &% 22.01.2013 B
AT b GUS PrIITd H THT BV G @ HIF 27 &7 q1§ & Faglond [Agd [Aave 3uavs,
TIAATYY T H ST AT o7 SUHIFTT BT ST AqGIord SUEUE & SFTEIT & AT AT 27
fa @1 safer 4 SuHIFTT T SEGTT-YF  VHT SYGUS FEIGVIFIE H YT 781 g4/ 3T §9 BT
H SJEIEVIEN T TUETS SIEBIY TETGVIaIE & &Y § Gverdl 78] &/

.. [FFErgem™ 1 @oan faga GalaT &g Siie—digT Rreed & sravd gaad SuaEvs Hraicad 4
& & o FRY off VT GRT AT /av AT @ I [V STEr & U @gioT
o T [HIT T FNREY o, TqITArT ITHIFA B GG FIlorT Gl Haicd &1 § JYETS
PrITT & g Woreey d gl & Sgva faga @I [a @vd 9 SyHiFr dl g e
T &Y B Brdarel @ o Fey of) g [AEET A § Uar 781 191 47 S 7 8 earorT
Yo GUS BIIIcrd H AT BT @ YV STHIFA P GAGA GITT GG T G [Fd ded
P gIPIr QO pvd Bg SYGEUS FiIIid Bl RAIGRG @ TH | S STRIFT AHA TGS
FrAlcid & GerT 4 & 76T AT/

[Emphasis added]

5 We¥ # [Aga [Aavor gvs, SieyY W g Wed @ SN YY G ST & dHE [Eendd

QT 3V FUTE BV FET &/

1. S ST, f[Aga f[Aaver @ve, g & SENGY ST, 13gd [Aav §vse, VIeTals,
EREIY &I wHIfET YFI% 4160, EDD],/ [a7Id 27.07.2018 (STIHIG WHer?=) @& SFEN SUHITAT 51
TYGRIT GV YA GUS HIITd P SUTET HNTT GV SHGIN Ho THRT UUS W, ENGIX P GINT
fai# 16.01.2014 @I Hiev wf9qd @Y fAga GIiaT FagFT [FIT T SARF [Fer i Hiew
w7 #YT & FUNTT H PRIV GIRT HICY HilelT &1 Fid UGS BIFIcTd Il IIT 78] BN T
forere @1vor SUHIFTr T [Agd e [7d T8 a7 ST W) SYHidar & A GaT g% wRiifad
Hev o HferT gaeTr 97 (ORI g Her) @ dadiad & W 8 & 9wH BiF GgierT o difda
Tel & Of 98 FHIOT &¥ar & & @l [9d &Y @ qd Su@ve Fraiad &Y @ guf @ o
arefl grIfAe SlTaiReary Jer— sav Siag=dr ®1 989 ] GaiaT @0 Sdicd &Yl e
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SUEUS FrIfciy § SUHIFIT @1 gFIGet FIT T 8§17 @ BN T8 8 urfl forae foy syave
PTG T SUETS RPN & %Y d FEiswirEvedl Iaverd! 781 8/

SUHITFTT GIRT VGF HIeY &1 Wl SUTE] HYrT v Q1% 14.03.2018 &I SYHIFIT @1 GaIdcs &7
TUATYY SIGTS FIIITT 4 IYGUS [cif9d 5f1 ITHEHHN FIRT TG IIT [T T foregdbT Rforeg o
T0 942140318065 & SUHIFIT PHI UFIGes] BT IoNLIT & T P GUNT WIGTT WO
JW 11429180820 JTTICT [T 4T UG SYHIFTT Bl [@T1H 14.03.2018 B T 7 & 4389200 HyT
BT 1T | NS T 987 T SUHIFKTT ofoiv f8eer Fid Wit &/

SuvIgT fAavy & &ee 8 & Suier 4t gveNF qF w0 Yoo, [Hard—orirohiayy, giodiio &aaEd
EREIY @I ‘Bl gifa Fiorl’ & Sld Safed [Agd GairT JagFd B, Hiew Hifel T FAT—94
YT BV T FYH [ Wrdl & H 8C fAa @ [orv rEEwirNGdl dcplel)d SUETS S
fRga fRavo Sy@vs, gerevigie & WY & Qga RAT% 2003 & Sfeciféa el & Seogd @&
gaaverdt 78 8/° {Emphasis added]

Subsequently, reserving the judgement, daily Order dated 15.07.2019 was issued by

the Commission.

Commission’s Observations, Views & Decision

11.

12.

The Commission heard the parties in the matter and after examination of all the facts

and submission made by the parties, the Commission has identified four issues

cardinal to the matter which are discussed as follows:

1)

2)

Undue delay in release of New BPL Connection.

Release of New Connection without registration and issuance of Connection

number.

Non-issuance of electricity bill for more than 04 years to a consumer connected in

the network of the licensee.

Whether the licensee forwarded the names of official/staff responsible for non-
compliance of the provisions of the Act & Regulations in the matter after due
diligence. Despite knowing the fact that the Commission had directed the licensee

to setup and enquiry and furnish a report in the matter.

With regard to delay in release of New Connection, the Commission has observed that

the complainant had deposited requisite charges for new connection to UPCL on

22.01.2013 and the said connection was released on 16.01.2014 i.e. after a delay of 329

Days.
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13.

14.

In this regard, the relevant provision of the Act/Regulation which governs/obligates

the licensee to release the electricity connections are as follows:
Section 43 of the Electricity Act, 2003 provides that:-

“Section 43. (Duty to supply on request): --- (1) Save as otherwise provided in this Act, every
distribution licensee, shall, on an application by the owner or occupier of any premises, give
supply of electricity to such premises, within one month after receipt of the application
requiring such supply.”

Regulation 5(11) of the UERC (Release of New LT Connections, Enhancement and
Reduction of Loads) Regulations, 2007/ Regulation 5(12) of the UERC (Release of
New LT Connections, Enhancement and Reduction of Loads) Regulations, 2013,
specifies that:-

“(12) The Licensee shall be under obligation to energise the connection through a correct
meter within 30 days from the:

(1)  date of application if no defects or outstanding dues are found.

(b)  Date of intimation of removal of defects or liquidation of outstanding dues or the

14

date of application whichever is later.

From the above, it is explicit that there cannot be any dispute to the fact that not only
the licensee has failed to release connection in the time-line specified above but has
also grossly violated the above provisions by sitting over the matter for more than 329

days.

With regard to Release of New Connection without registration and issuance of
Connection number, it has been observed that such practices prevailing in the field
offices of the licensee are appalling and is a matter of grave concern. Not only such
practices harass the honest consumer but also lead to the financial losses to the

licensee.

With regard to non-issuance of electricity bill for more than 04 years to Sh. Parshuram,
the Commission has observed that with installation of the energy meter on 16.01.2014,
the connection was released, however, the first bill was issued on 14.03.2018. The
reason for delay has been stated by the licensee as non-submission of sealing

certificate by the contractor firm responsible for installation of meters.

In this regard, Regulation 9(1) of the UERC (Standards of Performance) Regulations,
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15.

2007 stipulates that the licensee shall issue the first bill within four billing cycles.
Further, Regulation 3.3.1(2) & 3.3.1(3) of the UERC (The Electricity Supply Code)
Regulations, 2007 stipulates that:-
“(2) The Licensee shall raise the bill for every billing cycle based on actual meter
readings.

(3) Delivery of each bill to the consumer shall be effected at least 15 days before the due
date for payment of the bill.”

From the above, it is evident that the licensee has grossly violated the above
provisions and issued the first bill after a delay of almost three and half years, that too

after an intervention of the Commission.

With regard to naming the official /staff Sh. Arvind Kumar and Sh. Sandeep Chauhan
responsible for non-compliance of the provisions of the Act & Regulations, the
Commission examined the various documents furnished alongwith the submissions

made by them before the Commission and observed that:

a) After 27 days of deposition of requisite charges for new connection in the Division
office, a new sub-division, Jagjeetpur was created and the said connection then
came under the jurisdiction of Sub Divisional Officer (SDO), Jagjeetpur. As per
document brought before the Commission, Sh. Amit Tomar had taken over the
charge of the sub-division as Sub Divisional Officer, Jagjeetpur on 19.02.2013,
therefore, all the matters falling under the newly formed sub-division were beyond

the control of Sh. Arvind Kumar, the then SDO, Bahadarabad.

From the submission of Sh. Arvind Kumar, the Commission has observed that he
was not aware of the deposition of ¥200.00 made by Sh. Parshuram, as the amount
was deposited in the division office and during his tenure of 27 days, he did not
get any such communication. This prima-facie indicates that UPCL has furnished a
wrong information before the Commission and has wrongly implicated Sh. Arvind
Kumar. Thus, the Commission is of the view that Sh. Arvind Kumar is not liable to

be put on trial for any violation of provisions of the Act/Regulations in the matter.

Moreover, UPCL has failed to submit the correct information with respect to the

officers responsible for gross violation of Act/Regulations in the matter.
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b) Sh. Sandeep Chauhan in his submission during hearing has denied receipt of any
document from the division/sub-division pertaining to release of new connection
to Sh. Parshuram till 14.01.2014, however, it has been accepted by him that in
absence of the connection number he managed to get the connection released on
16.01.2014 through the contractor as there had already been excessive delay in the

matter. This establishes that:

(i) The connection of Sh. Parshuram was released on 16.01.2014 and sealing
certificate was issued to Sh. Parshuram without containing connection

number on it.

(ii)  Sh. Chauhan did not follow the Standard Operating Procedures for release
of new connection pertaining to issuance of connection number prior to
issuance of meter indent/meter installation and also did not report the
anomaly observed in this case to the sub-divisional office after meter

installation.

(iii)  Sh. Chauhan did not visit the site, i.e. premise of Sh. Parshuram (where the
connection was to be released) and thus did not comply with the provisions
of Safety Rules/Regulations (Rule 47 & 48 of the Indian Electricity Rules,

1956) which are mandatory before releasing the connection.

Further, the statement of Sh. Chauhan that a copy of meter sealing certificate was
submitted to the sub-division within time for preparing the electricity bill of the
consumer could not be substantiated as no such documentary evidences had been

produced by him before the Commission.

Despite knowing the fact that connection number was not issued for the said
connection, Sh. Sandeep Chauhan, the then Junior Engineer, released the
connection on 16.01.2014. Moreover, Sh. Chauhan did not take appropriate action
for regularizing the said connection of Sh. Parshuram even after installing the
meter at site. Thus, the Commission is of the view that Sh. Sandeep Chauhan has
acted negligently towards his responsibilities.

Moreover, no field check/verification was done after 16.01.2014 by Sh. Sandeep

Chauhan and the matter came into light when the consumer approached the
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16.

17.

18.

19.

Commission. This depicts that Sh. Sandeep Chauhan has shown negligence in not
only in regularizing the connection but also towards field

inspection/check/ verifications in the matter.

Besides above, the Commission has observed that Standard Operating Procedure were
not followed in the matter, as while issuing meter indent, the issuing person should
have ensured whether connection number has been issued or not. Moreover, the
Commission has observed that with regard to accountability of sealing certificates
proper checks and balances are lacking at distribution licensee’s end, due to which
gross negligence and violation of provisions of Act/Regulations has taken place in the

matter.

With regard to UPCL’s submission vide letter dated 06.08.2018 that in the instant
matter the concerned contractor M/s Naamdev & Sons, Haridwar was found guilty of
delay/ignorance and, accordingly, the penalty amount of 33,540/ - attributed to delay
in release of connections and electricity bill of Sh. Parshuram of 320,173/- would be
recovered from the contractor, i.e. M/s Naamdev & Sons, Haridwar. In this regard,
the Commission has observed that the distribution licensee has tried to impose entire

responsibility on an outsourced agency.

From the above, the Commission is of the view that UPCL cannot shift its obligations/
liabilities to any other agency which is not recognized under the Act or Regulations.
Moreover, outsourcing of meter installation activity to the Contractor does not relieve
the distribution licensee from its obligation to release connection within stipulated
time as per the Regulations with a correct meter, to issue proper meter sealing
certificate including unique connection number, initial meter reading etc., which
forms the basis for releasing of first bill for a new connection. Meter sealing certificate
is an important document which substantiates the release of new connection as per
standard operating procedure of the licensee besides ensuring installation of meter at

site in presence of consumer and authorised representative of the distribution licensee.

In light of the above, it is ordered that:-
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(1)  MD, UPCL shall issue strict warning to the officer(s) responsible for submitting
false/wrong information/report before the Commission with regard to name of

the officer responsible for violation of the Act/Regulations in the matter.

(2) MD, UPCL shall ensure proper upkeeping of consumer records at its field
offices as well as exception reporting specifically with regard to release of new

connections.

3) Shri Sandeep Chauhan, the then Junior Engineer is found to be responsible for
the aforesaid violations of Act/Regulations and, the Commission accordingly,
imposes a penalty of ¥5000/- under Section 142 of the Act. Shri Chauhan is
directed to deposit the penalty within 15 days of the date of Order.

Ordered accordingly.
(M.K.Jain) (D.P. Gairola)
Member (Technical) Member (Law)
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