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19- A, Rukmini Lakshmipathy Salai, (Marshal Road),
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BEFORE THE TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, CHENNAI
Present : Thiru. A. Dharmaraj, Electricity Ombudsman
Appeal Petition No.2 of 2017
Thiru R. Venkataraman,
RVR House,
1,2 & 3 Thirumalai Street,
Jai Balaji Nagar,
K.K. Nagar,
Chennai – 600 078.

8. . . . . . Appellant
(Rep by Thiru . R. Venkataraman)

Vs
1) The Assistant Engineer / O & M, Pandanallur,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,
1/11 Main Road, Kavanur,
Pandhanallur – 609 807.
2) The Assistant Executive Engineer / O & M,
North / Kumbakonam,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle / North
TANGEDCO,
Thiruvidai Marudhur Salai,
Rajan Thottam, Kumbakonam
3) The Executive Engineer / O & M,
North Kumbakonam,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle / North
TANGEDCO,
Thiruvidai Marudhur Salai,
Rajan Thotttam, Kumbakonam
8. . . . . Respondents
(Rep by Thiru. Elanselvan, AEE/North/Kumbakonam,
Thiru.Kaliyanasundaram, AE/Pandanallur )
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Date of hearing : 22-3-2017 & 6-4-2017
Date of order : 02-06-2017
The petition dated 2.1.2017 filed by Thiru R.Venkatraman, K.K. Nagar,
Chennai – 78 was registered as Appeal Petition No.2 of 2017. The above appeal
petition came up for hearing before the Electricity Ombudsman on 22-3-2017 and
6-4-2017. Upon perusing the appeal petition, counter affidavit connected records
and after hearing both sides, the Electricity Ombudsman passes the following order.

ORDER

1. Prayer of the Appellant:
The prayer of the appellant falling within the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman is
to consider his request and pass orders to remove the service connection and save
their land.

2. Brief History of the case:
2.1 SC No. 482-022-648 & 482-022-658 were effected in the name of President,
Panchayat Board, Vannikudi. Both the services were utilised for pumping water for
Mini overhead tanks.
2.2 Appellant informed that the said service connections were given in their patta
land without scrutinising the application and requested for disconnection of the
service.
2.3 The Appellant filed an online petition before the CGRF of the Thanjavur
Electricity Distribution Circle. He received a notice on 8-8-2016 for a meeting to be
conducted on 9-8-2016. Due to insufficient time, he has not attended the hearing.
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2.4 As there was no Order from CGRF, the Appellant filed his petition before the
Electricity Ombudsman on 5-1-2017.

As more than 50 days has passed since

submission of petition before the CGRF, the petition was registered as AP. No. 2 of
2017 as per regulation 17 (4) (a) of the Regulation of CGRF & Electricity
Ombudsman.

3. Contentions of the Appellant :
3.1 In the Appeal petition, the Appellant has furnished the following :i) Service connection has been given in his Patta Land to the Panchayat President
without scrutinizing the application without supporting document to prove the Ownership.
Moreover the service connection is used Commercially for Breeding Fishes. His land is
litigated due to the service connection released on a private patta. The norms stipulated
in granting a connection was violated.
ii) The service connection was given against law without going through the
computerised document and utilized the hand written paper given by the VAO. The
officer who granted to be examined for violation of the law.
iii) When the complaint was raised the Executive Engineer did not take proper step to
issue a show cause notice to the President / Consumer and the VAO to prove the
Genuineness of the Certificate on the land, on the other hand he hesitated to disconnect
the supply considering that the service connection has been given for a public utility.
The officer should be suitably punished for the act leading to encroachments and
causing litigation on his lands.
iv) The Basic instruction to get the Form I duly filled with enclosures are not followed
leading to these kind of violations. Proper proof legally sustainable evidences are not
carefully scrutinized to effect a service connection.

There are several instances of
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violations in the Pandanallur TANGEDCO Office, which has not come to the Department
Notice.
3.2 In the petition addressed to the Superintending Engineer / Thanjavur Electricity
Distribution Circle he has furnished the following contentions.
i) It is also brought to your notice that the above service connection intended for
Colony Drinking Water is misused by the President and his men in pumping out water to
the encroached land (Fish Pond) through overflow of the overhead tank and allowing to
run day and night and breeding fishes on commercial basis for personal gain. This is a
misuse, under the Electricity Act 2003 under section 135 (e) which amounts to Criminal
proceedings against the said consumer. TANGEDCO officer has also neglected to carry
out Inspection inspite of our complaints.
ii) Moreover the said water tank is not required for drinking purpose since there is a
new high over tank with a capacity of more than 30,000 catering the need of the colony,
under the service connection 482-022-803 which is in operation.
iii) Hence please investigate and arrange to take action against the consumer under
the Act for misleading the TANGEDCO and obtaining a service connection without valid
documents and also misusing the service connection.

4. Contention of the Respondent :
4.1 The service connection No. 482-022-648 & 482-002-658 (Mini OHT) were given to
the Thirumangaichery panchayat vide receiving a proper application & Revenue
documents from the panchayat president as per TANGEDCO norms on 01.09.2012 and
01.02.2013 respectively.
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4.2 The Mini OHT service connection is to be disconnected if any non payment of CC
charges (or) any one proper court order issued to disconnect this service other wise the
above service disconnection is not feasible.
4.3 The service 482-002-648 utilised only for drinking water purpose and Sc. No. 482002-658 not in use and also the service was physically field verified by the Assistant
Executive Engineer /North / Kumbakonam and found that the water received from the
service is used only for the drinking water and not to any other misuse.
4.4 The over head tank sc No. 482-022-803 is a capacity of 30000 litre and now working
good condition and only used for drinking purpose.
4.5 While

giving service to the Mini OHT Sc. No.482-022-648

an application with

correct authorised department records were received without any omission.
4.6 The above two service was effected as per the TANGEDCO Norms and there is no
need for any corrective action.

5. Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman:
5.1 To enable the Appellant and the Respondents to putforth their arguments in person,
hearings were conducted on 22-3-2017 & 6-4-2017.
5.2 Thiru R. Venkatraman, the Appellant herein has attended the hearing on both the
days and putforth his side arguments.
5.3 Thiru C. Elanselvan, Assistant Executive Engineer/North/ Kumbakonam the
Respondent 2 herein and Thiru S. Kalyanasundaram, the Respondent 3 herein have
attended the hearing and putforth their arguments.

Thiru M. Rajakumar, Executive

Engineer/North/Kumbakonam has authorised Thiru C. Elanselvan to attend the hearing
on behalf of him.
6. Arguments putforth by the Appellant :
6.1 The Appellant reiterated the contents of his appeal petition.
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6.2 The Appellant argued that the service connection No. 482-022-648 was effected in
SF No. 22/5 of Vanniakudi village and the said land is owned by his wife Thirumathi
Saraswathi.
6.3 He also informed that he is the General power of Attorney for his wife and in that
capacity only he has filed the petition and agreed to furnish a copy of the power of
Attorney for reference and furnished the same on (the next hearing date) 6-4-2017 along
with authorisation letter dt. 3-3-2017 of Thirumathi Saraswathi.
6.4 Citing the VAO’s certificate he argued that the service connection was effected
based on a VAO’ certificate without seeking the patta copy.
6.5 He also argued that the water stored in the Mini OHT was not used for drinking water
purpose but the water stored in another OHT bearing SC No. 482-022-803 is utilised for
supply of drinking water to the village people.
6.6 He also informed that the BDO of the Panchayat has informed that the said SC No.
482-022-648 is in SF No. 22/5 owned by Thirumathi Jeyalakshmi.

Hence, it is

established that the service was effected in his land and it needs to be disconnected.
6.7 He also agreed that the SC No. 482-022-658 is not in his land and there is no dispute
over it. But pointing out the documents obtained for effecting the service, he argued that
such documents have not been obtained while effecting SC No. 482-022-648.
6.8 On 6-4-2017 citing that BDOs letter dt.4-4-2017 & the Tahsildar’s letter dt. 4.4.2017
furnished by the Respondent, the Appellant argued that as the Revenue authorities and
the local body have confirmed that the SC No. 482-022-648 is effected in SF No.22/5,
owned by them and not by local body the said service connection has to be
disconnected and removed from the land. He also pointed out that the Respondent have
brought only the Xerox copy of the documents obtained during effecting of services in
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complete shape and without originals and argued the Respondents are not furnished the
documents that are vital for the case.

7. Arguments putforth by the Respondents on the hearing dates:
7.1 Thiru C. Elanselvan, Assistant Executive Engineer / North, Kumbakonam reiterated
the contents of the counter.
7.2 The Assistant Executive Engineer informed that the service connection No. 482-022648 was effected in SF No. 16/7B a Pathai Promboke land as per VAO’s certificate.
7.3 He argued that the service was effected in the name of President, Panchayat Board,
for pumping water from the Borewell. As the service was effected for drinking water
purpose, in the name of local body, the certificate issued by the VAO was taken as the
required revenue documents.
7.4 In response to the question of the Electricity Ombudsman to confirm the correct
survey number of the service effected area, the Respondent sought for time to furnish
the revenue authorities certificate to confirm the survey number.

Accordingly, the

Respondent was directed to produce the documents indicating the survey number of the
land where Sc. No. 648 was effected during the next hearing date 6-4-2017. He was
also directed to produce the original document in respect of SC No. 648 & 658 for
verification.
7.5 On 6-4-2017, the Assistant Executive Engineer / North Kumbakonam furnished the
letter dt.4-4-2017 of the Tahsildar, Thiruvidaimaruthur, wherein it has been indicated that
the SC No. 648 is in SF No. 22/5 owned by Thirumathi Saraswathi, W/o Venkataraman.
7.6 The Assistant Executive Engineer has also furnished a copy of letter dt. 4-4-2017 of
the B.D.O. of Thirupananthal Panchayat Union wherein it was informed that the service
was effected in SF No. 22/5 owned by Thirumathi Jayalakshmi. He has also stated that
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Thiru Venkataraman, relative of Thirumathi Jaylakshmi has given No Objection letter on
17-8-2014 by e-mail for carrying out Rural Development works.
7.7 The Assistant Executive Engineer also informed that the B.D.O has requested him
not to disconnect the service till a decision is taken on how the service was effected in
the said survey number as the service is used for drinking water purpose and to avoid
law and order problem.
8. Findings of the Electricity Ombudsman .
8.1 On a careful consideration of the rival submission, the issues to be considered are
(i) Whether the contention of the Appellant that SC No. 482-022-648 is effected in SF
No. 22/5 owned by Appellant’s wife is correct ?
(ii) Whether the service could be shifted ?

9.

Findings on the first issue:

9.1.

The Appellant argued that the SC No. 482-022-648 has been effected in
Survey No. 22/5 owned by his wife Thirumathi Saraswathi.

9.2 The Respondent argued that the service was effected in the name of panchayat
President Thirumangaichery Panchayat for Mini OHT to supply water to colony
in SF No. 16/7B.
9.3 As there was dispute over the survey number in which the service effected, the
Respondent was directed to furnish the certificate from the Revenue authorities.
9.4 Accordingly, the Respondent has submitted the copy of letter dt.4-4-2017
received from Thasildhar, Thiruvidaimaruthur and the letter dt 4-4-2017
received from B.D.O Thirupanandhal during the hearing conducted on 6-42017. The extract of both the letters are given below:(a) Thasildhar’s letter dt.4-4-2017 addressed to Assistant Executive Engineer /
Kumbakonam
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“ jŠrhñ® kht£l«, ÂUéilkUö® t£l«, t‹å¡Fo »uhk¤Âš ä‹ Ïiz¥ò
v©. é.nf.648 mikªJŸs òy v© k‰W« mj‹ cçikahs® étu« nfhç
gh®it 1š fhQ« foj¤Âš nfhçaj‹ ngçš Ï‹W 4.4.2017 FWt£l mst®
nk‰go °jy¤ij ãy msit brŒJ gh®¤jÂš

ä‹Ïiz¥ò

k‰W«

MœFHhŒ »zW mikªJŸs Ïl¤Â‹ òy v©.22/5 vdÎ«, mj‹
cçikahs® bt§f£uhk‹ kidé ru°tÂ v‹gt® bgaçš tUthŒ
fz¡Ffëš

gÂth»

cŸsJ

v‹w

étu¤ij

m‹òl‹

bjçé¤J¡

bfhŸ»nw‹.”
B.D.Os letter dt. 4-4-2017 addressed to Assistant Executive Engineer /
Kumbakonam

“gh®it 1š fhQ« foj¤Âš ÂU¥gdªjhŸ Cuh£Á x‹¿a«, ÂUk§if¢nrç
Cuh£Á t‹å¡Foæš mikªJŸs MœFHhŒ »z‰¿‰F tH§f¥g£l ä‹
Ïiz¥ò mikªJŸs Ïl« g‰¿a égu« nfhu¥g£LŸsJ.
t.v©.
1

égu«
òy v©.
22/5
t‹å¡Fo-MœFHhŒ
k‰W« ÁW ä‹ éir g«ò
mik¤jš

cçikahs®
ÂUkÂ. b#aby£Rä

nk‰fhQ« MœFHhŒ k‰W« ÁW ä‹éir g«ò 2012-2013 ghuhSk‹w
cW¥Ãd® bjhFÂ nk«gh£L Â£l¤Âš mik¡f¥g£lJ.

ÏJ cça ä‹Ïiz¥ò

v©.482-022-648 MF«.
nk‰fhQ« Ïl¤Âš

bghJk¡fS¡F

FoÚ® Â£l gâfŸ ngh‹wt‰iw

brašgL¤J« nghJ Ãu¢rid V‰g£ljhš Ïªj Ïl« j§fS¡F brhªj« vd
Ïl¤Â‹ cçikahs® ÂUkÂ. b#aby£Räæ‹ cwéduhd ÂU. M® bt§f£uhk‹
v‹gt® 17.8.2014 m‹W

Cuf ts®¢Á Jiwfë‹ gâfis brašgL¤Jtj‰F

jilæ‹ik¢ rh‹W ä‹dŠrš _y« jŠrhñ® kht£l Cuf ts®¢Á Kfik, Â£l
Ïa¡Fe® mt®fS¡F tH§»ÍŸsh® v‹gij bjçé¤J¡ bfhŸ»nw‹.
j‰nghJ

cŸsh£Á nj®jšfŸ eilbgwhj ãiyæš

jå mYty®

nk‰gh®itæš Cuh£Á ã®thf« eilbg‰W tUtjhY« 2011 Kjš 2016 tiu Cuh£Á
k‹w jiytUila fhy¤Âš Ï¥gâ brašgL¤j¥g£ljhY« tl»H¡F gUtkiH
bghŒ¤J FoÚ® Mjhu§fëš nghÂa Ú® Ïšyhkš Cuf gFÂfëš FoÚ® tH§FtÂš

9

Áuk« cŸsjhY« 2012-2013š vjdo¥gilæš
tH§f¥g£lJ v‹gj‰F cça

Ï¥òy v©âš

ä‹Ïiz¥ò

érhuiz nk‰bfh©L KobtL¡F« tiuæY«

ehsJ tiu Ï«ä‹ Ïiz¥Ã‰F Ef®Î f£lz« brY¤j¥g£LŸs ãiyæš r£l«
xG§F

Ãu¢rid V‰glhkš ÏU¥gj‰F« j‰bghGJ Ï«ä‹ Ïiz¥Ãid

J©o¡fhkèU¡FkhW« m‹òl‹ nf£L¡ bfhŸ»nw‹.”

9.6 On a careful reading of the Thasildhar’s letter dt.4-4-2017, it is noted that the
service connection No. 648 is effected in SF No. 22/5 and it is owned by
Thirumathi Saraswathi W/o Venkataraman.
9.7 On a careful reading of the B.D.O’s letter, it is noticed that the service is effected
in SF No. 22/5.

But the B.D.O has mentioned the owner as Thirumathi

Jayalakshmi relative of Venkataraman.
9.8 In the computer patta furnished by the Appellant the SF No. 22/5 is in the name
of Thirumathi Saraswathi W/o Venkataraman only. The patta No. is 667 and as per
the computer print out, the details were printed on 22-3-2017 at 10:33:34 am
9.9

It is noted from the letter of Tahsildhar / Thiruvidaimaruthur and B.D.O

Thirupananthal that the service is effected only in SF No. 22/5. As the Thasildhar /
Thiruvidaimaruthur and the computer patta specifies the owner of the land as
Thirumathi Saraswathi, it is construed that the owner of the land in question is
Thirumathi Saraswathi W/o Thiru Venkataraman.
9.10

In view of the details discussed in para above, it is held that the SC No. 482-

022-648 is effected in SF No. 22/5 owned by Thirumathi Saraswathi W/o Thiru R.
Venkataraman.

10.

Findings on the Second issue:

10.1 The Appellant informed that the service connection No. 482-022-648 in the
name of President Panchayat Board, Thirumangai Cherry is effected in SF No. 22/5
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owned by his wife Thirumathi Saraswathi. Therefore, he argued that the licensee
has effected the service without properly verifying the records and site.

As the

service was effected in their patta land, the Appellant argued that it has to be
disconnected immediately.
10.2 The respondent argued that, as per the certificate of the VAO, the bore well is
available in SF No. 16/7B pathai promboke land. Accordingly as per the application
of the President Panchayat Board, Thirumangai cherry the service was effected for a
Mini OHT to supply drinking water to a needy colony.
10.3

The Assistant Executive Engineer / North Kumbakonam informed that the

B.D.O, Thirupananthal

in his letter dt. 4-4-2017 has informed that the above

Borewell and small power pumpset were executed obtaining NOC from Thiru R.
Venkataraman, relative of Thirumathi Jeyalakshmi the owner of SF No. 22/5.
10.4 Further, the B.D.O has requested not to disconnect the service till a decision
was arrived by conducting detailed enquiry, the BDO has also stated that as they are
paying the CC charges promptly and to avoid law and order problem the service may
not be disconnected.
10.5

As the Respondent has cited B.D.O’s letter dated 4-4-2017, the same is

extracted below:-

“gh®it 1š fhQ« foj¤Âš ÂU¥gdªjhŸ Cuh£Á x‹¿a«, ÂUk§if¢nrç
Cuh£Á t‹å¡Foæš mikªJŸs MœFHhŒ »z‰¿‰F tH§f¥g£l ä‹
Ïiz¥ò mikªJŸs Ïl« g‰¿a égu« nfhu¥g£LŸsJ.
t.v©.
1

égu«
òy v©.
t‹å¡Fo-MœFHhŒ
22/5
k‰W« ÁW ä‹ éir g«ò
mik¤jš

cçikahs®
ÂUkÂ. b#aby£Rä
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nk‰fhQ« MœFHhŒ k‰W« ÁW ä‹éir g«ò 2012-2013 ghuhSk‹w
cW¥Ãd® bjhFÂ nk«gh£L Â£l¤Âš mik¡f¥g£lJ.

ÏJ cça ä‹Ïiz¥ò

v©.482-022-648 MF«.
nk‰fhQ« Ïl¤Âš

bghJk¡fS¡F

FoÚ® Â£l gâfŸ ngh‹wt‰iw

brašgL¤J« nghJ Ãu¢rid V‰g£ljhš Ïªj Ïl« j§fS¡F brhªj« vd
Ïl¤Â‹ cçikahs® ÂUkÂ. b#aby£Räæ‹ cwéduhd ÂU. M® bt§f£uuhk‹
v‹gt® 17.8.2014 m‹W

Cuf ts®¢Á Jiwfë‹ gâfis brašgL¤jJtj‰F

jilæ‹ik¢ rh‹W ä‹dŠrš _y« jŠrhñ® kht£l Cufts®¢Á Kfik, Â£l
Ïa¡Fe® mt®fS¡F tH§»ÍŸsh® v‹gij bjçé¤J¡ bfhŸ»nw‹.
j‰nghJ

cŸsh£Á nj®jšfŸ eilbgwhj ãiyæš

jå mYty®

nk‰gh®itæš Cuh£Á ã®thf« eilbg‰W tUtjhY« 2011 Kjš 2016 tiu Cuh£Á
k‹w jiytUila fhy¤Âš Ï¥gâ brašgL¤j¥g£ljhY« tl»H¡F gUtkiH
bghŒ¤J FoÚ® Mjhu§fëš nghÂa Ú® Ïšyhkš Cuf gFÂfëš FoÚ® tH§FtÂš
Áuk« cŸsjhY« 2012-2013š vjdo¥gilæš
tH§f¥g£lJ v‹gj‰F cça

Ï¥òy v©âš

ä‹Ïiz¥ò

érhuiz nk‰bfh©L KobtL¡F« tiuæY«

ehsJ tiu Ï«ä‹ Ïiz¥Ã‰F Ef®Î f£lz« brY¤j¥g£LŸs ãiyæš r£l«
xG§F

Ãu¢rid V‰glhkš ÏU¥gj‰F« j‰bghGJ Ï«ä‹ Ïiz¥Ãid

J©o¡fhkèU¡FkhW« m‹òl‹ nf£L¡ bfhŸ»nw‹.”
10.6

On a careful reading of the letter of B.D.O., Thirupananthal, it is noted that the

B.D.O has informed that they have obtained NOC from Thiru Venkataraman relative
of the Thirumathi Jeyalakshmi owner of the land in e-mail dt. 17-8-2014 for carrying
out Rural Development works. The B.D.O has also informed that the above work
was executed in the period 2011 to 2016 when the Panchayat Board was managed
by the President elected by the people. The B.D.O has requested not to disconnect
the service till a final decision is taken stating the following :(a) Due to failure of North east monsoon, that is no sufficient water in the drinking
water sources and there is difficulty in supplying drinking water to rural area.
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(b) to find out the basis on which during 2012-2013, the service was effected in the
said SF number
(c) electricity charges are being paid.
(d) to avoid law and order problem
10.7

As the B.D.O. has stated that they have obtained NOC form Thiru R.

Venkataraman, I would like to examine the e-mail dt 17-8-2014 which is extracted
below:“With reference to the above a complaint raised by me on Misuse of public funds by
the BDO Thirupanandal union was brought to your notice and still the complaint is
pending.

The complaint was on the Misuse of Funds allotted by the Government to Private
Patta land (Survey No. 22/5) belonging to our family without our consent. Objection
was raised by us since the BDO along with the President at that time utilized the
funds for converting that land to tank and to construct steps and so on. The above
complaint is still pending and no reports were sent to the complainant.
Inspite of the above issue, now, a TANGEDCO Electricity Transformer erected at
that site has fallen and need to be supported by civil construction.

Further, to

request by the Thirumangacheri Panchayat President, I grant “No Objection”
without prejudice for constructing the retainer wall to support the Transformer,
realizing the urgent need and in support of your department to extend all support for
rural development activities. The NOC is limited to the construction of the retainer
wall to support the TANGEDCO Electricity Transformer only and no further claim on
the Property can be claimed.
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10.8

On a careful reading of the said ‘e’ mail it is noted that Thiru R. Venkataraman

has given NOC for construction of the retainer wall only. Therefore, the contention
that Thiru R. Venkataraman has given NOC for effecting service connection in SF
No. 22/5 is not correct.
10.9

Further, the NOC was issued on 17-8-2014 whereas the service connection

No. 482-022-648 was effected on 1-9-2012 (ie) almost 2 years before the date of
issue of NOC by Thiru R. Venkataraman.
10.10

In view of the details in para above, it is noted that NOC was not issued by

the owner for effecting service connection in SF No. 22/5.
10.11

On a careful examination of the documents furnished by the Respondent,

the service connection for MINI OHT was requested in SF No. 16/7 B only. But it
has been established that the service was effected wrongly in SF No. 22/5 owned by
Thirumathi Saraswathy, W/O R. Venkataraman.
10.13

As the service connection was wrongly effected in a private patta land

bearing SF No. 22/5 instead of 16/7 B, I am of the view that the service connection
has to be shifted from SF 22/5 to 16/7B. However, as the service connection is
effected for a MINI OHT to supply drinking water to the local people and to avoid law
and order problem as stated by B.D.O the licensee is requested to shift the service
connection by giving a reasonable time to the local body for arranging to shift the
service connection to SF No.16/7B for which alone the service was applied.

11.

Observation:

It is noted that the Respondent have got the confirmation about the SF number
where the service was effected only after the direction of the Electricity Ombudsman.
In this regard, it is observed, when a consumer is raising an objection against
effecting of service in his patta land, the licensee’s officer should have confirmed the
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SF number by getting the certificate from the concerned Revenue Authorities.
Further, they should

have issued a notice to the service connection owner to

establish the ownership . But, in the instant case the Respondent have failed to do
the above. Had the Respondents followed the above, the grievance of the consumer
would have been solved and filing a petition before CGRF & Electricity Ombudsman
would not have arisen.

12.
12.1

Conclusion :
As SC No. 482-022-648 was wrongly effected in SF No. 22/5 owned by

Thirumathi Saraswathi the service has to be removed from the said survey number
and shifted to SF No. 16/7B for which the service was originally applied for..
Therefore, the Respondent is directed to take necessary action to shift the service to
the correct survey number duly issuing notice to the service owner as per the rules
in force. However, as the service connection is now utilised for pumping of drinking
water to MINI OHT, a reasonable time shall be given for the shifting.
12.2

With the above findings, the AP No.2 of 2017 is finally disposed of by the

Electricity Ombudsman. No Costs.

(A. Dharmaraj)
Electricity Ombudsman
To
1) Thiru R. Venkataraman,
RVR House,
1,2 & 3 Thirumalai Street,
Jai Balaji Nagar,
K.K. Nagar,
Chennai – 600 078.
2) The Assistant Engineer / O & M, Pandanallur,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,
1/11 Main Road, Kavanur,
Pandhanallur – 609 807.
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3) The Assistant Executive Engineer / O & M,
North / Kumbakonam,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle / North
TANGEDCO,
Thiruvidai Marudhur Salai,
Rajan Thottam, Kumbakonam.
4) The Executive Engineer / O & M,
North Kumbakonam,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle / North
TANGEDCO,
Thiruvidai Marudhur Salai,
Rajan Thotttam, Kumbakonam.
5) The Chairman,
(Superintending Engineer),
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum,
Thanjavur Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,
No.1, Vallam Road,
Thanjavur – 613 007.
6) The Chairman & Managing Director,
TANGEDCO,
NPKRR Maaligai,
144, Anna Salai,
Chennai -600 002.
7) The Secretary,
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,
19-A, Rukmini Lakshmipathy Salai,
Egmore,
Chennai – 600 008.
8) The Assistant Director (Computer) – For Hosting in the TNEO Website.
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,
19-A, Rukmini Lakshmipathy Salai,
Egmore,
Chennai – 600 008.
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