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ORDER

Background of the Appeal Petition:

The Appeal petition is led by Sri.Anil Kumar P., ‘Neelanjanam’,
Thrikkannapuram, Kannur District, having electric connection under
Electrical Section, Paattiam, bearing consumer number
116515017312, against the order in OP No.A3/2024-25 dated
16.05.2025 of IGRC (Circle Level), Kannur.

His petition is as follows:

» The appellant has availed electric connection for the purpose
of residential use. The electric connection is provided from
one post to the house of the Petitioner. Now from the order
issued on 16.05.2025, in 2020 and in 2024 in compliance with
the legal norms and according to the structure of the land at
the respective periods. And ordered that no compensation
should be granted to the Petitioner. The other support post
has been removed by the officer and placed for the
connection of the neighbour, after obtaining the statutory
amount of Rs.27,000/- per post. Therefore the department
has obtained post from the appellant and also collected same
amount from the neighbour and that support post is removed,
hence department is duty-bound to refund Rs.27,000/-
together with cost, collected in additional for the post, which

is removed now.



» When the appellant got the connection for his house in 2020,
the electricity connection was provided by placing “two posts
close together”. When the appellant asked the officer
weather one post would be enough due to his financial

difficulties, it was informed him that it was not possible.

> It is submitted that the officer has given a connection for the
construction of a new house next to the appellant’s house,
the support post that had been connected to the appellant’s
house was moved back from the place where it was installed
and the connection was provided from the said post, and the
post that was installed right behind it. The connection taken
for the construction purpose was moved to the place where

the connection was required.

» When the appellant was taken the connection, he was asked
to provide the connection by placing only one post, but that
did not happen and the officer refused to do so. But now the
officer has given the connection only from one post.
Therefore, a complaint was filed before the Internal Grievance
Redressal Cell demanding to proceed against the officials who
installed two posts for a connection against the requirement
of only one post and for that, he has to get reimbursement for

the financial loss occurred to him.

> In the Order No. DCE/DIST/KNR/EB/2025-26 dated 16-05-2025,

the department admits to remove the stay wire and also
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admits that one additional post was not necessary. Now the
stand adopted by the 2" respondent is that, the electric
connections were provided in 2020 and 2024 in compliance
with the legal norms and according to the structure of the
land at the respective periods. And ordered that no

compensation should be granted to the Petitioner.

The additional post is utilized for neighbour and therefore the
additional amount together with cost has to be refunded. The
orders are liable to be interfered with and appropriate
directions to be issued to refund the amount for additional
post together with cost and damages. Therefore it is duty
bound to refund Rs.27,000/- together with cost and
compensation. Since all the matters were returned by the
Deputy Chief Engineer and has to approach the statutory
Chairman CGRC. However this appeal is submitted for
appropriate authority and direction to refund the entire
amount of Rs.27,000/- for the additional unnecessary post, for

the cost and compensation, appropriate amount is fixed.
GROUNDS of the Appeal Petition:

a. The authority ought to have directed to release Rs.27,000/-
to the appellant forthwith, since one of the post has been
admittedly removed by the department. Hence impugned
order is liable to be set aside.



. The department cannot sell and resell the same post to
several persons. It is volatile of all principles of natural
justice. Admittedly the second post is given to neighbor by
the department who also paid the amount; this is extortion
by the department and hence to be issued to release entire
Rs.27,000/- with interest and cost.

. The authority ought not to have said that they do not have
the power to issue any direction, after finding that the fault
is with the department. Stringent action has to be taken in
such cases.

. The finding has come that there was necessity of only one
post, which is evident from the order. Now only one post is
there and electricity is connected. Hence after the removal
of additional post, it is duty bound to return the additional
amount obtained by the department.

. The Order in OP No.A3/2024-25 fails to address the
discrepancy in treatment between the two connections
provided to the same premises under similar technical
conditions.

. Now in the present order, it is admitted that as per the new
circular, the additional post is not necessary and further
that the additional post is utilized for neighbor and
therefore the additional amount together with cost has to
be refunded. The order does not examine the financial loss
suffered by the consumer due to the installation of an
additional and now evidently unnecessary post.

. No accountability has been fixed on the officials
responsible for the avoidable expenditure.



RELIEFS SOUGHT:

i. Set aside the order passed in OP No. A3/2024-25 dated
16-05-2025.

ii. Direct a proper inquiry into the matter in the installation
of unnecessary post and there after removal of same
and is directed to refund the amount to the appellant.
Direct to refund the entire amount for the additional
unnecessary post to the appellant together with cost
and further to fix damages for the loss and mental agony
and harassment.

iii. Order reimbursement or compensation for the excess
expenditure incurred due to the installation of
additional posts, to the tune of Rs.27,000/- together
with cost and interest.

iv. Take appropriate disciplinary action against the
responsible officers if any lapse or misconduct is found.

v. Grand any other relief this Hon’ble Forum may deem fit
in the interest of justice.

Respondent’s Version:

Respondent submitted his version as below:

+* Sri. P. Anilkumar, Neelanjanam, Thrikkannapuram, the
complainant, is a consumer with consumer number
1166815017312 under Electrical Section, Pattiam in Kannur
District. The said service connection was provided to the
Petitioner on 12-10-2020 after collecting an estimate cost

service connection charge of Rs. 25,052/- and a security
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deposit of Rs. 2,000/-. When the said connection was
provided in 2020, two LT poles were installed, one being a line
pole and other a support pole. On 17-09-2024, a new
connection was required for the construction purpose
adjacent to the said connection. To provide the new
connection, OH line had to be drawn from the existing end
pole. When drawing this line, an angle stay was required for
the existing pole. But the Petitioner could not agree to
provide stay in his property. Hence the support pole at the
end was removed, and the line pole behind it was moved
forward and installed in a way that the stay comes at the

boundary of the property.

When the connection was provided to Sri. Anilkumar in 2020,
the line was drawn in accordance with the then existing
standards. The connection to the adjacent house construction
purpose (1166818019128) was provided on 28-10-2024, after
collecting charges for drawing 49 meters of OH line and for
shifting the pole. Until 13-11-2024, Sri. P. Anilkumar did not

file any objection regarding his connection.

The Petitioner filed complaint before Sub Division level IGRC
on 13-11-2024 and after conducting hearing, order was issued
on 23-11-2024. The Petitioner then filed an appeal with the
Circle-level IGRC on 19-04-2025, against this order. After

conducting a hearing, the Circle-level IGRC issued an order on
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16-05-2025, which stated that the electric connection was
given to the plaintiff in 2020 in accordance with the physical
conditions exist in 2020 and to ensure quality of the electricity
distribution and also the safety. After four years, the physical
conditions were different. The number of posts used in 2020
and 2024 were different in accordance with the new physical

conditions.

Hence the Respondents prays that the Hon’ble CGRF may

accept the facts submitted.

Summary of the Hearing and Site Inspection of the Forum:

The hearing in the Appeal Petition was held on 22-08-2025 FN
at the Conference hall of Electrical Division, Thalassery at Mini
Vydyuthi Bhavanam in which both the parties were present.
Petitioner submitted that his service connection was effected
during 2020 by providing a post at a span of 35 meter from the
existing post at the side of the road. OH line was drawn along this
post. Another support post was erected at 14M from this post for

providing WP service connection.

The Respondent stated that the argument of the Petitioner
that KSEB has collected cost of the post from both the parties is
baseless. Only shifting charges were collected from the new
consumer. She tried to explain this scenario with the sketch

attached with the version.



Forum decided to conduct a site visit and reached the site by
12.15pm. Along with the information gathered from the neighbours
as well as from the statements of Sub Engineer, Electrical Section,
Pattiam recorded at the site in the presence of Petitioner and
independent witness, the following are the observations made by

the Forum with details in sketch:

» When the Petitioner has requested for service connection in
the year 2020, the LT line available at the vicinity was up to
the post with No. PT OT 14/N/4. The OH line was/is of ACSR
Weasel drawn on 7M PSC posts. This line was extended,
crossing the three meter wide road at a span of 35 M and an
8M post ( No. PT OT 14/N/5) was erected at location B, as it
was line-end, according to the prevailing standards and safety

measures. Then another support post for WP was erected (No.

PT OT 14/N/6) at location C to provide connection.

» When Smt. Girija, with her site located to the Northern side of
the Petitioner’s property, has applied for new service
connection 28-10-2024, LT OH line has to be extended till that
site to provide service connection to her which necessitated
providing an angle stay, at location B, in the property located
to the south of the Petitioner’s property. But that property
owner did not permit providing stay in his property. Hence

the post with No. PT OT 14/N/5 at location B was now shifted



to location M along the road side itself, at the boundary of
both the properties and also by providing an angle stay in
location M’. The Span AM is ~ 45m. The WP portion of the
Petitioner’s Service Connection is now directly from Post No.

PT OT 14/N/5.

» The WP support post with No. PT OT 14/N/6 earlier located
at C is now shifted to Location N, with Span MN ~39M, to

provide service connection to Smt. Girija.

» It was further stated by the Sub Engineer, Electrical Section,
Pattiam that there is a proposal for replacing the LT OH line
with LT ABC, then the span length between the posts will be
modified as 25M.

Having considered all the documents submitted and the
deliberations during the hearing and findings during the site visit
the Forum has come to the following conclusions leading to the

decision:
Decision:

1. This Forum upholds the decision of Circle level IGRC issued on
16-05-2025 as Forum also agrees with the opinion that the
Petitioner’s service connection was effected in 2020 according
to the then geographical conditions & availability of LT lines
and as per the Standards and Safety measures prevailing then.

The amount collected from the Petitioner has been utilized by
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the licensee for providing service connection to the Petitioner
by constructing fresh 35 m OH line and weather proof service

connection.

2. Also the licensee has collected only the charges for drawing
49M of OH line and for shifting of the LT pole for the new

service connection with consumer number 1166818019128.

Hence the Petition is dismissed.

The Appeal Petition is disposed accordingly.

Dated this the 22™ day of August, 2025.

Sd/- Sd/- Sd/-
Francis . A .C Raju .C.K Sandhya Divakar
Member (Law) Member(Licencee) Chairperson.
Endt.on CGRF-NR/AP 01/2025-26/200 /25 .08.2025.

Copy to:

1. Sri. Anil Kumar .P, ) If the petitioner is not satisfied with the above order of this Forum,
‘Neelanjanam’, he is at liberty to prefer appeal before the State Ele. Ombudsman,
Thrikkannapuram, >D.H. Road, Foreshore Road Junction Gandhi Square, Ernakulam,
Kannur District. Kerala - 682016. (Ph: 0484 2346488) within 30 days from date of
670 691. 7 receipt of this order.

2.The Assistant Exe. Engineer,
Electrical Sub Division, Koothuparamba,
KSEB Ltd, Kannur District.

3.The Assistant Engineer,
Electrical Section, Pattiam,
KSEB Ltd, Kannur District.
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Copy Submitted to

1) The Secretary, K.S.E.B.L, Vyudhyuthi Bhavanam, Pattom, Tvpm.
2) The Deputy Chief Engineer, TRAC, KSEBL, Vyudhyuthi Bhavanam,
Pattom, Thiruvananthapuram
Forwarded

Sd/-

Chairperson
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