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ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2007 I17O

ihc Appelia;nt. Sfin Kuldccp Sinqh r'r,-'sirjcnl of F-21i '1, Model Town, Delht
h;rl, liir:d this appcal ac;airrst CGiti i'l[)iri i;i:jci ijated .r9.0:j 2007 in the CCj No -
10tl5l0'2107lMDT siating that tht: ("li"liii ,iril not clnsidcr irre Appellant's con'rplarr;r
iiirted 27 05,2004 as well .ts suit".;,.,tr,icni crlrnplalnts daied 03 122CtO4 anr)
,)? 06 2046 and passed the order ;i-biir,lirly without applic:rtion of mind

lite brief background of tiit-' (jirsr) rs that the meter at Appellant's;tre;nrses
was replaced on 17 03.2004 I ht: nevv rncti:)r' showed a niuch lower reaciing rn thc:
very first month, reflecting a consumptrorr of only BB unrts Appellant fited a
r;ornplaint with the respondent datcd ? / r.)',.:',)01't4 siating tfrat tire current r"eaclinq o{
the new rnete;r is much lower, wlrir:h riirjii:air,.:; ifrat the olrj rneter was runntnq iasi
He furthe:r statecj in the compl;lint iii,11 :r1.,.in(j the pasi 2 yeijrs he narj,nirdc
si:veral verbal complatnls to iite ilci'.:'r ,i:;;aii;r'reqarding i;:st-runnrnil cf rleler but
rro action was taken. Irierei;ltci, lrppr:ii;rrii again rnade written r;omplaints in th:s
r"crtald on 03 12 2004 ;tnd 22 06 2006
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CGRF observed that the itVCIruli: :,i'i day consumption r-.rior t{) 1/ 03 2004
was 28 untts, and averaqe consurnprlrt-ri: ;;lter replacement of meter 0u1nq tno
period 1 /.03.2004 to 12 06 200C'was .iil sp1{c per da} CGFTF further observed
that the first written complaint for last running of meter was made on 27.05.2004.
when the meter had already been removecj from site on 11.03.2004. In fact, the
consumption after installation of the new meter installed on j7.03.2004 was found
to be higher than with the old meter. which accordinq to Appellant, was runnrng
fast CGRF concluded that the meter rnslerllecl against the connection cluring the
various periods recorded actual consunrption, ancj bills were raised accordingly by
thc respondent The dues have:rccurTrrriirir:cl, as consumer harj not been makrng
rerlular payments. CGRF allowccj thc r;c;nsumer to clear the dues in 4 eoual
rnonthly installments

Not satisfied with the GGRF order appeilant has filed thrs appeal

After scrutiny of contents of appeal, the CGRF -" order and submissions
rnade by the Respondent, the case was fixerj for hearrng on 06 0g.2007 The
hearinq was attended by Appellant Shri Krrlcieep Singh In person and on behalf lf
Respondent Shri B.L Gupta, comrricrcrar Manager, shri Gagan Sharma
Ass!stant (R&C), Shri Vivek, Executrvr: (iegzil)and Shri Suraj Das Guru, Lxecutrvg
Leg;al attended. During the hearing Appellant confirmerj that he rrrade the first
complaint in writing abctut fast runnrng of nrr:ter on 27 05.2004, after the change of
meter on 17.03.2004 No record of verbal complaints is available either wrth
Appellant or with Respondent. Appellant further stated that his daily consumplon
should be about 25 units per day. Appellant stated that Responrjent has not taken
any actton on his complaints made on 27 052004, 03.12.2004 and 22.06 2006.
nor any reply was given to him Appr:liant stated that whenever he went to thr:
Respondent's offic;e he was asked to rnakr: part payments but hrs griev;lnce was
nr:t sorted out" ['1e requcsted for furif rr:r rclief rn payment of LPSC .:nri has nc
r:omplaint regardrne prescnt rnetcr ,rrsi:li!ecl at hrs premtses

In reply resportdent statr:d that Appellant had never made a wltrcn
cornplatnt regarding fast running of old rneter prror to 2/ 05.?,004 The meter was
not r;hecked at the time of removal becausc rt was not cJefective The Responcje rit
further submitted that as per records the averaqe consunrptlon per day for the;
period 06,07 2002 to 17.03.2004 was 28 unrts. for the period 17.03 2OO4 tr>
1206 2006 it was 33 units and for thr: ocrrocl 12.06 2006 to 16.05.2007 the
avcrage per day consumptton was aqcrfr 2{l unrts. Respondent stateO that the.
corrtcntrr.-n of the Appellarrt that tnr; rn(..ri)i r,nr;:s fast, is on imactinary grouncis

lt is observcd tirat rn trre wriitcn cornplairrt dated 27 052004 Appellant has
contended that the current reading of the new meter installed on 17.03.2004 is
much lower than the old meter which shows fast running of the old meter
llecords indicate that Respondent issued a bill after the replacement of the meter
{or 88 units only, which did not include thr: consumptiorr for the period 12.01 2004
Ir:1/ 03.2004 of the old meter. which (;()rnos tc; 1805 ui'rits Thus it appcars tl-;,;
lOw CCnSumptiOn bill Of 63 unils (i),)r'!lir;i;riiiit)rf ijCOrdrl(j i;y rierr.,rricli:rj ., tiii, Ljtl:

created a dc-tt.ibl irr the /lpllt:ll;,;rrt'ij rilirr.: lii;li lrigher i.):.r:isJnliilri)r] rca-l,Jil't!-j i)iiir.
issued earlier, maV tre di.ici to {itsl rr.in.:inl ci tfic old rflrjlor Ii'ic: brili.; L;r.'rrl;ltirrr:1.
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htgher consumption in subsequent months have not been commented upon by the
Appellant. Thus the contention of the consumer in his complaint dated 2T.O1.2OO4
that the new meter was showing lower reading than the old meter, does not hold
good lt is also observed that after replacement of meter, Respondent had not
rssued the bill based on actual consuntption for the period 12 O1.2OO4 tg
1fl 03.2004. Respondent has aiso not tirkon any action on consumers complarnl
dated ?7 05.2004 nor qtvcn a rci.'lv ii; Inc consumer, explainrng the actual po:;ilron
it is also observed that wherrcvcr Appe:llant approached the Rcsponcjent s officr:
he rruas asked to make the part paymr:nt, instead of asking ihe Appellant to pay the
bills for the consumption recorded by the new meter which was never unoer
dispuir': Thus due to inaction on thc part of Respondent in disposinq off the
compl;lint of Appellant the dues alongwrth LPSC went on increasing The
Appr:ll;lnt is liable to make the paynrcnt of charges for the energy consumplon
recorded by the metcr from tirnr: to tinir: Arrears on rjate on this account are
l:is 2,26[J6t' which shouirj br: pairl in.? rns;tailments from October 2007 onwards
;lk;nqwitfi currertt biiis lrtc Li;S.i-l anruiriii nas accumulated io the run€) oT
Rs.tr0490r'- Appellant has sctught relrei rn tirrs LPSC am.ount on accounr of dela.i,
i;n thc part of Respondent in decidini; ihc issue since 27 05.2004. The LpSC
arnourii bt: therefore pard rn 4 equal rnstallments w.e.f December 2OO7 onwaros
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