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Present:-
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Date of Hearing
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Shri Vijay Kunrar Sharma Partner of M/s Hind Tyres

Shri B.L. Gupla. Commercial Manager,
Shri Gagan Srri;rnra, Assistant (R&C) and
Shrr 'v'i,rck F-xecuiivc (ler3al) all on behal{ of NDpL

11.10.2007
11.10.2007

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2007 I 182

Shri Vinay Kumar Slrarrrra Partner of M/s ilind ryres R/o BN-36
(East), Shalimar Bagh, Delhi-110 0BB has filed an appeal against the
order of CGRF-NDPL in C G No 1 14Bl03tA7iMDT dated 23 4 2007.
The Appellant has statcd that an electric connection was installed at
S-2/5, Naniwala Bagh, Azadpur, Delhi vide K. No. 313001342/3, in
the name of M/s Hind Tyres with a sanctioned load of 2.0 KW (non
domestic). The premises at which the connection was installed
remained closed and no bills were received The appellant made
number of requests to disconnect the supply and to settle the final
bili, since the premises rc:naincd un-r-rtilisecj The CGRF in rrs orrjcr
has observed thar the appcllant has not rnade any payrnent srrrce
Novembetr 1991 till July 2003, though the bills were raisecl on
minimum charge basis regularly as per ihe prevailing tariff The
request of the appellant for charging meter rent only, is not in llne
with the tariff prevailing from time to time, and therefore the raising of
bills; on account of minimum chargeifixed charge alongwith meter
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rent as applicable, is in order. The GGRF decided that 50% of Lpsc
be waived and the liabirity of the consumer was fixed at Rs. l3,4B0t_
as per the prevailing tariff. Not satisfied with the order of the cGRF,
the appellant has filed this appeal.

After perusal of the appcal, the reply of the respondent, the records
of the CGRF and other rr:cords filed by both the parties, the case
was fixed for hearing on 11 10.2001.

on behalf of appellant shrr Vijay Kumar Sharma partner of M/s Hind
ryres was present in person on behalf of respondent shri B.L
Gupta, commercial Manager, shri Gagan Sharma, Assistant (R&c)
and Shri Vivek Singh, Executive Legal were present.

During the course of hearing the appellant stated that the meter
bearing K. No.31300134273 was installed in his shop In the month
of August 1989. the shop remained closed and he made the first
payment in 1991 of Rs 240a1-. Thereafter from November 19g1
onwards, he has not made any payment of bills raised against K No31300134273 The appellant also stated that he has been
repeatedly writing to the respondent for rectification of his bills with a
request to charge only meter rent as they have no consumption of
electricity in the premrses in support, copies of letters written to
respondent have treen filed by the appellant. lt is the contentron of
the appellant that sinct: .January 1gg2 he has been requesting for
disconnecting the electric supply, for removal of the meter trom the
premises and for final billing No electricity was ever consumed by
him after the installation o{ the meter from 1989 upto ?_007. Even the
56 units recorded were consumed by the respondent s staff for
testing of meter. The meter was not removed even for non payment,
for more than 16 years. The appellant has pleaded that the cGRF
has over looked the facts anrj the documentary proof produced by
him of letters sent to respondent in 19g2, 1994,1gg7,200s,2006 &
2007. The cGRF has also r;oncrucled that the supply could not be
disconnected as the meter was installed inside the shop and the
premises remained lockeci, although it was possible for the
respondent to disconnect the supply from the source. No notice was
received from respondent for disconnection of supply or removal of
meter. The appellant has pleaded for charging only of meter rent
from 1991 onwards and for waiver of billed amoJnt, including Lpsc.
The respondent in their reply have stated that the appellant
approached the cGRF on 13.3"200r for correction of bill and
removal of LPSC. The cGRF after hearing both the parties has
ordered tlrirt a revrseo demand on the basis of minirrrur,.r
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charge/fixed charge basis for the entire period the meter remained at
site is payable by the appellant arongwith s}o/o of Lpsc i.e. Rs
28,9551-. The totat liability of the consumer was fixed at Rs. T3.4B0l-

The respondent further stalecj during hearing that as per the records
available, the appellant had never applied for disconnection of supply
and removal of meter. The respondent has already revised the bill of
the appellant in accordance with the orders of the CGRF. However,
it was admitted that no notice for disconnection of supply and
removal of meter was ever issued to the appellant between
November 1991 upto 2 B 2006 For the first time disconnection
notice was issued on 2 8 2006 and supply was disconnected from
the feeder piller on 'i0.8 2006 For the first time request has been
received for final bill on disconnected connection from appellant in
November 2006.

After hearing both the parties, it is seen that there has been no
consumption of energy from the meter bearing K. No. 3.1300134273
installed in the shop of appellant, between the period November
1991 till the disconnection of suppty on 10 8.2006 The bilts for the
period i.e. from November 1991 to February 2007 have been rarsed
on the basis of minimum / fixerj charges, meter rent, LpSC and
electricity tax.

The respondent has taken no action whatsoever during the period
November 1991 till August 2006 to disconnect the supply due to non
payment of bills. No notices for disconnection have been issued
during the last 16 years. The respondent has also not replied to the
appellant in response to their letters for charging only meter rent and
for rectification of bills Hacj this been done in 1g94 when apparenfly
the first letter which is on recorci was written, the supplv cculd have
been disconnected much earlier.

I am, however, no1 inclineci tr: accept the prea of the appellant that
from 1992 onwards they have been requesting for disconnection of
supply since there is no documentary proof for this available on
record. The appellant has filed two letters dated 24.g.1ggz one
written by Shri Vinay Kumar sharma on behalf of M/s Hind ryres
requesting for rectification of bills and for charging only meter rent,
and another letter also dated 24.9 1gg7 written by Shri Vijay Kumar,
Partner M/s Hind ryres lor disconnection of the meter, since
electricity is not being used. These letters are written by two
different persons and there is no proof of their receipt. other letters
produced by appellant do not seek disconnection of supply.
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10 Since there has been a severe lapse on the part of respondent in not
disconnecting the suppry clue to non payment in .1g92 itself and in
not responding to letters ol the appellant for rectification of bills and
charging of meter rent clniy, there would be no justification rn levyrng
LPSC charges on the appeilant. After going through the statement
of account of the appellant from November 1g91 to February 2001, rt
is decided that he is liabre to pay only the principal amount of Rs.
42,7301- from Novembrer iggl to date of disconnection of supply i.e.
10.8.2006, and no Lpsc is leviabte nor any principal/Lpsi De
recovered after 10.8.2006when supply was disconnected The frnar
bill should be raised by i'r:spr.rndent taking into account the secui-ity
deposit and other payrnents ;rircady made by the appellant for thrs
above period.

The orders of CGRF dated 23.4.2007 are modified to the extent.

(su

It . lo . oJ

[)agc.l of ,1

\-1":
\l lo.oJ

Ombuds


