
Office of Electricitv Qmbudsman
(A Statutory Body of Govt. of NCI of Delhr under the Electrrcity Acl, 2001i)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi - 110 057
(Phone No : 3250601 1, Fax No 261412A5)

{p"peal Ns. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/20071188

Appeal aqainst Order dated 1106200/ passr:d by CGRF NDPL on CG No
1 162103107/BDL (K No 45400125t\6'))

In the matter of:
Shri ll lR Bhatia

Versus

M/s North []r:lhr [)owcr Ltd

- Appellant

- Resporrrle;nt

Present:-

Appellant Shri H.R. Bhatia attencjed in person

Respondent Shri Sachin Kaul, HOG(RNC), Badli
Shri Arun Sharma, Cornmcrcial Manaqer and
Shrr Vivek Exec;utive Lr;cal wcre oresent on behalf of NDPL

Date of Hearing . 17 ,10.200/ , 0'J 1? 2)0 /
Date of Order 06 12.2007

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2007/1 88

1 The Appellant has filed thrs a5:pcal ag:;rnst the orders of CGRF- NDPL
in case no. 1162103107lBDL and has pr:;yed ior relief as under

(i) Credit of bill amount oi Rs 1,/:j.84iJ./5 rarsecj for ihe first trrric, aftc:r

more than 2 years of the meter berng defecttve.

(ii) Compensation for harassment due to.

(a) Accumulation of heavy dues due to no action by NDPL

(b) Abnormal deiay of 4/ days tn reconnectton.

2 The background of the case is as undcr,

i) The Appellant has an rndustrial power connection for 14.6 kr,v loiltJ

installed at his premises 29lBA, Gali no B, Samcypur, Dclhi.
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,t) I he old mctcr no 4t1-g I i:lr0U6 at the Appellant's premises was
replaced with an electronrc i'rrr:tr;r ;rtt NDP-10824 on 28 10 2003 Thrs
electronic meter was founrl lo bc not displaying any readings and the
Appellant made a complarnl in this regard to the Respondcnt on
18.12.2003. This defectivc electronic meter was replaced on
03 01 .2004 with another electronic meter no NDP-11187 This meter
was also found to be not displayrrrg the readings and thc Appellant
again made two complaints onc on 1001 2004, followed by arrother
complaint dated 07.04 2004

A joint team of the Respondents Fnforcement Cell madet a srte
inspection on 10,04 2004 and recommended replacement of ihe meter
as it was not displaying the rcadinqs. This faulty i non displaying meter
was not replaced immediatr:iy by the Respondent However, it was
replaced on 23 0B 2004

The Respondent raised the assessment bill for the period the meter was
defectiverin September 200tr. to which the Respondent has objected on
the ground that it has becr: raised after 2 years of replacinq thc
defective meter

iii)

rv)

v) I he premises wers berng usr:i1

dues accurnulated to morc
disconnected on 12.03.2006

by the tenant and due to non payrnent
than Rs.3 lacs and the supply was
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vi) The Appellant paid all the penclinq dues and completed the requrred
formalities on 01 0B 2006 and rcqucsted for restoratron of supply whrch
was restored after 47 days, orr 16 09 2006.

After scrutiny of the appeal, thr: records of the CGRF and submissrons
rrrarde by both thc parties, thc; r;ase was fixc,'d for hearing on 17.10.200/ and
was postponed for hearing on 05 12 2007 on the request of the Appcllant,
as he was under treatment for minor surgery in the hospital

Orr 05.12"2007 the Appellant Shrr Fl R Bhatia was present in person On
behalf of the Respondent Shrr Sar;iiin Kaul, HOG RNC, Badlt, Shrr Arun
Sharma, Commercial Marnargter i;rrr'1 .ihri Vivek Executive Lcgal wcrc
0rcsent

Both parties wcrc heai-d lt rs oirscrved that the Respondent rnstallt:c
defective electronic meters on 28 10 2003 and again on 03 01?004 as
these meters were found not displaying any readrngs. The Respondent did
not take prompt action to replacc the defective meter despite the
Appellant's complaints and recommcndations of the joint team of its own
enforcement cell who insper;ted thc prernrses on 10.04.2004 The defective
rneter was finally replaccrj only r;i, 23 08.2004 dcspite the recommendation
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of the Enforcement Cell" lnfact, thr: ilespondent was requtred to reolace
the defective metr.'r within 30 cia',rs of noticing the ciefect as per Rcquiatron
20(ii) of the DERC Regutation s'2002

After replacement of the defective mcter cln 23 0B 2004 the Respondent
was required to raise the asscssrnent bill on the basis of the average
consumptton of 6 months when thc olrj functional meter was lnstallerj ancl
srx months consumption shown In the new functioning metcr The
Respondent belatedly raised the assessment bill in September 2006. whrch
the consumer has disputeci, stalrnq that the bill has been raised after ?
years of replaccmcnt of thc dcfr:ctrvc mcter As such these dues are not
payable under Section 56 (2) of the Elr:ctric;ity Act 2003.

In a similar case pertaining to applicability of Sectron 56 (2) of the Electricity
Act 2003, DERC has decided vrde its orcier dated 07.09.2006 in the matter
of Roshan Lal Vs. NDPL in ihe petrtion no. 1T1200612223. that the
Respondent was requircd to rar:ti: the assessment oill after consrrjerinq 6
months consumption of thc ni-'w :'nr:tr..i and for thc purltoses of sectron 56
(2) of the t,lectricity Act 2003, lhe lirnrtation 5;criorj shoulrj start aitcr 6
rnonths of replaccrncnt cf thc rlcf cctivc nreler

ln this case the meter was finally replaced on 23.08.2004 ancj thc
Respondent was required to rarsc thc bill after consiciering thc consunrption
of the new meter up to 23.02.2005 and the period of 2 years would start
from this date. The bill was rcqurrerl to be raised on or befcre 23 OZ 2OOT
The bill has been raised In Sopl€rrnbcr 2006 i.e within 2 year. As such the
provrsions of scr;tiori 5rj ,2,) 'irc not applicaole in this case. The
Ile,'spondent clffic;ials ct)r,lij ni;l rlrvr: any satisfactory explanation for nst
replacing the defective meler J.irornoily In ar;corcjance wrih thc DERC
Regulations / Guidelines ancj the reasons for raising the bill belatedly

It was further observed that the llespondent has not adhered to the DERC
Regulations for restoring the suoply after payment of all pending dues. As
per tiegulallron 24 of the DF ltc iit'quiations 2002 (Performance Stanrlards

Metering and Billing) tlrc lict:r:,r:t-- shall reconnect the consumei.s suppi;;
within 2 dilys of payrncnl (il .11,, )ijSl riur:s agarrrst the rristallatron a1C th,,:
rr:connectictn cnarqcs In lirrs i;els(l all the past dues werc parc ijfl,j
necessary formalitres cornpletec on 0'1 08.2006 but the supply was restored
after 47 days on 16.09.2006 The tiespondent cifficials stated that the
supply was not restored as the MDI recorded was far in excess of the
sanctioned load and the Appcllant was not coming foruuard for
c:nhancement of load. Howervcr, thc supply was restored on the assurance
of the Appellant that his MDI ''vill nr;t e,'xceed the sanctioned loacl The
Respondent of{rclals admrttcrj tit;,ii ihc supply was rjisconnectecl on accouni
of non paymerrt o{ cjues anrr irot on account of MDI exceedinq thc

The Respclndent was requtrc.'d to i'r:s;tore the sup0lvsanctioned load
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within 2 days after removai of ciiusc of rjisr;onnection r.e on recerpt of all
pending dues. lt is observed thal thr:i-,,: is a delay of 45 days in restorarror-.
ot supply.

The CGRF in its order has helcJ that the assessment perrod be restrrcred to
seven months ic 23.0'1 2004 tc, ?3()1] 2004 lt rs decrded by the Hon ble:
Delhi High court in the mattr:roi H. D. shourie vs. MCD (AlR 19g7 Delh;
219), that the assessment brll bc rarsod limrting the defectrve perioo to b
rnonths" Accordinqly in thrs ca:;c the assessment bill be restrictcd ro srx
months. For the rcmaininq periocj, frxerl charges may be levred

As regards accumulation of hr:avy dues as a result of inaction bv the
Respondent, Appellant did not press fc,r any relief

For the delay of 45 days in restclration of disconnected supply, it is
directed that a compensatiori of Rs.50/- per day be paid io the
consumer.

The CGRF orders are modified to the extent indicated in Para B above.
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