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Appeal against Order
case No. CG/356-06.

ln the matter of:

dated 12.07.2007 passed by CGRF-BRPL in

Shri M. Singh

Versus

- Appellant

M/sBSESRajdhaniPowerLtd..Respondent

Present:-

Appellant shri M. singh the Appellant was present in person

Respondent Shri Avanish Gupta, Business Manager, attended on

behalf of BRPL

Dates of Hearing : 20.09.2007,29.01.2008, 07.03.2008'
15.04.2008

Date of Order : 24.04'2008

1. The Appellant shri M. singh has filed this appeal against the order

ofCGRF-BRPLdated12.07.2007incaseno.CG/356-06stating

that the issues raised during personal hearing on 04'07 '2007 have

not been considered bY the CGRF'
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2. The background of the case is as under:

i) The Appellant had earlier filed a complaint dated 08.09.2006

before the CGRF-BRPL stating that the bi-monthly bill of June

2006 received by him, contained shockingly high consumption

of 4405 units (for a period of two months) as compared to the

earlier bills. The Appellant filed a complaint with the

Respondent and deposited the meter testing fee on 10.08.2006.

On his complaint, the BRPL tested the meter on 24.08.2006, but

the Appellant stated that the meter was tested without

information to him and behind his back and requested that the

meter be tested again with prior intimation to him, and

provisional bills be issued as per DERC Regulation 30 (ii).

ii) ln its order the CGRF observed that the test report dated

24.08.2006 appeared to be erroneous as the energy recorded

did not authenticate the test results. The CGRF directed the

BRPL to get the meter tested through ERDA, the outside

agency accredited by the National Accreditation Board for

Testing and Caliberation Laboratories, Govt. of India. The

meter was tested by ERDA on 17.11.2006 and the test results

showed the meter to be fast within the permissible limits of error.

iii) The Appellant submitted a letter dated 12.01 .2007 before the

CGRF-BRPL stating that testing of the meter had not been done

by the BRPL as provided in the DERC Regulation 19 (D) by the

^ 
Electrical Inspector, as he had disputed the meter test results.
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iv)

The Appellant further stated before the CGRF that the testing

done by ERDA was not done in his presence as the test report

does not carry his signatures'

Later on vide another letter dated 14.06.2007, the Appellant

informed the cGRF that the disputed bills be corrected on the

basis of the meter testing done by BRPL on 24.08'2006' The

Appellant had initially filed the complaint before the CGRF'

stating that the meter was tested on 24'08'2006 without

informing him and behind his back, and had requested for

retesting of the meter. In his letter to CGRF dated 14.06.2007,

the Appellant shifted his stand and wanted the bills to be revised

on the basis of the test report dated 24.08.2006, which the

CGRF had observed to be erroneous'

A meeting was convened in the chamber of chairman CGRF on

04.07.2007, which was attended by the Appellant and Business

Manager BRPL, to sort out the matter. The Appellant was not

satisfied with the testing of the meter conducted by ERDA also

on 17.1 1.2006. The Forum asked the Appellant whether he was

prepared for testing of the meter again through ERDA in his

presence, but the Appellant replied in the negative'

ln its order dated 12.07.2007, the CGRF has observed that

there appears to be no reason for disbelieving the authenticity of

the test results of the meter testing conducted by ERDA' as
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such, the Appellant is liable to make payment of the bills on the

basis of actual readings recorded by the meter.

Not satisfied with the CGRF's order, the Appellant has filed

this apPeal.

3. After scrutiny of the appeal, the records of the QGRF and the

reply/comments submitted by the parties the case was fixed for

hearing on 20.09 .2007 -

on 20.09.2007, the Appellant was present in person' on

behalf of the Respondent Shri Avanish Gupta, Business Manager

was Present.

Both parties were heard. The Appellant insisted for testing of

the meter through the Electrical lnspector or an independent third

party as per the DERC Regulations' lt was noted that the DERC

has not so far notified any agency (third party) for testing of meters'

ln the circumstances the Public Grievance Commission who has

been directed by the Delhi Government to arrange for testing of

meters through the cPRl is a option and the Appellant was asked

to take recourse to this. The Appeilant was not wiiling to follow this

course also for early resolution of the grievance' The matter was

therefore deferred till the third party for testing of meters is notified

by the DERC. The case was fixed for further hearing on

29.01.2008.
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4. on 29.01.2008, the Appellant was present in person and the

Respondent was present through Shri Avanish Gupta, Business

Manager.

It was noted again that the third party had still not been notified by

the DERC as provided in the Regulations. As such both parties

agreed that the accuracy of the meter be got checked by

installation of a check/pilot meter. lt was directed that the test

report be submitted by the Business Manager after 30 days' The

case was fixed for hearing on 07'03'2008'

5. on 07.03.2008, the Appellant was present in person and the

Respondent was present through shri Avanish Gupta, Business

Manager.

The Appellant stated that the pilot meter installed did not show the

correct resurts. The Respondent produced the meter test report from

which prima facie it was evident that there was some problem either with

the internal wiring of the Appellant's premises or in the neutral' The

Respondent was advised to carry out a fresh test through the pilot meter

after removar of the faurt / defect in wiring etc. and to submit the report by

26.03.2008.

6.Thecasewastakenuponl5'04.200sforconsiderationoftheTest
Report dated 15p4.2008 and final arguments' The Appellant was

present in person and the Respondent was present through shri

Avanish Gupta, Business Manager. The Appellant stated that he
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7.

accepts the report of testing of his meter through installation of a
pilot meter conducted by the Respondent. As per meter test report

dated 15.04.2008, the meter was found to be 6.14% fast. The

Appellant accepts that there was a defect in his wiring and tapping

of electricity from his meter by a neighbour, which had since been

rectified by the Respondent. The Appellant filed an application

dated 09.04.2008 with the request to declare the existing meter

defective and to revise the bills on the basis of past average

consumption.

The test results dated 15.04.2008, through installation of a piiot

meter, indicate that the meter was 6.14% fast. Based on these

results, it is therefore, ordered that:

(i) The existing fast running meter be replaced immediately.

(ii) As per DERC Regulation 38 (e), the bills of the Appellant be

revised by considering the meter to be 6.14% fast. The revision

by effected w.e.f. 10.02.2006 i.e. six months prior to the date of

complaint, upto the date of replacement of the existing meter.

The CGRF order is accordingly set aside.
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(SUMAN SWARUP)
OMBUDSMAN


