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Appeal No. F.ELECT/Ombudsmani20U rr1 96
i\ppr:ai aqainst Order dated 04 0/ ?-OJ t p;rsscd by CGRF
No CGi 16012007

ln the matter of:

BRPL in C,:sr:

Shri Sudi'rlr isiru rValhotra

Vers'.r s

M/s BSF-S Raldhani Power Ltd

Appellai:t

Respondent

P,rs_ee-l! :

Appellant :

Respondent.

Date of l-learing: 24.11 200/
Date of Order 26.11 2007

Shri Sohan Lal, Advc-rcate attended on bchalf of the Apnr:iiarri

Col ti land{)f . OSi-' I r'rii;rct,'me.'rr1

Shri Sita flai''r []irsrr;i;ss f\"1anaqer
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ORDER NO OIJIffiUDSMAN/2007/198

Ihe Appell;lnt has iilcii tilis ii1.;pcai aqairtsl the c;r'Cct oi the CGRF dait:ci

04.07.2007 in case CG no. 1601?007 with the prayer that the c.rrder dated
0407.2007 passed by the Learned CGRF vide case No. CG No. CG/160-
07lF-11761 be set aside/quashed.-lhe denranci of Rs.1,41 ,6871- illegally raised
by the opposite party vide bill No AGENR230820060007 which was issued on

?_21112007 havrng due date 31/B/2006 be quashed. and the electricity suppty
rvirich was disconnected ille:gallv i:r' cp.rpcsite party, bt: restcrerj

-l ilt backgrourld r:l ifte (jirsi,' l:, lrr.ii

(i) The Appellant's prerlitsc was rnspected ofl 26 10 2005 \^/nerr ?

connected load of 36 659 KIV was found against the sanctioned loacl oi

11 KW for d<tmestic PurPoses
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Durinq inspt-'t;lrrirr ii;;iiss,, ti.;rnr:rial wires of thc lli pn;;sc mctcr wci-(.
fcluncl heatcij,/snu'rl ,.lr(jt,ii,..:r.-, :t{j.jr iftC i'nctcr ertd Orr if:stiric, tii(, fit(j1r;i
was also fouird 30 83'7i slow

(iii) The inspecting team also rccomrnendcd change of the meter as soon
as possible and to retain old mcter at site.

(iv) Despite the above recornrnonrlatrons of the rnspecting team the meter
was not replaceci by thr.' Flospondent which ultimately got burnt on
10.04 2006 and lftcrcaifir:r il was replaced with another meter on
22.04.20A6 As pe;r tht: DF-i<C llegulaiions 2002, the riefective meter
was requtred to be replacecJ within 30 days

(v) The Appellant was makinq payrne.'nt regularly of all the bills received A
bill amounting to Rs 1,41.687 was raised on 2201.2007 vvith tne oue
date for payment as ll1 Otl 2t)OO fhis bill contained the assessment brli
amount for the pertorl thi, r.ri;11.1 rr:rnained defectrvc Thg A6rpellant
r;omplained against thc brli ireforr: the CGRF The Learnect CGRF vior:
order dated 04 0/ ?OO/ hi)iti tl'rat the bill was rarseri on thr: basts of thr;
slowness ol the meter (30 il3%) ancl was rn accordance wttn Regurauorr
19(i) (c) of DERC Regulations, 2002 As the suppty was tyrng
disconnected, CGRF directed restoration of supply on deposit of 50% of
the bill amount of Rs.1,41,68/l- by the Appellant, and the batance
amount was to be paid in two rnstallments, along with the current bill

Not satisfied with the order o{ thc i..Cill the Appellant has frled thrs appeal

Af ter scrutiny of the appi:al, rr:r;ords of the CGRF and further wnttcn
submissions of both the partres, tfre casc was frxed for hearrng on20 112007

On 20 11.2007 Appellant was present throuqh Shrr Sohan Lal. Advocare and
on behalf of the Respondent Col R tandon, OSD En{orcement ancl Shn Srta
Ram, Business Manager werc prcscnl

Durtng hearing the Appr:llant slaiir,;iJ that the meter which rs rnstalled in the;
stairc;ase was checked and rnspe;i:irorr was carried out in hrs absencc and thr:
inspection report was not grven to irrrn i le came to know about this inspection
report only when he filed a compiarnt before the CGRF-

The Respondent officials stated that the inspection was carried out in the
presence of the Appellants reprcsentatrve and connected load was checked
after verifying from load inside ihc prcmrses. As such it was denied that the
inspection was done in Appcllani s alsence. Respondent stated that the:

Appellant had refused to srgn thc l;sp-rr:ciron repod. Apparently the c;opy of the
inspection report produced bears the correct address but the official of the
Respondenl comparry while disp;;tchrnq thc report mentioned South Extenlion
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Part-ll instead of South Fxtention Part lon the envelope. The Courierofficial
recorded on the envelope "refused to receive" The bill was raised in August
2006 and the Respondent officrals produced the copy of the Appellant s
representations dated '1 1 .09.2006 and 25 10 2006, against the notice and the
bill amount There{ore it is inr;orrect to say that the Appellant came to know of
the rnspection durinq the hearinq bcfrtrc the CGRF

The Respondent officials furthr:r sta.rted that the bill has been raised in
accordance with the DERC Requlations relating to defective meters and has
been found correct as per the CGRF's orrjers

7) Both parties were heard. After goinq through the detailed inspcction repori
containing the diagram / sketch o{ the meter connections showincl the shon
ctrcuiting oi the R-phase conncctron, lt can be concluded that the R-phase
terminals (incoming and outgoing) at the meter end were faulty This resulted
ln the meter not recordinct consumption for the load of R-phase to the full
extent. Infact, it was only a r;onnection fault at the meter end, and the meter
ttself was not faulty 1-he perusal of consumption record for the period of six
inonths prior to 26 10.2005 indicates that there is a drop in the monthly
consumption after 26.10"2005 till the meter was replaced on 22.04.2006 The
consumption after 22.04.2006 onwards is again as per the pattern evident
prior to 26 10 2005

Since the meter was not faulty, lhc flespondent has wronqly applreci the
DERC Regulations 19 (i) (c) lhe fault in the R-phase connection fras
certainly caused the metr:r nol to record the full consumptron as ir larEe
perc;entage of the current c<.rnsurricd, bypassed the meter The pefusar ctf thc
consumption pattern further reveals that the consumptron rs substantralry
higher in the summer months than in the winter months. Therefore, thc
assessment bill for the Appellant for the disputed period i.e.26.10 2005 to
22"04.2006 be raised on the basis of the average consumption for similar
corresponding period prior to 26 1020A5, and afler 22.04.2006. Thus the
average consumption for the ;;crrrill Oc;tober 2004 to April 2005 and Octobcr'
2006 to April 2007 be taken as the bi;sis for raising the assessment bill for the:

disputed period r e 26.1 0.200b tr> 22 04 2006

The order of the CGRF is modified to the extent above.
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