utnice of the Electricity Ombudsman
~ clatutory Body of Govt. of NCT of Delhi under the Clectricity Act. 2003

&5-53 raschumi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi — 110 057
(Phone No. 32506011, Fax No.26141205;

pea N, B ELECT/IOmbudsman/2012/475

ageanst e OUrder dated 27 01.2012 passed by CGRF--BRPL CG.No.

e mistler o

Smit. Bhagavathy lyer - Appellant
Versus

Wi/s BSES Rajdhani Power Ltd. - Respondent

Sos et simit. Bhagavathy lyer was present alongwith her husband Shn
5.J.N. Moorthy lyer.

~espoadent Shirt Keshaw Kumar, Commercial Officer, and Shri Salauddin,
Asst Finance Officer attended on behalf of the BRPL.

wull of Meanng. 13092012
: . iy T el . G G T 4
wate o urder: 20082002

ORDER NO.: OMBUDSMAN/2012/475

Sus s ah appeal agamnst the order of the CORF-BRPL No: 496/2011 dated

eC Dy wmi Bhagavathy tyer on the ground that the order of the CGRF 15

Seanng was neid on 11.9.2012 when both the parties were present  The tacts
e wene e hat e Appellant claims excess/wrong biliing for 56 days amounting
s bhe alsu caias that bills are not received on a timely basis and readings

Voineranterdals but at arbitrary times/intervale She claime that migne:




derlchiiges are recovered than the amount due because of uneven periods o
dng eadings/issuance of bills, and, hence, she has been overcharged  Furthe
Cvowas teqliied {0oncur a great deal of expense in representing hei case (o ho
Chet s O including photocopying and transportation charges as weil as Othe:

coElee Duitie by her. She is also not being property attended 6 when shie
Banes cOimplaints @s the arnounts involved are small She is veing treated rougnly
Se oAl sulling manner. She claims that an expense of Rs 1300/ incurred by hes

Se L G above feasons may be reimbursed to he i

e LISCOM, in their reply pointed out that the biling 1s accurate but thal
G nay nave peen a lack of proper verbal behaviour by the person assigned Dy
v o deal with such gnevances. |t appears that a third party had been contractea
cothe DISCOM 10 attend to such grievances and soime particular PETS0N hay (ol
whwleBENaving courteously with the complainant 1t s seen from the bills that the
Sl voived ace small but they are seen as large by the complainant becaus.
S HOIG G ow ncome category . 1 s possibie that the small amounts beiig
hiested by e Appellant are being seen by the DISCOM's nominNee as an irtauo:,

woetenoe ne allegauon of discourteous behaviour

Ine ract that e Appellant is an economically weak customer does not change
e fali she must receive the same courtesy and consideration as a bigger and more
Vrusperous customer The small size of her bill and the small size of the amount

JHICHIEN O ShoUia B0t fead 1o a lack of courteous treatment SINce no faull carn be

sl e adwal biling except that the DISCOWM should respond ¢ the
wel s request 10 ke readings at fixed intervals rather than al random intervals
SISLON unoertook 1o look into the instance of discourteous behaviour and

vy s dspect of customer interaction

4. LY L
FURC L O




v

et that smt. Bhagavathi lyer. the Appellant should nave received
Baly 10 approach the CGRE o

w2

attdin wiich would have made it unneces
e Uinbudsman, it would be in the fitness of trngs i ary aimourt ot

e above imconvenience caused [he
ed on regular readings

et et o

deacs by e DISCOM to her for t

o iseued on regular intervals henceforth bas
G sad oft with above directions
%"\LL . -

(PRADEEJP SINGH)
OMBUDSMAN
4‘:
N
7(‘\ September, 2012
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