Office of the Electricity Ombudsman (‘J?'\
(A Statutory Body of Govt. of NCT of Delhi under the Electricity Act, 2003) =~
B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi — 110 057
(Phone No.: 32506011, Fax No.26141205)

Appeal No. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/2013/507

Appeal against the Order dated 12.06.2012 passed by CGRF-BRPL in
CG.No.53/2012.

in the matter of:

Smt. Balbir Kaur - Appellant
Versus
BSES Rajdhani Power Ltd. - Respondent
Present:-
Appellant: Shri Inder Pal Singh, husband of Smt. Balbir Kaur,

attended on behalf of the appellant

Respondent: Shri Bhanu Prakash Mishra, Asst. Manager (Power
Supply), attended on behalf of the BRPL.

Date of Hearing: 16.01.2013
Date of Order : 24.01.2013

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2013/507

The Appellant, Smt. Balbir Kaur w/o Shri Inderpal Singh, resident of 24/66 B,
Tilak Nagar, New Delhi -110018, has filed an appeal against the order of CGRF -
BRPL (Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum — BSES Rajdhani Power Limited)
dated 12.06.2012 in which it was ordered that, the complainant not being present on
the hearing on 22.05.2012 and not being able to furnish evidence of vacancy of the
nremises by failing to produce MTNL bills, his contention regarding the bill submitted

by the DISCOM is not acceptable and his case was dismissed.

Page 1 of 3




The Appellant submitted that he had indeed intimated on 21.05.2012, in writing,
his inability to attend the hearing on 22.05.2012 in which he also pointed out £hat his

premises do not have a MTNL landiine connection. Inspite of this, the CGRF did not

take this fact into account and proceeded to pass orders against him.

A hearing was held on 16.01.2013 on his appeal and the same points were put
forward. The contention was that he complained about a faulty meter in September,
2011 which was replaced on 07.10.2011. The revised bill submitted thereafter was
high and his contention of the premises lying vacant, which is proved by the Delhi Jal

Board bills, was not taken into account.

It is a fact that the order of the CGRF did not place reliance on the water bills
but wanted MTNL bills for the same purpose. It is not clear why the MTNL bills would
have been more reliable in the eyes of the CGRF as compared to water bills since
MTNL landlines can be substituted by mobile telephones. On the other hand less
consumption of water in the house is a more reliable indicator of the occupants not
being present, specially in the relatively warm months of August & September (the
vacant period was indicated to be from about 09.08.2011 to 21.09.2011 by the

Appellant during the hearing).

From the record of the CGRF it is evident that the applicant had informed them
about his inability to come on the day of hearing viz. 22.05.2012 and a fresh date
should have been given. Further, the failure to produce MTNL bills, cited as a reason
for his submission having no substance, is not fatal to his case. It is also not a
relevant issue to the case as his application of 21.05.2012 indicated that his premises

nad never had a MTNL landline. On the other hand the water bills submitted clearly
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idhicate a fail in the consumption of water from 24 K.L. to 3 K. only which points to

the premises being unused for some period in August/September. It is not incumbent

dpon the Appellant to inform the DISCOM of any less use of his premises. Nor is it his

‘@it that the meter was not recording accurately. Clearly the premises were occupied

‘o & lesser period during which the consumption would have been lower which, but for

ihe faulty meter, would have been correctly recorded.

Given the above circumstances, | accept the argument of the Appellant and

direct the DISCOM to issue a bill on a pro-rata basis based on an indicated vacancy

irom 09.08.2011 to 21.09.2011 on the consumption of same period during last year.

No turther proof of vacancy is required in this case.

The appeal is therefore accepted.
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