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f r'-l tire rnatter o{' Appeat of $hri Bahadur S-ngh Yadav
against the CGRF-BRPL Order dated Appe,ant
23.04.2012 in CG No.:473/2011.

Versus

B$ES Rajdhani Power Ltd. Respondent

fi)resent:-

A.ppellant: The Appellant, Shri Bahadur Singh Yadav alongwith his son
Shri Sushil Yadav was present.

$tespondent; $hri Brijesh Kumar, DGM, Customer Care, Shri Rajesl"r

Doshi, DGM {Vikaspuri} and Shri Mahesh Chander S"O

{Accts}, Vikaspuri attended on behalf of the BRPI

ffiater of hearing: 11.10.2012, 05.12.2A12, 26.12.2012 & 5.3.2013

ilate of order : 08.03.2013
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"l'he Appellant, Slrri Bahadur Singh Yadav, 86 years old, Rlo RZ-6. Block -

i-l Partap (]arden, P O. Uttam Nagar, New Delhi - 110 059, filed an appeal

*rgailst tfte order of the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum - BSES Rajdhani

l:drwsr l-.rrnrted (CGRF'-BRPL) passed on 23.04.2A12, which directed the

ill$ililfvl tci send a revised bill, waiving off all LPSC charges on both CA Nos

't{J3?S283? & 101}08S14i5. and also give him the requisite subsrdy as appltcable

,,r, ililfitp{-:r'lsation nf Rs "1,000/ was also awarded to the Appellant for caustng htm

ir:rransrne*nt ,xnd rnc':ntal agony, which was to be creditecJ in the CA No

l llii?!J?8:i2 af the Appellant
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tl,i tne present appeal. the Appellant has stated that l-re had received tht:

|i::vi$oli irrll as per the CGRF',s order only on 16 08'201 2' ancl also request for

i*bnte/substdy ol special subsidy for the period g'11'2010 to July 2011. An

iilrr-rr.;nt r:f R,s.1,000/- towards compensation was also not credited in the revised

i:ilt n{ (lA Na 1A3?92832. He also requested to give him a preliminary hearing'

i\ r:relimrnary hearing held on 11.10.2012, wherein the Appellant' shri

fiafiaclur singh Yadav filed the documents and the DlscoM submitted a nd

c;;nnfrrnrecl vicie tl-reir note dated 11.10'2012 that 1/3'd amount' as per CGRF:s

*rtler irad beerr paicl by the Appellant'

ln the lrearing held on 5.122012, the DlscoM claimed trlFy were

cowrplyingwiththecGRF',sorderandhadissuedtherevisedbillwithoutlate
praynrent charges 

-r"he Appetant stiil wanted the biil to refrect subsidy payme nts

arrcl felt the bill was excessive. The DlscoM agreed to explain to the Appellant'

rui]g is Bei years r:ld, and resolve the issue within 10 days' The matterwas flxed

icrr heartng on 26' 12'2A12'

]-he hearing was held 26. 12.2012 but the matter was not fully resolved till

rhan il-rough the DlscoM had filed a reply showing an agreed amount of

Rs,l|J,il001- tc.: be paid by the Appe||ant, The Appe||ant stated that it should be

firoltnd $tx r() seven thousand only" The matter was not finally resolved' it was

siatecj. ais the Appellant rs 86 years old and did not fully understand the billing

syster| arrcl other cJetails. The representative of the Appellant' shri sr-rshil Yadav

i,rnclertoclk to explain rnatters, if some more time is given to resolve the issue

I.he case was fixed for 6'2 2013'

On s.2.2013, the Appe|lant requested for time to sett|e the case with the

ilISCOM As strch, the matter was fixetj for 5'3'2013'

lnthemeantime,iheDlsCoMsentasettlementletterdated26'2'2a13

cir:lV signed by the Appellant, mentioning that the load of connection of cA No

103068945 has been recluced from 3 KW to 2 KW on request of the Appellant
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rii ir,rti.li{;) rl rlrc ioacl rs founcl to be more than 2 KW, the DISCOM has the rlght tr.t

ri.ri,:irla$$ thr.r k;ad as pei MDI

I frr,r i:\ppellarrl. Sfrrr tlahadur Singh Yadav agreed to pay an anrounl ol

,{r "ir.i U0il1 ag;:irrst bottr CA Bill No.s 103292832 and 103068945, out of total btll

.ri fi{r I ' ri('r(.}i uJ:to the billing rnonth of Novernber 2012. rn three irtstallnnents

ptegarding tfte matter of payment of compensation, the Appellant wanted

'rfus tn be clecided bv the Ombudsman

{Jri 't 3"2A13, the Appellant personally visited this office and submitted a

r-;i:pv r:f 1he settlement letter dated 26.02.2013, with a prayer to award hint

ilrlrrlpensatiorr cf f"(s.50,000/- He also expressed his inability to attend the

nearrn0 fixed on 5.3.2013.

l"he hearrng was held on 5.3.2013 for considering the prayer of the

i.i"iiliiiptor loi compensation as per both parties settlement letter dated

.,1ij.f);:.2il1iJ I he Appellatrt was not present as indicated above.

Keelping in rnind the entire background and the harassment caused tc:

t-rirrr a curnpensation of a further Rs.2,000/- should be paid to the Appellant fiy

frre Dl$jC0fvi" rrr additiorr to the compensation given by CGRF.

i"ire Appeal is accordingly disposed of.
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