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Qffice of ,the Hlgctricitv Ombudsrnan
1rt litatutory Body of Govt. of NCT of Delhi under the Electricity Act, 2003r
F*,"SS. Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi * { 10 CISr

{Fhune frlCI.. 32506011, Fax No.ZG141Z0S}

,"\ppsrrl trSain$t the order dated ra3.fl.2a12 passed by CGRF-Bypl* in
ilrrurnplelint f.J*.tfr 1 /0S11 t.

ln tlrw ffiatter trf,
$hri Bhopal $ingh Jain

Versue

fVUs BSf;$" Yanruna Power Ltd"

- ApBellant

- Respondent

f*s$trfli.::
Appellant: $hri Bhopal $ingh Jain was present in person.

ffi*spandent; $hri Ravinder Singh Bisht, Nodal Officer, attendecj on
behalf of the BYPL

ili*rt* eif l"-{earing;'i 7.CI4.201 3

l-lmte uf erder . 23.04.2013

PRDHR NQ. OMBUDSMAN/201 3/53S

"["lirs appeal has been preferred by the consumer, Sh. Bhopal $ingh Jain,

',r51utrlst tft* order of the fiGRF"catsd 03.'i2.2012 in which his contention regarding

;*|uirrJ n'f'bank charges etc. was not considered by the CGRF"

"{"he curnplainant has filed his case before the CGRF stating that his wife Smt.

iuladhu Jain who is the registered con$umer of CRN No. 1110004207, had received

* i::ill nmounting ta Rs.1124Al^ with a due date 21.A7.2012. She had issued a

:hmtiue fnr the $affie arnount on 21.07.2012 in favour of Mls BYPL against the CA

It* 'iiliJ2tr40$4 nnrJ also mentioned the account number. According to her, the

i"tuttltr:r fif ttrrs Uiscom i.e Axis Bank did wrong stamping on the cheques on the

..r:*iLIi"r"lri *f mccnunt number, due to which the account number was not vrsible. l"he
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'rr,.i$ i{iflilh r$turnsd the cheques to the Discom without presenting it to $yndicate
i:im"rir $vsn thuugh adequate funds were available in the account.

"'lr'rt* ffiiscom has filed its reply before CGRF stating that the cheque was not

*r*rJited tu thern and was returned by Axis Bank with a reason no 40 reading
'ii-'t *$ent with Docurnents".

'l'he *GRF passed an order to the effect that the Discom had agreed to
vriithdraw LPSC and cheque bouncing charges on the amount.

Now the complainant filed the present appeal in which she has reasserted her

vl*vr$ *tating the CGRF did not impose any penalty on BYPL for harassment to the

*{xnsi:n'tef'. $he requested for penalty against the Discom.

The Discom has opposed the appeal in which it had reassefted its contention,

irs h:efore the CGRF, added that it had no control over the functioning of the bank

and rts action was justified.

A hearing was held on 17.04.2013 and both the parties were heard. The

*t*tuui elieque was seen which had not been presented to Syndicate Bank due to the
y;l'*rr;edures of inter-bank payments. Discom was asked why they did not query their

i"r;lillters nver return of cheques without presentation for payment. lt is clear the

Itppelianl was not at fault" The Appellant wants compensation for the harassment

ii'rir,; ssllseci him. In the circumstances of the case Rs.1,000/- is an appropriate

rli..rl"rlpeRsation ie$ the cheque issued was correct and the Discom bank never

r:ri* ented the cheques to the Appellant's Bank. Accordingly the case is disposed of.
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