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Qffic_e of. ,the Hlectricitv Ombudsman
1n st"t nder the Etectricity Act, 2003)
B-53, Paschimi lVlarg, Vasant Vihar, New Delha - 110 0S7

(Phone No : 32506011, Fax No.26141205\

Ar:peaI n.to. f. f lfCflmjlurjsrnanl2}14/606
/\ppeal against the crder cJated 16 12 2013 passed by the cGRF-
I-PDDL in CG No 5537I10t13itv1Gp

In the rnatter of:

lVls Raj Bai

Versus

- Appellant

lvl/s Tata Power Delhi Distribution Ltd Respondent
( Present:-

Appellant: Shri Kshitij Sharda, advocate, attended on behalf of the
Appellant.

Respondent $hri Vivel<, Sr, Manager (Legal) and Shri Gauran Sharrna,
Asst. Oificer, attended on behatf of the TPDDL

Date of Hearing : 25 02 201q, 02.04.2014

Date of Order : 30. A4 2014

FINAL ORDER NO OMBUDSMAN/2O14/606

l-his appeal has been preferred by the Conrplainant Smt. Rajbai, R/o House
No.491, Block c B, sultanpuri, New Dehi - 110041 against the order of the
coi-isurnet' Grievarrce Redressal Forum - Tata Power Delhi Disiribution Lid.
(CGRF-TPDDL) in v''iticlr her request for declaring tire demand of bill for 51694

urnits ai'ter a gap of 7 years as time-barred was declined.

-fhe C,:rriplainani irad preferred her case before the CGRF statinq that

\ the DISCOM had noi issued electricity bills forthe period 2006-2013 i.e approx
\
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7 years vide CA hio,60014095131 in the name of "Krishna". Therefore, the
demand is time-barred in view of Section 56 (i) & (ii) of the Electricity Act, 2003.

The same facts had been reiterated by her in the present appeal in this office.

The TPDDL (DISCOM) had opposed the appeal stating that the bill was

raised late, for the period 29.03 2006 to 23.05.2013 (for reading 01 to 51694

urtits). -fhe due deiie ior payment of bill was 24.06.2013. The DISCOM had

rlersed another questioir ol alleged illegal restoration of electricity supply by the

Conrplainant which is countered by the Complainant by stating the connectton

\,vas never rernoved or disconnected. In any case thls office is not concerned

with illegal restoration/non-restoration by the Complainant and, hence, no

findings are being given on this point. Further, this point arose after the

irnpunged order was passed by the CGRF and the DISCOM is always at liberty

to take appropriate action under the Law.

There v;as also a Writ Petition No.561712013 filed by the Complainant

ttefore the l-lon'ble l-liglr court in which the High Court asked the Complainant to

approach the CGRF to take an appropriate view vide its order dated

06.09.2013, in wirich disconnection was prohibited,

Both the parties were heard. l-he issues arising out of the order of the

CGRF were two in number. One related to the finding of the CGRF that the bill

raised for the period 29.03 2006 to 23.05.2013 is an escaped demand and can

be billed after 7 years with the same being payable by the Complainant. The

second is an issue that the Respondent (DISCOM) is bound to raise the bill of

each billing cycle based on actual meter readings for which time limits have

been nrescribed.

llegarding the first issue the order of the CGRF is found to be

;rdequately deiailed and ihe reasons advanced by thenr that there is no time
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iinrit fcrr raisirig tlre bills are correct as is the finding that once a bill is rarsed rt rs

recoverable rr;iiiiirr a pertocl of two years. This aspect of the judgernent of tlte

CGRF is concurred in.

[-lowever, the contention of the Complainant that he should have

received regular bills, on a timely basis, is a valid one. The DISCOM is

reqr-rirecl to ensure regular issue of bills. However this is circumscribed by I'ite

reouirement of clause 44 (iv) of the DERC Supply code and Perforrnance

StaridarcJs Regulatiorts, 2007, where the Consumer shall approach the

lioensee, in case of non-receipt of bills, to furnish duplicate bills irnmediately.

Given the long duratiorr over which these bills were not received, the conclusiorr

is obvious that the Consurner also did not carry out his duties under the Supply

coce. Hence, he cannot now claim a deficiency of service.

ln the ctrcumstances, I do not find any merit in the claim of the

Cornr;iarnant and uphold the order of the CGRF that the arnount of

Rs.2 36,865/- is payerble. f-1owever, given the size of the arnount it would be

eppropriate ti-rat this be recovered in six bi-monthly installments from tf're date

on iruhich the next bill is payable. No LPSC shall be charged on the billing for

ti'rc pcriod uptill 23.05.2013. ln case of default/non-payment of any installment,

rhu lllscoM snall be free ro recover the whole remaining amount in a lurnp

sr.irn alongwitn LPSC ior tfre delay after billing of the concerned arnount' A

sepai-alte invorce sirall be raisecl for the purpose of paying these installments'
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