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Office of Electricitv Ombudsman
(A Statutory Body of Govt. of NCT of Oeltri unOer tfre Electricity Act, 2003)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Dethi _ 11d 0S7
(Phone No.: 32506011, Fax No.26141205)

Appeal No. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/2006/84

Appeal against order dated 31.03.2006 passed by CGRF - NDpL on
CG.No. 06201011}6/BWN (K.No. 41 100990138)

In the matter of:
Shri Varinder Kumar Aneja

Versus

M/s North Delhi Power Ltd.

- Appellant

- Respondent

Present:-

Appellant

Respondent

Date of Hearing:
Date of Order :

shri Vivek Kumar authorised representative of the appellant

Shri R"S. Rathi, District Manager, Bawana District
Shri Suraj Das Guru, Executive (Legal) on behalf of NDpL

09.10.2006
10.10.2006

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN 12006184

The Appellant has filed this appeal against the order dated 31.03.2006 of
CGRF in regard to a temporary connection No.4110090138 at F-235, Sector-l,
DSIDC, Bawana,. uDellri rhe Appellant shri Varinder Kumar Aneja has
authorised Shri Vivek Kumar Aneja resident of 313/31C, lnder Lok, Delhi-35 to
represent his case before the Electricity Ombudsman. The facts that emerge
after study of the contents of the appeal, the CGRF order/records, and the
submissions made by both the parties in response to queries raised are as
follows:-

The Appellant applied for a temporary connection of 1 KW at his premises
F-235, sector-1, DSlDc, Bawana, for construction purposes .The temporary
connection was sanctioned forsix months and this was energized on 13.3.2003.
No bill was sent to the Appellant within six months of the date of energization as
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required in the DERC Regulations. The first biil and that too an average/provisional bill was sent to the appellant in March, 2005 for Rs.27 ,1151- for3896 units' As qe^r usage history or ntdpt, 7 average/pr:ovisional bills were raisedupto october'06 and the firsi reading was taken on 17.1L2005 showing areading of 1454 units. The Licensee dompany violated the DERC guidelinesbecause seven average/provisional bills 'weie 
sent to the Appellant andthereafter first reading b-sed birf was sent on 17.1L 200s for 14s4 units.

The case was fixed for hearing on 2g.g.2006. The Licensee companyasked for deferment of the date as thL concerned employee was out of town.Next date of hearing was given on 9.10.2006.

on 09'10'2006 Shri Vivek Kumar authorized representative of theAppellant attended in person. (lt appears ilrat this authorization was notpresented before the CGRF and therefore on t ir ground the case wasdismissed for rack of proper authorization oy ftre iegistereo consumer.)

shri sural Das Guru, Executive Legat attended along with sh1 R.s. Rathi,District Manager on behalf of the Respoideni. inu case was discussed. lt wasadmitted by the D-istrict Manager thai apperrant;s connection was a temporaryone and valid for 6 months bui due to some failing in the system at that time itcould not be taken on the system ano no oiif*r! sent to the appegant. Theappellant was asked whether he also did not 
".k 

fo, the bill when he did notreceive it' He stated that he did not ask for the bill in writing though he visited theLicensee company's office for this purpose.. However. he could not produce any

ilfi:1.,:,i:rshow 
that he had asked for the bin either by a personar visit or by a

From the above facts, it is clear that the connection being a temporary onewas valid for a period of six months and either it shoulo have been extendedbeyond six months or the Licensee company should have terminated theconnection. However, none of the above two'steps were taken.

Record shows that no readings were taken by the respondent afterinstallation of the teryporary connectioi during the init'al six months, when it wasused for construction purposes. (wate, prr[1.nner construction, the premiseswas locked and was not used. Therefore the'first reaoing taken by the Licenseecompany for 1454 units was the consumption in the first six months as there wasno consumption of energy aftenruards. Accordingly, the Licensee company isdirected to raise the demand of.energy ctrarf,ei_ ?s per Tariff prevairing atthattime tor 1454 units i.e. for the pe-riod frolm ts.s.zooe to 13.9.2003. NoLPSC is to be charged.
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The Lice,nr?.9 company js directed to prepare a revised biil on theabove lines. 
-gl:dil 

for air pJyments made uy ttre apperant, incruding thesecurity deposit is to be givLn. e*"""" p"vl"'ntmade by the appeilant maybe credited to his (appel"nitl 
"""ount.''il;'appeilant stated that he hasapplied for a permanent connection.in the.same'piemiies. Th;;;;unt rying in

[H:f:l?::;":'""rilr"may ue adjusted 
";"i;;; the demanJ.i"]""0 for the

The Appeilant..in his appear has demanded compensation from theLicensee for raising the first niti arter more ft,"n'tro years from the date ofenergization' He is informed that no compensation is due to him on this account.However, reguration No. 39 oi't1,9,DE{c.R;gJi"tion, of August 2oo2provideror a penalty of Rs'500/- to be paid by tnu li""ir"l 
"orp"ny for raising the firstbill beyond six months of the di: qiqn"rgi="tion._ The r_icensee'bomp"ny isdirected to deposit the amount oinr.s0'/- with DERc.

Further' the Licensee company has sent seven average/provisional billsto the appellant which is in violation oi the DERd Regurations. Reguration 42 ofthe above DER. resuration, p.uigu: ro," 
" 

p"nJty';iR;Hbl_ t;;"Joaid by thelicensee for each such biil. rne.tensJe cfi.,p"nv is directed to depositRs'3500/- (Rs.500 x7 = Rs.ss''i-i to oenc accordingrv.

The CGRF order is set aside.

Rt_
ra3H"€frl"il}f ,

Ombudsman
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