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Office of Electricitv Ombudsman
(A statutory affierhi unoerftre Erectricity Act,2003)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Delhi _ 110 0Sz

lrnone 
No : 3250601 1, Fax No.26141205)

Appeal No. F. ELECT/Ombudsman/2006/g9

Appeal against Order dated 16.01.2006 passed by
Complaint No.: C.G.-34CI1 t10t20OS (K.No. 1 141-464801 58)

In the matter of:
Shri Subhash Chander Kaour

Versus

M/s BSES Yamuna Power Ltd.

CGRF BYPL on

- Appellant

- Respondent

, Present:-

Appellant

Respondent

Date of Hearing:
Date of Order :

Shri Subhash Chander Kapur

ShriAmit Gupta, Commercial Officer, patel Nagar,
Shri N.S. Meena, Business Manager, patel Nagar and
Shri Hemant Gupta, Advocate all on behalf of gVpl_

23.08.2006
14.09.2006

ORDER NO. OMBUDSMAN/2006/89

A letter dated 15.5.2006 by Shri Subhash Chander Kapur addressed to
Electricity Ombudsman is purported to be an appeal against the CGRF order
dated 16.1.2006. In this letter he has referred to another letter dated 8.2.2006
addressed to the Secretary , CGRF against the order passed by the CGRF which
he says is not fair and has ignored vital points raised by him during the hearing
before the CGRF

The Appellant has requested for interest on excess amount collected by
BSES-BYPL for four and a half years and damages for his sufferings which have
not been considered either by the CGRF or by the DISCOM despite his
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:"#ilsi:L$?t::.3J;3ij3?u;,222200G and 23 3 2006 rhus his srievance

a) lnterest on excess amount collected by BypL for four and a half years;

b) Damages for harassment suffered at the hands of the DrscoM
The so called appeal was.ofiled beyond a period of 30 days from the dateof issue of CGRF order .ntso 1/3'o amount as assessed by the cbnr as requiredunder crause 20 (3xiii) of the DERc notificationabd #r';-";;'ioo+ ,was notpaid' The Appellant was advised to fulfill the conditions ,.qrir"Jin-"1"r.".20(3)(ii) and 20(3) (iii) as mentioned above.^ Th; eppu-rrunt submitted the reasons forthe delay in filing the representation. c"n"io"ilJ'tn" reasons to oL beyond his

::#:Bl 
,^e derav in firing the appear is condon"o H" 

"rrl"i"io']ril u*ount on

Having furfited the 2 conditions required as above, the case wasprocessed further' Records were called for from the cGRF and information asrequired relating to the issues raised ov nlm w"s called from the DtscoM and
H.T l[?Appellant' 

After receipt of information, tre case was fixed for hearing on

shri Amit Gupta, commerciar officer pater Nagar, shri N.s. MeenaBusiness Manager and shri Hemant Gupta, Advocate attended the hearing on

3:[1lt 
the Respondent companv. srrii sunrrasn chandeiK;il;attended in

It is stated in the CGRF ord.er that the Appellant and the DlscoM arrivedat a settlement on the issue on which the AppeiiJni'*", agitated. The onty issuethat now remains is the interest demanded'by the Appellant on Rs. 7051t-whichwas admittedly lying (in excess) with the Dlsbonr tror April 2002 onwards..

The other grievance is regarding assessmglt-of electricity charges forthe period when the meter remained fau{r he oiscoM chargeo ine Appellantfrom october 2004 to 7 '4-2005 i.e. for six months ano seven days on the basis ofaverage consumption of the past six months ano-ot the next six months beforeand after the change of the meter. The cGRr vloe its order dated 16.1.2006restricted the period of assessment to six months out oio not disturb the basis ofconsumption adopted by the DrscoM. The r"ru-*", discussed. Both theparties were heard and it was decided that as the defective period is fromoctober 2004 to April ?golthe average of six months before october 2004 andsix months after April 2005 have been taken for assessment of defective period.Both these base periods are summer months having more consumption and ifthese are adopted for determining. the 
"uur"gu 

-"onrrrption, 
the average wirlbe higher and a correct picture wiir not "*"rd. The Responilni co.np"ny
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was therefore directed to revise the assessment of the defective period based onthe average consumption of prior six months corresponding to the defectiveperiod and the corresponding six months after the deiective "perioJ 
so that theaverage consumption represents the correct energy consumed in the defectiveperiod' The DISCoM officials were directed to stibmit calculations which havebeen received. These shows that the 

9ry_rgy charges during the defective periodare Rs.7,579'05p. as against Rs.10,825."8ip. fn" 
"pp"-irant 

gets a rerief ofRs.3,246.76p.

It is an admitted fact that the DISCoM levies (LpSC) Late payment
Surcharge on the consumers, if the_electricity charges are not paid by the duedate' lt is but natural that the DlscoM will piy interest on the same rates (as ischarged for LPSC) on surprus funds rying with the company of the Appeilant.Before the CGRF the DISCoM admitteo-trrat an amountof Rs. 7ailL is lyingwith the BYPL from Aprtl 2oo2 and this was not refunded despite severalcomplaints and reminders by the Appeilant. The Respondent company isdirected to pay interest on Rl. 70511- from 2002 till 31.01.2006 which (as perLicensee's calculation) works out to Rs.4,g47.56p at the rate of 1.5y0 pm.

. The Appellant was very agitated and vehementaly protested at theharassment meted out to him ny tne company. A senior officer of theGovernment of India he had to write several ietters and visited the licensee,soffice several times to get his bill revised. He went through anxious iiru, whenthe DlscoM tried to make out a case of Direct Abstraltion of inergy (DAE)against him.' Fortunately, for him no such charge was established against him.There is no doubt that the Appeilant went tirorgt ;;t-irvirg lir", whirecontinuously pursuing his case with the licensee and was treated rathershabbily' No compensation can make up for the harassment meted out to aconsumer, however as a token compensation of Rs.2,000/- is awarded to theappellant for the harassment suffered by him.

The CGRF order is set aside.

?ufrt;6
(Asha Mehra)
Ombudsman
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