
(A Statutory Body of Co lectricity Act, 2003)B-53, Paschimi Marg, vasant vihar, New Derhi- 110 Osz
(Phone No.: 32506011, Fax No.26141205\

1pp9"t against order dated 18.05.2006 passed by CGRF - NDPL on cG.No.
07 A2104106/NRL) (K. No. 43200030408).

In the matter of:

llsctricitv Omb

Shri T.R. Bajaj

Versus

M/s North Delhi power Ltd.

- Appellant

- Respondent

Shri T.R. Bajaj

Shri Neeraj Sharma, HOG (R&C)
Shri S.S. Antil, Commercial Officer, Narela District
shri suraj Das Guru, Executive (Legar) ail on behalf of NDpL

17.10.2006
41.11.2006

I'age I of 3

Present:-

Appellant

Respondent

Date of Hearing:
Date of Order :

, This appeal. is filed by shri r.R. Bajaj, the Appellant in regard to K. No.
43200030408 at his premises 4-3/63-64,-sector-1's, Rohini, Selhi-110 0g5
against the orders of CGRF dated 18.5.2006. Scrutiny of the CGRF records,
submissions made by both the parties revealthe following.

The Appellant applied for a temporary connection on 5.2.200g for
construction purposes. Provisional bills were raised by NDPL for more than two
billing cycles which is against the DERC Regulations. The Appellant filed a
complaint against NDPL on 21.6.2005 for correction of bill which was corrected
only after filing the complaint with CGRF. Consequent to the CGRF order. the
appellant filed this complaint with Electricity Ombudsman.
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During the course of hearing b9f9re^-C.GTF' the NDPL furnished a

duplicate bill indica;"g ;;*dit of ns-"f 2,65L67 in favour of the Appellant' The

Appellant was satisfie-d with the correction of this bill' The cheque for the above

amount of Rs. lz,sst 67 was to be released in favour of the registered consumer

by 5.6.2006 as Per the CGRF order'

Thecomp|aintoftheAppe||antbeforetheombudsmanisthatthe
Respondent com;ny Jetayed the implementation of the CGRF order'

The case was fixed for hearing on 1.7.10'2006' shri T'R' Bajaj' the

Appellant attended in person. Snti 
-U""tai Sharma' HOG(R&C) attended

alongwith shri s.s. Antil, commerci"t om""t, Narela District' and shri suraj Das

Guru, Executive iug"r cLil attended on behalf of the Respondent.

Duringthecourseofhearing,theAppellantstatedthatthechequeforRs'
12,65L67 ordereil;ih; ccni*"s to'be sent to the consumer latest by

5.6.2006. However, it was sent to the consumer only on 5.7'2006 ry3::
referred to his r"ttui b"ieo 10.0g.2006 wherein it is stated that the cheque was rn

favour of M/s S.F. if"Arical whereas the name of the firm was S'P' Electro

platers. Further nu J"t"O that the firm has been closed due to Supreme Court

order for violation oi Follution n.t. ie, therefore' requested that the cheque

should be in tne name of the tor-r" piopti"lot Shri Suraj Prakash who was the

registered "onr,]t"i. 
-rnu 

officials of tire Respondent Company stated that an

application in the said form *J;; .t*Ou ,tb 
tne NDPL stating these facts

consequent to which the cheque t'ioulO be made in favour of Shri Sunj Prakash'

|twasarguedbytheRespondentthat.the^chequeWaSreceivedbythe
Appeltant on s.7io06 atthougn';iJ"ilo uy tn" CGRF on 5'6'2006' This can

hardly be treated "" 
o"rrv in iriptementation of the CGRF order'

It was further argued by the Licensee company that provisional bills were

issued by the rl6Fr oJ""ur.'hirG;ises *u'u,to'nl locked and reading could

notbetaken'tneretor",readingbasedbillscou|dnotbesent.

The grievance of the Appellant is that his request for fina.lization of the bill

was made on 216.200s "no 
tt.'niti-*"" finarized onry by 18.s.2006 i-e. 11

monthsaftertheAppel|ant,srequestand1.8.ry'onthsafterremovalofthemeter.
According to the Apperant, tnis'TJiross viotation of crause 13 (i) of the DERC

Regulations.

|tmaybenotedthatthe-Appe|lantisperhapsreferringtoSub-c|ause(ii)of
the Regurationigli*.," DER. RiJs;i;ii;"r'fpo2'(performance standards Bitting

and Meterins 2oo2\ which *d;t;; Jl" !it::;"" Companv to resolve the

consumer,s complaint within 15 tays of its receipt (of the complaint) and in case

anv additional inlormation is requi"O' the same stratt ne resolved within 30 days

of ieceiPt of the comPlaint'
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In the above case, the Licensee Company has finalized the bill after 11months of the complaint by the Appellant. ' taiter has, therefore, sought forpenalty under "Clause 44" for deficiency in service uy tne Licensee Company.

considering the facts and circumstances of the case and in view of thefact that the premises of !!e_ Appellant was locked after the construction wascompleted, Reading-based bills could not be issued by the Licensee Company.Therefore there is no case for penalty on account of deficiency of ,"*i"".
Since the cheque for Rs. 12,651.67 was sent to the Appellant on S.T.2006(though ordered by the CGRF on 5.6.2006), I hotd that Oeidy of one month inimplementation of the CGRF order can not be termed as a delay inviting penalty.

Therefore, no penalty is ordered on this account.

' As reque"lgd. b1r the appeilant, the Licensee company may prepare achequd^favour of Shri Suraj piausn, after such an application is given by theAppellant to the Licensee company as mentioned above by the latter.

Regarding refund of security deposit prayed for by the Appeilant, it isdirected that after the Appellant completes'the formalities for the refund ofsecurity deposit the same may be given by the Licensee company.

The order of CGRF is set aside.

t-
'Ut Pi alz I

(Asha Mehra)
Ombudsman
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