
'y
Office of Electricitv Ombudsman(AStatutoryBodyofGovtofNCToro.ffiricityAct,2O03)

B-53, Paschimi Marg, Vasant Vihar, New Derh i - 11ri osz
(Phone No : 325000i 1 Fax No 26 141205)

Appea I N o. F. E L ECT/O m bg3isi11e d ;:r I r t'T i?_e7

,\ppcai against ()rtler i.iutc.i i i {) ' .'i107 pusscd b_r, ('(;Iil. \l)i,1.('(i.No. 1336107 l07isKN.

In the matter of:
Smt Suraj Watr

Vr:rsus

Mls N,;rtir i-tr:ifri f)ower Ltd

- Appellant

Resporrdcnt

Present:-

Appellant

Respondent

Date of Hearing
Date of Order

Shri Sandeep Kumar Srnqh son of the Appellant

Shri H.C Verma, HOG(Cornml & Mgmt ), Model fown
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ORDER NO. OM BUDSMANI2OOT I2O7

t hc> Appellant Smt. Suralwati rlo E-21210 Shelstrr Nagar, Delhi has filed this appeal
aqainstthe orderof the CGRF datecj iJ' i),0/ in case CG no 1336/02/07/SKN. as
shc could not get the relief sr.rui;hl irr;r', I.Ciil:

1 The brief facts of the casc ilrc at; lrnocr

1 1) The Appellant is resicling att 212'10, shastrr Nagar, Delhr 1.110tr2
since 23 12 2005 when the prernises was purchaseci by her fronr one:
Smt. Saroj Kanwar A domestii; clectricity connection bearrrrg K Nct
35300131414 is installeri in $rc premises in the narne of Smt
Sarala Devi Since Dec;trr'r.rbcr 2005 Appellant has been payrnq the
electricity chargr:s i"c.qulariy its pcr the consumption shown in the
bills



1 2) In April.2007' the Rcsptor-tJt,'nt issucd a duplicate bill for an amounr olRs"2,766/- whrcr'r rrrr;rurrud arrears of Rs.6,460/_ for thc [)erod17'07 2003 to 2li 01 .20a4 Thrc Appellant disputed the above arrearamount pertilining to the prcvtous owner of the premises.

1 3) The Responcient staterl rn hrs reply that the connection v,ras Derngmrsused and the bill for the pcrrorj 1T 07 2003 to 23.01.2004 wasralseo on normal tariff :lrtcj ihe bill requrred revision due to levy ofmisuse charges wrrich hai,i: now been revrsed. This is a case ofescaped demarrd / billirrg;

1 4) -fhe Appeilanr a5.;prr-',achcrl the cGRF for the recjressai of hergrievanct:. The CCIRF rn its or,ier c'iated 31 O/ 200/. citrng the orclcrof the High Court in thc case of MacJhu Garg Vs NDpL, decrc1ed rharthe present occupiers oi thc: premises are rrabre to c;rear theoutstanding dues of the prcvtous consumer

Not satisfied with the cGliF orrjcr ihe Appellant has come up In appeal

After going throucth ihe appcal, rccorcls of the CGRF and written submrssrons
of the parties, the casc was rrxcd f.r hearing on 28 112007

rhe Appellant smt" Suralwati was present through her son sandeep Kumar.Respondent was pre_sent through shri r-r c. Veima HoG Town circre, shnVivek Ex. Legal and Shri V K Dugr;ar.cr>mmerciar Manager shastrr Nagar

The arquments of both thr: partrc-< wr:rr: hearrj on November zB.20or rheAppellant producecl the b;lls: ir>r tl'ir: r;crioci aftcr December Z00a) for dor.restrc;liqht connection, K No 3irliO{i'13.j.'; jz1 showrng no misuse He further srarecthat thel Respondent has aiso tnslalicri a new commercral meter in 2006 rn th.same premises and no pending dues werc shown or the exrstinq rrerr:r, atthat time also. A new meter is not sanctioned if there are dues pending
against an existinq connection in thc same premtses

lhe Respondent <;ould not explain satisfactorily the justrfication for recovery ofmlsuse charges -[he conccrnc(l r;ifrci:;ls of irre Respondent submrtted thatthe relevant recctrds wcr-r) not rr:ailily avarlable with them. The Respondcnt
was, therefore, dirtlc;ted tc; [rr{)du( t: the State ment of Account from January
1996, onwards alongwith the report on action taken aqainst misuse., tncludinglevy of misuse charges from January'19g6, on th! prevrous owner IheRespondent was also directed to inform thc action taken to chanqe theservice line, if any, by 03 12.200/, since this case was accoroing 

-to 
ftreRespondent covered, uncrer thc Voluntary Load Declaration Scheme.

announced in December lugb i.ii:cr:r this Scheme the prevrous owner- har:declared his load for tnciuslri;ll ,r;i:, ii'lr"ouqh an affidavrt which fr_rrrnetj thcbasis for levy of rnisi-r:;i-- .-iiiii(lr;lj u.j enliisaclcd rn thr: Scher.nc iiit;
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Iiespondent however courrj not corrfirm levy of mrsuse cnarges on the:
prevlous owner or any ac;ttt:n takcn tcl improvc the service infrastructure, as
envisaged under the Schi:mc

On 29 11 2007 a letter dated 28 11200/ was recervecj from the Respondent,
enc;losing a Memorandum of ljctilernent between the parties datcd
28 11 2007 stating that the Rr:sironrlent and Appellant have arnrcably
resolved the issue and filcd thc:rr Mi:rnrtrandurn oi Settlenrent, which states as
under:

" f he matter was titst;ussed wrlh Busincss Area Head (Town Circle) and it was
decided to waive off the saicj amount of Rs 6460.11 along with LpSC amount
of Rs. 501 79 Consumer will pay the energy bill.

Sh Sandeep Kumar S/o Srnt Sural Wati has submitteci the authority letter
and has agreed for the abovt: rlc;<:r;ion this particular matter rs setiled wrth
the consent of both the partrcs on tf rc aforcsairj terms ancj conditions

Thc matter is accoriJinqly tii:;posut; ctf{ rn terms of the above tr:rms of thr:
Memorandum of Settlernent daterl 28 11.200/ reachecl betwcen the partres
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