C A No. 1071476713

Consumer Gricvance Redressal Forum
FOR BSES YAMUNA POWER LIMITED

{Constituted under section 42 {5) of Indian Efectricity Act. 2003)
Sub- StaﬂonBulldmg BSES (YPL} Regd. Office Karkardooma,
Shahdara, Delh1~110032

Phone: 32978140 Fax; 22384886
E-mail:cgribypl@hotmail.com

SECY CHN DISOSNRN

Complaint No. 50/2020

In the matter of:

“ShriPal, Complainant
VERSUS
BSES Yamuna Power Limited .. Respondent

Quorunm:

oM. Aran P Singh (Chairman)
2. Mrs.Minay Singh, Member (Legal)
3. Drv. Marshali Kaur, Member {CRN)

Appearance:

1. Mr. Vinod Kuntar, Counsel for the complainant
2. Mr Imran Siddigi & Ms. Ritu Gupta, On behalf of BYPL.

ORDER
+ Date of Hearing: 14% December, 2020
Date of Order: 244 December, 2020

Qrder Provounced by:- Mr, Arun P Singhy, Chairman

Bricily stated facts of the case are that the complainant wants withdrawal of

dues iltegally transferred by respondant on her CA No. 101476713.

{{ is also his submission that he is using, electricity through CA No. 101476713
for domostic purpose with sanctioned load of 4 KW, which was energized on®
QP2.2007, W the name of Sh, Shri Pal, installed at the House No. 2, Khasra
0.2, Shani Bazar Road. Gujar Mohalla, Johrivur, Karawal Na rar, Delhi-04.
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H Complaint No. 50/2020

He further added that he is regularly paying all the consumption charges as

and when raised by the respondent against the said connection.

Comp]ah_mni added that in the year 2015, respondent transferred dues and he
made various visits to the office of respondent for withdrawal of dues, but all
wenl in vain. 1t is also submitted that in the month of June 2020, the
complainant received an inflated bill of Rs. 4,10,780/- against CA- No.
101476713, He approached the office of respondent and vequested to rectify the
above said bill and respondent informéd that the dues are transferred from CA
No. 1250100366 to his CA No. Respondent company also send the District
Court Order dated 20.06.2020 case titled as Mukesh Devi Vs BSES alongwith
latest bill of Rs, 5,71,690/ - with due date 27.08.2020.

The complainant further added that on 11,02.2008, the respondent revised the
outstanding bill and after amendment the actual/correct bill amount comes to
Rs. 1,13,800/- which was ci'u]y paid by the complainant on same day ie. on
11.02.2008.  Thereafter no outstanding dues were pending against the
connection bearing CRNo. 1250100366. He also stated that he is ready to

deposit the current dues bill.

Therefore, he requested the Forum to direct the respondent for withdrawal of
| transfler of dues. He also requested the Forum to direct the respondent for stay
! on disconnection of the electricity connection in respect of CA No. 150018130 till

i the final disposal of this complaint by the Forum.
Notice was issued to both the parties to appear before the Forum on 01.10.2020.
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Complaint No. 50/2020

Respondent company submitted their reply stating therein that this Forum has
no jurisdiction to entertain the present complaint and as such present complaint
is liable to be dismissed at its threshold itself. The DERC (Forum for the

Redressal of Grievances of the Consumers and Ombudsman} Regulations,
20118.

13. Limitation of Jurisdiction of the Forum _

(1) The Foﬁ:m shall not entertain a grievance if it pertains to the same subject
matter (or which any proceedings before any court, authority or any other
Forum is pending or a decree, award or a final order has alrcady been passed
by any competent court, a uthority or forum.,

(2) The Forum shall not entertain grievances falling under Sections 126, 127,
13510 139, 142, 1 52., and 161 of the Act.

(3) Subject to sub-regulation (1) and (2) above, no gricvance shall be rejected by
the Forum at any stage, unless the complainant has been given an opportunity
ot being heard.

Itis also their submission that complainant is challenging the transfor of dues
which took place in year 2015 and was the subject matter of civil suit titled as
“Mukesh Devi Vs BSES” bearing CS No. 187/2016 which was finally decided
by way of detailed judgmont and decree dated 20.06.2020, passed by Hon'ble
Dis.t'ricl and Session Judge, North Tast, Karkardooma Courts, Delhi.  The
complainant in the said suit sought the declaration against the outstanding
dues of Rs. 3,54,896/- which was one-fourth share of Rs. 14,19,586/ - by raising
dispute on the guantum of ducs outstanding  against the disconnected
connection registered in the name of Sh. Jiley Singh, bearing CA No. 100018001,

pertainingg Lo premises at Kh. No. 220, Village Johripur, Delbi-i,

It was also submitted that as per Judgment of court referring to site ii‘lspection
report datéd  09.10.2015, show  cause notices, speaking  orders dated
13/17.12.2015, dues tansfer -certificate and three profiles sheets pertaining to

the disconnected connection bearing CA No, 100018001 and taking into
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consideration the billing parameters held that transfer of dues of Rs. 3,54,896/ -
was legal. Respondent further added that the complainant is misleading the
Foram by giving thie impression that he came to know about the factum of
transferred dues after June 2020 when the fact of the matler is he is aware of
factum of transferred dues since 2015 as is evident from documents filed by the

Complainant.

Since the comptlainant is aware of transferred dues since 2075 hence the
complainant cannot now after the period of five years challenge the same by the
way of present complaint. It was also submitted that Sh. Jiley Singh in whose
name the disconnected connection was registered is father of Complainant and
Smb Mukesh Devi who filed the suit titled as “Mukesh Devi Vs BSES™ is
daughter-in-law of Sh. Jiley Singh or to say sister-in-law of complaint. They all
are resident of same premises which. is apparent from the present complaint as
well as Judgment/decree  dated  20.06.2020 which further proves that
complainant herein has been aware of the transfer of his father’s dues to his live

connection since 2015.

The matter was heard on 01.10.2020, when the respondont filed their reply,
copy of same was provided to the complainant, .During the course of hearing
the respondent mentioned that the dues of M. Jiley Singh, amounting to Rs. 14
lakhs has been transferred in four connections of the same premises in the name
of Shripal, Kamla, Mukesh and Sangeeta. Forum directed the respondent to not
to disconnect the supply of the complainant till the pendency of the complaint
before this Forum.  t'he complainant was also directed to pay current dues of
cA No. 101476713. Respondent was also directed to file statement of account of

Mr. Jiley Singh, whose duces are transferred to other connections.

On hearing dated 16.10.2020, rospondent submitted statement of account.

Respondent also raised objection that dues have been transferred in the year
ol 16
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LOMPIAINt ING. b/ 2u20

2015, The same dues of Jiley Singh were transferred to one connection in the
‘same building whose case has been decided by the DiSll'i(-:t Court in June 2019.
Complainant was again divected to submit current ducs of the connections
which are pending before the Forum within two working days. Both the partics
ware also directed 1o submit the documents such as Sanclioned load, whether
the meter was direet or CT/PT connected; meter testing dates and reports,
meter change report, MRI with phasor diagram for Feb 2005, July 2005, A ug
2006 and Oct. 2006 and lavout of the premises clearly indicating the area of

supply for past and present connections.

The respondent submitted further details/ clarifications relating to billing and

bill revisions through e-mail on 21st and 220 of December 2020,

We have gone through the submissions made by both the parties. From the
narration of facts and material placed before us we find as undor:

The respondent hds raised the issue of Jurisdiction of the Forum in the present
case on the basis of Provisions in DERC/ Forum for redressal of the Grievances
of the consumers and Ombudsman) Regulations 2018; as under

13. Limitation of Jurisdiction of the Forum

(1) The Forint shall uot enfertain a grievance if it pertaius to the smue subject maiter
Jorwhich any proceedings before any cotrt, withority or aiy other Forupm is pending or
a decree, qward or a final order has already been passed by any competent court,
.:‘?HH.’OJ'I"E_I/ or fortim.

(2) The Forum shall not enteriain grievances falling under Sections 126, 127 135 to
139, 142, 152, and 161 of e Act.

(3) Subject to sub-regulaiion (1) and (2} above, o gricvance shall be rejected by ihe
Fornut at any stage, unless the complainani has been given an opportunity of being

fteeird.

Respondent has moved an application regarding limitation of jurisdiction of the
lorum as per regulation, CGRIF 2018 defined i section 13 limitation of

jurisdiction of the forum. “The forum shall not entertain a grievance if it

pertains to the same subject matter for which any procecdings before any court,
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authority or any other forum is pending or a decree, award or a final order has
already been passed by any competent court, authority or forum’”,

But in the instant case, the objection raised by the respondent is not
maintainable  because  the  parties (plaintiff/ petitioner/complainant)  are
different. The principie of res judicata is not applicable as section-11 of CPC is
not very exhaustive as decided. in case of Gitaram Kalsi Vs Prthivi Singh and
others by Punjab and Flaryana High court. In aforementioned judgment the
Hon'ble court settled that any jssue which is material to the tight of the party, .
the: matter of suit between them whether they actually contested or not shall not
alterward be raised in subsequent suit between the same party. The learned
judge consulted works of American Judgment which has a bearing on the point
al issue.  In para 430 of important work on judgment, Freeman observed as
under -

“Partics to a judgment, in the strict sense, include only those persons who are
named as such in the records and over whom the court has acguired
jurisdiction. As to such person the judgment is of course conclusive, uniess they
have previously non suiled or dismissed, or are joined merely as formal parties
and have no control over the proceedings, In fact that they are merely ‘proper’
and not ‘necessary’ partics does not relieve them from the conclusive effect of

the adjudication”,

As the principal of res judicata is not applicable in the instant case because
parlics or complainant are different but the content of the subject matter for
which complainant filed is the same, therefore, it is well within purview of the
forum to entertain the complaint and pass the order,

As objection raised by the respondent, the subject matter as decided by the civil
court, Karakadoma in Mukesh Dovi Vs BSES, a decree was passed on
20706/ 2020 to effect the recovery of amount from Mukesh Devi |
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Decree as defined under section 2 (2) of the civil procedure code, is a formal
expression which provides the determination of the interests of both the parties
in a conclusive manner with regards to any of the controversial matter or

comeerns of a particular civil suit .

Shripal and Kamla Devi approached the forum that dues transferred upon
them are unjustifiable and illegal. Since the complainant have not contested
case in any civil court nor a party to any civil suit prior o approaching the
forum or no decree has been passed a_}_;ainst' them, the forum has every right to
hear the case and pass the appropriate order. So the application filed by the
respondent is dismissed. In addition t6 above legal portion following facts were

considered in deciding to hear the case. by CGRFE.

o Prima facie the action of respondent to recover dues of another consumer i
which became due (monthly bitls were also raised) in 2008 after 12 years
(that too from another consumer by way of transfer of dues) by
threatening disconnection is against the cstablished law as ordered by
Flonble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No, 1672 of 2020 (arising out of
SLP(Civil) No. 5190 of 2019) titled Asstt F Engr. (D) Ajmer Vidyut Vitran
Nigam & Anr. Vs Rahamatullah Khas alias Rahamjulla.

* Prima facie the respondent has raised demand bv the way of Dues
transfer (for a connection disconnected in the vear 2008} in a manner
which is clear violation' of various provisions in the DERC Supply Code
and Performance Standards2007. Even the notice issued under Section
49 (ii) of the Regulations for transfer of dues is infructous and invalid

onge.

° Atthe first glance itseif, the amount claimed or demanded by way of
i dues transfer is not justifiable as per accounts statements and other

! details submitied by the respondent.

7 of 16
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There are following major issues involved in the matter, which shall be
examined by us and shall be decided
1. Whether the notice for transfer of dues was valid? And
respondent’s right to vecover the dues by the way of transfer of
duces,
2. Whether respondent made sufficient efforts 1o recover the

dues against Jiley Singh?

>

Who is responsibic for huge amouit of LPSC shown in the
bills (claim)? And who is liable to'bear it.
4. Correctness of the claim as dues against Jiley Singh and

complainant’s correcty/ lawful liability

I

Whether the action of the respondent to recover the dues
against Jiley Singh from the complainant by the way of
disconnection is lawful/in accordance with the provisions in

Electricity Act/DERC Regulations.

he notices dated 1L 102015 and 02.11,2015 were served by the respondent to
complainant quoting notice under Section 49 (i) of DERC Regulations 2007,
which are given as under:

49. Disconnection on non-payment of tie Licensees Dues

(i) The Licensee mny issue a disconnection nolice in writing, as per section 56 of the
Act, to the consimer wio defardts on his payment of dries gioing him fifteen clear days
to pay the dites. Therenfter, the Licensee may disconnect the consumer’s installation on
expiry of the snid notice period by removing the Service Line / Meler or s the Licensee
way deew fit. If the Consunier does not make the paymend within six months of the date
of disconnection, such connections shall be treated as Dormant Comueclion,

(i) The "Licensee muy ke steps to preveni wumithorized  reconnection of such
constiners disconnected in the wmanner as mentioned above, Wierever Licensee
discovers that connection has beein re-conected unnnthorisedly, Licensee may initiaie

8ol 16
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Complaint No, 50/2020

aclion us per provisions of section 138 of the Act. Further, i cuse Licensee discovers
that the supply to sucl premises hins been restored throwgh anotler live connection,
notice to registered consimer/user of such live counection shall be given to stop such
itlegal supply hinnediately failing which pending dues of disconnected connection shall
be transferred o his account and nonpayment of such transferred dues niay be denit

witlr as per Sub-Regulation (i) above,

This section is basically for disconnection on non-payment of Licensee’s dues.
The Section 49 (ii) deals with the situation when a disconnected connection is
reconnected  unauthorizedly or supply is restored through another live
connection. In the present case the Industrial connection of Jiley Singh was
disconnected in May 2008 and remained disconnected thercafter as per records
submitted by the respondent themselves.  So recomnection of non-exitstant
connection cannot be faciual. Respondent released an clectricity connection in
the name of complainant on 01.72.2007 vide CA No. 101476713 and thus
complainant was authorized to use e[c:ch'icity as per this valid electricity
connection in his name. Thus, this notice from respondent is not valid one. In
fact, respondent also tried to cover/divert their responsibility for their
lapses/willfully ignoring the compliances of the provisions in law as under

(i} The Regulation27 of the DERC Regulations 2007 is as under:

27. Termination of Agreement

(i) If power supply to a consinier reiaing disconnected for a period of one Inndred and

cighty (180) days for nou-payment of churges or dues or noncompliance of any direction

tssiied under these Regulations, the Licensee shall issue a show canse wotice to the

consumer for fermination of Hie agreement. The consumer may send a reply to the

notice witliin: seven days. I case no effective steps are taken by the conswmer for'
removiing the canse of discannection and for restoration of power supply, the agreementt

of the Licensee with the consier for potver supply shall be terminaled on expiry of the
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period nf.sez:eu diys, Jrom the date of service of the notice. During the period of
lemporary disconnection the consumer shall be linble to pay the demand charges or fixed
charges, as the case niay be.

(i) Dowestic and single-phase Nou-domiestic category of consumers winy terminate the
agrecnient afler giving i fifteen days notice after expiry of the lock i period of one year,
The cousimers other than domestic and single-phase nou-domestic calegory cau
lerniinnte the agreement after the expiry of the lock in period of two years by grotng one
month's notice. Provided that, if the agreement is 1o be terminated before the expiry of
the initial lock in period of the ngwemmf!, Jor categories other than domestic and single
plaise non-domestic consuniers, ten the conswmer shall be liable io pay fixed/ demand
charges, as per the applicable tariff, for the balance of the lock in period.

Further, provided that, the Licensee shall arrange for special meter rending, at a
niuttually acceplable date and prepare final bill, Such bill shall be staniped as Sfinal bifl.
The agreement shall be terminated on payment of final bill. The receipt of Hie pmypment
of the fiunt bill shatl be ireated as “No dues certificate”. (ii) Ou termination of the
agreenient, the Licensee shall be entitled to remouve the service live nnd other equipment
of the Licensee from the premises of the conswmer, After permayent disconnection, if the
coustonier wishes to revive the connection, then it would be treated us an application for
newr counection and wounld be entertained only after all onlstanding dues have been

cleared.

According to this clause the respondent was required to finalize the dues and
prepare the final bill against the Industrial connection in the name of Jiley
Singh, which was lving disconnceted since May 2008 latost by November 2008,

which they failed to do,

However, even afler these lapses on the part of the respondent and
mvalid/wrong notice for recovery of ducs against Jilev Singh, we are of the
opinion that the outstanding dues for the consumption of encrgy by Jiley Singh

are payable by the complainant on proportionate basis, provided the
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senuineness is thoroughly checked and outstanding ducs certaining entirely
> Hal ) P 39 h)

for the consumption of encrgy, are payable as per provisions in law.,

(1) The respondent did not take any action for providing the final bill to
Jiley Singh by November 2008 as required by law and also as per records
submitted by the respondént they did not make any efforts to recover the
dues against Jiley Singh during the period May 2008 to 2015, Thus,
respondent did not show due diligence for recovery of dues. In fact they
did not care even to finalize the dues and did not check the correctness
of the amount shown as ducs against Jiley Singh in their records/ books,
(2) As puor account stdatements submitted bv the respondent, the amount of |
ducs after the disconnection in May 2008 on meter reading 4,46,251.8
KvAh (as per MRI report and energy/billing statements submitted by
the respondent) were Rs. 7,25,177 (gross arrear amount) plus Rs, 1,03,858
(as L.PSC) (bill for the monih of June 2008 after disconnection in May

2008).

amounts adjusted as LPSC against the payments made by Jiley Singh

|
The gross arrcar amount upto June 2008 of Rs. 7,25,177/- include 1.PSC :
|
from time to time.

following facts:

Serutiny of the account statement submitted by the respondent reveals
The respondent charged Rs. 1,13,049/- as gross arrcars in the bill, for
|

the month of June 2002, swhich was obviously for the consumption

petiod when Delhi Vidyut Board was the supplier) hence, not

payable to BYPL as per Govt. of Delhi, NCT of Delhi orders no. -

11740172007/ Power/278 daled 16/19 May 2008.  However, the
| consumer Jiley Singh paid this arréar amount to the respondent,
which needs to be adjusted in final amount.

1ot 1o

prior to the dale of taking over business by the respondent (i.c. the
|
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(a) Jiley Singh paid the electricity dues-regularly till December 2002 and |
dues against him became almost NIL. Bul in the month of February
2003, respondent raised a bill showing arrear amount of Rs.
1,313,178/~ , which has not been explained by the respondent in their
submissions or during hearings and clearly this created dispute
between the parties and respondent started levving LPSC on this
amount in the subsequent bills and respondent accepted current bill
payment in few months. As per records, the issue was not resolved
il January 2007, when- the dues amount was revised to Rs,
746,217710 plus Rs. 12,427/- as LPSC for the month of January2007,
but on the basis of consumption bills and payments by Jiley Singh, it
is clear that unexplained arrcar amount Rs.1,13,178/- as charged in
Feb 2003 bill was not rectified and also credit for Rs. 1,13,049/- paid
to the respondent by Jiley Singh, which was not pavable to
respondent, was allowed in the revision.  FHowoever, Jiley Singh
started paying again and the pattern of pavments and acceptance (by
responctent) indicates that this revision was still disputed and
respondent again revised the bill in June 2008 (alter disconnection in
May 2008) whereas amount shown as arrears was Rs.-7,25,234 /- after
giving credit for the payments by filey Singh. Rs. 2,01,500/- in March
2008 and Rs. 51,000/- in April 2008, and other payment after bill
revision in January 2007.  Arrears Rs. 7,25,234/- included LPSC

amounts adjusted against the payment made by [iley Singh.

Thereafter, the cotisumer Jiley Singh made pavments though at irregular
interval but the amount of payments and acceptance by the respondent, clearly
indicates that there was certain level of understanding between the two over
the undisputed amount and accordingly the payment of Rs. 2.01,500/~ against
the bill of March 2008 appears to be amount payable excluding the gross 1.PSC
amaount charged till March 2008 and of course this disputed amount of Rs.

113,178/ -

JZ %A/\m\‘l'zof]()

\Z
/ ]




Lomp 1AINL INO. DU/ 2020

The consumer made payment of Rs. 51,000/ - against the bill raised by the
respondent for April 2008, The connection was disconnected in May 2008.

Thus only small amount remains payable,

On the basis of above lacts, the respondent is largely responsible for not
resolving the genuine concern of the consumer Jiley Singh which resulted in
accumulation of huge amount of LPSC.

LLPSC amount of Rs. 6.87 lacs for the period fuly 2008 to 2015, as charged by the
respondent in the final bill prepared in 2015 is not payable because the
respondent was required to provide final bill by November 2008 as per
Provisions of Rugula.l'inn 27 (as explained carlicr).

Thus we arc of the opinien that 1LPSC Amount cha rged by the respondent in the:
bills Lill dale of disconnection {May 2008) is not payable by Jiley Singh and the
whole amount of LPSC is to be borne by the respondent. Otherwise also the
dues of Jiley Singh against electricity consumption only are payable on

noportionate basis by the complainant.
2 ) F

4) The complainant al point no. 7, in her complaint has claimed as under:-

“That on 11.02.2008, the respondent revised the outstanding bill and after
amendment the actual/correct bill amount comes o Rs. 1,13,800/- only and
that was deposited with the respondent on same day i.c. 11.02.2008. That on
11.02,2008, no any outstanding ducs were pending aéi;ainst' the connection

bearing CRNo. 1250100366” in the name of Jiley Singh.

He has also submitted a copy of this amended bill which bears the stamp
indicating the sl No. cte., as details of receipt. However, this amount has not
been shown by the respondent in. the account statement and also they have
remained silent on this in their submissions in the casc. The final bill was

prepared by the respondent in August 2015, i.e. almost seven years after the

disconnection in May 2008

Other charges -~ Rs, 7.31,833.97/ - \Y‘L’f‘/\v
[.PSC - Rs.6,87,750.84/-
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This L.PSC is clearly for the period Oct 2008 to Aug 2015,hence not payable as
the respondent is solely responsible for delay in preparing final bill (due to

willful non-compliance of provisions of Clause 27 of the Regulations.)

The amount Rs. 7,31,835.97/-towards cnergy consumption almost tallies with
amount shown in the account statement as under:

June 2008 (month of disconnection was May 2008) Rs. 7,25,234.00

July 2008 Rs. 7,29,232.00

August 2008 Rs. 7,30,282.00

Respondent has confirmed (by e-mail) submissions on dated 21st and 22nd

Decembaer 2020 as under;

i) Security amount has been adjusted in the final arrear amount of Rs.
7,531,835/ -.
1) During revision in January 2007, credit for DVB period dues to the

276,000/ —

i) They have confirmed receipt of amount of Rs. 1,13,800/- in February

tune of IT;, 1,06,000/- was allowed alongwith LIPSC amount of Rs.

2008, which is not reflecting in the account statement submitted by

them.

S0, considering all the records, meter readings, meter status-OK, ¢te, and
3 i

submissions by the respondent as correct, adjustment as under is required as per

rules-

] Rs, T, 13,800/~ Paid by Jilev Singh and now also accepted by the
Vo ee 5 b )

. respondent on 22.12.2020.

(i) Approx. Rs. 2.50,000/- towards LPSC paid by Jiley Singh as adjustmerit

from the amounts paid by him,

Thus total adjustment of Rs. 3,63,800/- is to be allowed in the final arrear amount

of Rs. 7,31,835/~ to arrive at actual amount due for electricity consumption against

14 of 16
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l; - the Industrial Connectlion in the name of Jiley Singh, Thus arrears payable as per
Rules and Regulations is Rs. 3,68,035/- only and complainant is required to pay

25% on proportionate basis i.e. Rs. 92,010/-,

5. Mon’ble Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal No. 1672 of 2020, arising out of
SLP (civil) no. 5190 of 2019) titled Asstt Elngr. (DI) Ajmer Vidyut Vitran Nigam &
Anr. Vs Rahamatullah Khas alias Rahamjulla has given detailed analysis and tegal
stand while ordering (concluding} as under:

“IT the licensee company were to be altowed te disconnect clectricity supply after
the expiry of the limitation of two years after the sum became first duc”, if would
deleat the object of Section 56 (2)” which is narrated below:

: “Notwithstanding anytiiug contained in any other law for the time being in force, ito sum
due fromt any consumier, wider this section shall be recoveralle after the period of two years
Jrom the dale twehen such suwm beemne furs! due wndess such swm has been showmn
conlinnously as recoverable as arrear of charges for electricity supplied and the licensee

shall nol cui off the supply of the electricity.”

In the present case, the dues against the Industrial connection in the name of Jiley
Singh where regular electricity bills were raised and supplied to the consumer ill
date of disconnection in May 2008 and final bil] against permanent disconnection
was due in November 2008 may be considered to be first due in November 2008.
Fence, Tor recovery of proportionate amount of dues against Jiley Singh, from the
complainant, the respondent is barred for taking recourse to disconnection of
| supply of electricity to complainant’'s connection CA No. 101476713, under sub-

section (2) of the Sectibn 56 (2) of the Electricity Act.

After considering all facts, analvsts and scratiny of accounts ete, ihe respondent is

directed to withdraw the unlawful transferred amount of Rs, 3,54,896/- alongwilh

| LPSC and accordingly revised bill be provided to the complainant within two
' weeks from the datre of this order. The outstanding dues against consumption of
” . / ’ (\_../
|
|
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clectricity on the connection in the name of Jiley Singh, are payable on
proportionate basis (25%) by the complainant. Thus the complainant is required to
pay Rs. 92010 /- towards these dues. Respondent is directed to accept this
amount of Rs. 92,010/~ from the complainant in five equal monthly installments
starting from January 2021, thus the whole amount of Rs.92,010/- be paid by the

complainant by 31.05.2021.

Fhere have been other cases also where the Forum found that dues transfer was
not as per provisions in law and amounts transferred were found inflated. The
respondent is divected to be careful in future and should ensure thorough checking

of accounts and related records and compliance of provisions in law in the matter.,

; The case is disposed off with above directions.

e N

| HARSHALI KAUR VINAY SINGH
| MIEMBER (CRM) MEMBER (1LEGAL) JTAIRMAN
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