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T,AHORE ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY 193*
(P l a in t if f ) P etition er  g£>.

'>‘ersus
DEVI D A Y A L (D e f e n d a n t ) Respondent.

Civil Revision No 484 of 1933.

E lectr ic  S u p p ly  C o m p a n y (L ahore)— d u ty  o f— to in form  

consum er o f fn ll a m oun t j>ayahle— D iscou n t— alloioable on ly  

on 'prompt p a ym en t.

Tlie plaintiff com pany sent to the defendant, consumer 
of eafergy, a bill on the 13tli September, 1^32, by registered 
post, blit it was not received by  the defendant till the 1st of 
October. The b ill in question mentioned the fu ll amount due 
and added that i f  tlie amoimt was paid by  27tb, of Septem­
ber a discount of 25 p er cen t, would be allowed to the con­
sumer. On receipt of the bill the consumer wrote to th© 
company saying- that thfe b ill had not been received by  him  
till the 1st o f October owing to his temporary absence Iroiti 
the station and asking for a fresh bill, fixing fresh time for 
payment. Under the terms of the license of the plaintiS, the 
defendant was entitled to a discount for prom pt payment.

H e ld , while it is the duty of the conapany to  inform  the 
consumer of the fu ll amount payable by him , the latter is 
entitled to a discoimt of 25 p er  cen t, only on prorript paymeiit, 
and as the defendant in this cas* had not ma,de prowpt pay­
ment on receipt of the b i l j  he was not entitled to a-ny dis­
count..

Petition Under sectiop, of Act I X  of 1887, for  
revision of the d&oree o f Lala Balak Ram, Additional 
Judge, Small Cause Court, Lahore, dated ^5th April,
1933, decreeing the suit,

G obtnd R a m  K h a n n a , f o r  P etitioB f^ !.

T ek Chand, for Respondent



1934 J ai L al J.— The petitioner in tkis case is tiie
Lahore Electric Supply Co. Limited. The respondent 

Electkic ]3evi Dayal was a consumer of energy in Lahore.
SuprM- Coy. subsequently shifted to Ambala and left instruc- 
DeviDaval. ^rith the Company that the future bills should
Jai L.̂ l̂ J. be sent by registered post to him at the address given

by him at Ambala. It appears that on the 13th of
September, 1932, the Company sent him a bill for 
energy consumed by him at Lahore prior to that date, 
the bill was sent under registered cover to Ambala but 
was not received \sj Lola Devi Dayal till the 1st of 
October, because oAving to the courts being closed on 
account o f the summer vacation he had gons to the hills. 
On the bill the full amount representing the price of 
the energ}' consumed by him was mentioned and it was 
added that if the amount be paid by the 27th of Sep­
tember a discount of 25 per cent, would be allowed. 
This was in pursuance of the condition in the license of 
the Company . It is provided there that the Company 
would be entitled to charge certain rates, but, in some 
caseŝ  sub ject to a compulsory discount of 26 per cent . 
for prompt payment. On receipt of the bill on the 
1st of October Zala Devi Dayal wrote to the Company 
saying that he had received the bill by registered post 
on that day and asked for a fresh bill fixing fresh time 
for payment. He explained that he was out of the 
station and, therefore, the bill was not delivered to 
him'.

IŜ ow this attitude of Lala Devi Dayal was legally 
wrong. As I have said, a consumer is entitled to a 
discount only on prompt payment. The dictionary 
meaning of “ prompt payment ”  is “  ready or qiii(^ 
payment,'■ in sorae cases it means ‘' payment at once, 
•at the moment or on the sp ot/’ In order, howeyer, to
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give a reasonable time to the consumers the Company 
has made it a rule, or has rather adopted the practice, L a h o r e  

■of giving them fourteen days for payment o f the bills, 
so as to entitle them to the discount. It is not stated . 
in the bill that the amount should be paid -withiTi Devi^ yal. 
fourteen days from the date of its receipt or from the J a i  L a x  

date o f the bill, on the other hand it is stated that the 
•discount would be allowed if the amount is paid by a 
certain date, A  consumer is entitled to be informed 
of the full amount payable by him and it is the duty 
■of the Company to do so, at the same time. In the 
present case on receipt of the bill on the 1st of OctobeT 
after the expiry of the time fixed by the Company, that 
is to say, the 27th o f September, it was the duty of 
the respondent promptly to pay the amount to the 
Company. This he did not do. On the other hand, 
he asked for a fresh bill and fresh extension of time 
for payment. This does not amount to prompt pay- 
'm.ent. The view of the trial Court, therefore, that 
under the circumstances the respondent was entitled 
to  the benefit o f  the discGunt is erroneous. In my 
opinion having regard to his letter of the 1st of Octo­
ber, 1932, the respondent must be deemed to have 
failed to make payment of the amount demanded from 
Mm fram/ptkj and is not, therefore, entitled to any 
discount. The amount, I am told, was paid into 
Court but after deducting the discount.

Gonsequently I  aecept the petition and decree 
the pJaintffi’ s suit v îth against the

■̂■;'irespondent.:v:̂ '

R e g io n  accepted. 
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