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    IN THE COURT OF OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY PUNJAB,


           66 KV GRID SUBSTATION, PLOT NO. A-2, INDL. AREA,


                  PHASE-I, S.A.S. NAGAR, MOHALI.

 APPEAL No.55/2012            
             Date of Order: 21.02. 2013
Ms MANINDER KAUR,

PROPRIETOR JOLLY PIPE INDUSTRY,

VILLAGE IBBAN KALAN,

JHABAL ROAD,

AMRITSAR.




  ………………..PETITIONER

Account No.MS-04/0047 G.



Through:

Sh. Kuljit Singh.
VERSUS

 PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED.

                


                    …….….RESPONDENTS. 

Respondent’s side.
No one appeared.


Petition No. 55/2012,  in this case, was  registered on 18.12.2012 as directed in order dated 16.11.2012 of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana in Civil Writ Petition No. 22583 of 2012.

2.

Arguments, discussions and evidences on record were held on  21.02.2013.
3.

Sh. Kuljit Singh, Authorised representative  attended the court proceedings on behalf of the   petitioner.   No one appeared on behalf of the respondent, Punjab State Power Corporation Limited (PSPCL).
4.

 The Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana  in CWP No. 22583 of 2012   in its order dated 16.11.2012  decided “ after perusing the   complaint which has been received by this Court through post, it is deemed appropriate to refer  this matter to the Ombudsman (Electricity), Punjab under the Indian Electricity Act, who shall hear the petitioner and decide the issue.”   The order of the Hon’ble High Court was received on  18.12.2012. The complaint  received alongwith the order of  the  Hon’ble High Court was registered as petition and was listed for hearing. 
5.

Presenting the grievance of the petitioner, the representative of the petitioner stated that the petitioner is having an M S category connection for plastic pipe industry.  Earlier the sanctioned load was 39 KW.  The petitioner made an  application on 25.04.2011 to extend the load to 50.94 KW.  Demand notice was issued on 18.05.2011.  The demand notice was finally  complied with  on 15.11.2011.  After that no intimation was given regarding extension of load inspite of pursuing the issue personally, number of times.   The petitioner came to know regarding extension of load from the bill received on 09.05.2012 after about a period of six months.   Thus, there was abnormal delay in release of  extension of load.  PSPCL Rules provides for release of load within 15 days.   Hence, due to abnormal delay in release of extended load, the petitioner suffered huge financial loss because she could not  make new machines operative and  increase production for a  long period of  about six months. Due to this lapse on the part of the respondents, the petitioner suffered  lot of harassment, mental tension and agony.

It was next submitted on behalf of the  petitioner that the  respondent, PSPCL had sent a  bill of  Rs. 1,12,420/- in  June, 2012.  On enquiry from the Sub-Divisional Officer, it was found that  additional amount in the bill, related to  Security Charges.  It was objected and submitted before the concerned  officer  that in the vicinity, there are five other factories but  none  of the factories have been issued such notice.  The petitioner approached the Sr. Xen/Commercial  and on his intervention  the bill was reduced to Rs. 61142/- and payment was made before the due date.  It was alleged that additional bill was issued with malafide intention.  It was  further submitted that on 14.07.2012, the petitioner  received a bill  amounting to Rs. 1,76,380/- against the current bill of Rs. 69,000/-.  The excess amount of Rs. 1,07,000/-  in the bill  was wrong and was added  to harass the petitioner.   An amount of Rs. 1,12,450/- which was exempted from the previous bill, was again sent with penalty of Rs. 39,890/- as power factor surcharge.  This bill was also contested  by the petitioner. The person deputed for meter reading had  given wrong reading of KVAH which resulted in penalty.  There was difference of 1000 units in the KVAH reading of meter because of  which  this penalty had been imposed.     On the intervention of higher authorities, the bill was again corrected.   It was  a big conspiracy to harass the complainant  and to close her  factory.  
6.

No one appeared on behalf of the respondent, PSPCL.   However, a written reply was sent  by the Chief Engineer, Border Zone, PSPCL Amritsar vide its memo No. 1876 dated 19.02.2013 which was received in this office on 21.02.2013.  In the reply it is stated  that an   amount of Rs. 51278/- was charged as security consumption charges  in the energy bill of June, 2012.  This amount was charged   as per half margin report dated  25.04.2012 of the Revenue Audit Party, Amritsar.  He next submitted that  the amount was charged as per Regulation 16 and 17 of the Supply Code  and Commercial Circular (CC)  No. 03/2012.  On the request of the petitioner, that the  security consumption charges  may be charged to her when it would be charged to other consumers, the amount of Rs. 51278/- charged in the bill of 6/2002 was reduced and only   current bill for Rs. 61142/- was sent to the petitioner and the payment of which was made by her on 20.06.2012.  In the month of July, 2012, inadvertently  an amount of Rs. 38990/- was charged as Power Factor surcharge which was  rectified later on and refund of amount of Rs. 1,23,864/- was made/adjusted  in the  bill for the month of September, 2012.  The petitioner/complainant  had to pay only  Rs. 58700/- which was paid  on 17.09.2012. 



It is next stated in the written reply  that the petitioner deposited Rs. 9000/- on 25.04.2011 as an Advance Consumption Deposit for increasing   the load of the connection from 39 KW to 50.94 KW.  Accordingly, demand notice was issued on 18.05.2011 but the petitioner extended the date of demand notice.  He deposited an amount of Rs. 10,800/- on 15.11.2011 as service connection charges in response to the demand notice.   The load was increased on 17.12.2011.  The advice for the enhancement of load was sent to Computer Centre Chandigarh by the SDO/West Sub-Division but  the same was rejected.  The advice regarding increase in load was again sent and now the same has  been  corrected on 9.05.2012 in the concerned  Ledger.  It is stated that complaint of the petitioner has been redressed. 
7.

This petition was registered on the directions of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  This fact had duly been brought to the notice of the respondents at the time of listing  of the petition.  However, I am constrained to observe that the respondents failed to attend the proceedings on the date fixed for hearing of the petition  inspite of knowing that this petition has been directed to be decided by the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  This indicates the casual attitude of the respondents even towards the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, what to talk of attitude towards the ordinary consumers.   In this case,  it  was all the more necessary  on the part of the respondents to attend the proceedings  in person because  the major charge of the petitioner is of harassment.  Be as it may, the petition is being disposed of after hearing the petitioner and considering the written submissions made by the respondents.



The first grievance of the 
petitioner is that wrong bills of  higher amounts   were issued  for the months of June, July, August and September causing undue stress to the petitioner.  No reasons have been given by the respondents for issue of incorrect bills which were amended by the respondents themselves later on.   Thus, there is merit in the contention of the petitioner that un-due harassment was caused by the respondents while  issuing the original bills of inflated amounts.  The concerned higher authorities must take note of this fact and enquire the reasons for such conduct on the part of the concerned officers.  However, the petitioner admitted that all the bills have been rectified later on  and the payments have been made.  Thereafter, no inflated bills have been issued and to this extent, the grievance of the  petitioner has been redressed.  The next grievance pointed out by the petitioner was that he had applied for extension of load on 25.04.2011.  The demand notice was issued on 18.05.2011 and  final  compliance of  the demand notice was made  on 15.11.2011.  According to the petitioner, he did not receive any intimation regarding extension of load inspite  of pursuing the matter personally number of times.  Finally, the petitioner came to know regarding the  extension of load  from the bill received on 09.05.2012, after a period of about  six months from the date of compliance  of demand notice.  It  was  contended that because of this abnormal delay, the petitioner  suffered huge financial loss because new machines  could not be operated for six months.  In addition, the petitioner also suffered lot of harassment, mental tension at the hands of the respondents.  From the written submissions, it is evident that on the basis of advice, extended load was notified only on 09.05.2012.  No other evidence has been brought on record to support that the petitioner was ever intimated regarding the extension in load before the said date.  Thus, there was deficiency in service in observing the Standards of Performance(SOP)   on the part of the respondents.  The respondents were bound  to notify the extended load on or before  14.12.2011, within 30 days of the compliance of the demand notice.  In this context, it is observed that the Punjab State Electricity Regulatory Commission (PSERC), Chandigarh has specified Standards of Performance (SOP) in the Supply Code.  These were made effective from  Ist January, 2012.  The PSERC made provisions for payment of compensation by PSPCL in the event of failure to observe the requisite SOP.  In the present case, it is apparent that  there was failure on the part of the respondents to allow extension of load according to specified SOP.   SOP-4 (Reference No.), lays down  the compensation in case of delay in release of new connection/additional load.   The compensation prescribed is Rs. 100/- for each day of default.  The compensation clauses on account of failure to observe SOP were made effective from Ist January, 2012.  According to the regulations, the load of petitioner’s connection should have been extended before the said date.  Therefore, the petitioner is entitled to compensation from Ist January, 2012 onwards on account of failure on the part of respondents to observe requisite SOP.  Extension in load was notified to the petitioner on 09.05.2012. The delay in allowing/notifying the extension of load to the petitioner works out to 129 days.  Therefore, considering the facts and circumstances of the case, it is directed that petitioner be paid compensation amounting to Rs. 12900/- @ Rs. 100/- for each day of delay of 129 days in releasing the extension in load.  This compensation is directed to be paid by way of adjustment in the electricity bills of the immediately succeeding months after the issue of this order.  This is in accordance with para-6 of the PSERC notification dated 2nd December,2011. To conclude, the petitioner is awarded compensation of Rs. 12900/- to be adjusted in the electricity bills of the succeeding months  on account of delay in notifying the  extension in load. The other grievances of the petitioner have already been redressed but the respondents must take note of undue harassment caused to the petitioner.  
 

8.

The appeal is allowed.
                        (Mrs. BALJIT BAINS)

Place: Mohali.  


                        Ombudsman,

Dated:
 21.02.2013.
       

                         Electricity Punjab





                                               Mohali. 

