[image: image1.jpg]



PAGE  
2

IN THE COURT OF OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY PUNJAB,
  66 KV GRID SUBSTATION, PLOT NO. A-2, INDL. AREA, PHASE-I, SAS NAGAR, (MOHALI)
APPEAL No: 09 / 2016       
Date of order: 06 / 06 / 2016
SH. DARSHAN SINGH,
VILLAGE TOHRA,
TERHSIL  NABHA,

DISTT. PATIALA  

           .………………..PETITIONER   
Account No. KT-14 / 0127,
Through:
Sh.   R.S. Dhiman, Authorised Representative
VERSUS
 PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED.

                


                        …….….RESPONDENTS. 

Through
Er. G. S. Gurm
Senior Executive Engineer

Operation Division ,  
P.S.P.C.L., Amloh


Petition No. 09 / 2016 dated 23.02.2016 was filed against order dated 21.12.2015 of the Grievances Redressal Forum (Forum) in   case   no: CG-129 of 2015 upholding decision dated 04.09.2015 of the Divisional Dispute Settlement Committee (DDSC), Addl. SE / Amloh shall  also ensure overhauling of account from 06 / 2012 to 12 / 2012 as per actual consumption.
2.

Arguments, discussions and evidences on record were held on 02.06.2016 and 06.06.2016.
3.

Sh. R.S. Dhiman, authorised representative alongwith Sh. Amarjit Singh and Sh. Buta Singh attended the court proceedings on behalf of the petitioner.   Er. G. S. Gurm, Senior Executive Engineer / Operation Division, PSPCL Amloh, appeared on behalf of the respondent, Punjab State Power Corporation Limited (PSPCL).
4.

Sh. R.S. Dhiman, the petitioner’s counsel stated that the petitioner is a resident of Village Tohra , Tehsil Nabha, Distt. Patiala and is having an electricity DS category connection bearing Account No. KT-14 / 0127 with sanctioned load of 1.300 KW.    The connection of the petitioner falls under Tohra Sub-Division of Amloh Division.  All electricity bills are being paid by the petitioner regularly except the bill under dispute. In May, 2015, the petitioner was surprised to receive a bill in which a sum of Rs. 35815/- was added as “Sundry Charges”.  The amount being disproportionate to his normal bills, was found   unreasonable.  On enquiry from the office of SDO Tohra Sub-Division, the petitioner was made to understand that his meter was changed twice, being defective and accordingly the amount of Rs. 35,815/- has been charged on this account. 


The petitioner challenged the undue demand before the DDSC which heard the appeal, but instead of giving any relief, he was asked to deposit the remaining amount in six installments.  Being not satisfied with the decision of the DDSC, the petitioner filed an appeal before the Forum, which upheld the unjust decision of the DDSC ignoring all lapses on the part of the respondents and also directed the overhauling of account from 06 / 2012 to 12 / 2012 as per actual consumption.


He next submitted that during proceedings before the Forum, it came to light that the petitioner’s meter was changed on 04.08.2012 being defective.    The new meter also got defective and hence changed on 11.11.2013.  But it is strange that the petitioner was never informed on both times.  The Petitioner, himself, also could not notice because the meter is installed outside the petitioner’s premises at a distance of about 200 meters.  Both the defective meters were neither tested at site nor in the M.E. Lab.  The same were also not taken in a sealed card board box as per departmental instructions. The nature of defect was also not made known to the petitioner.  Though, as per version of Respondents, meter readings were available but even than bills were issued to the petitioner on average basis from 06 / 2012 to 08 / 2014 despite the fact that a proper meter was lying installed at the petitioner’s premises.  All these lapses are a gross violation of rules on the part of the respondents.


He contested that from the information submitted by the respondents before the Forum, it transpires that the meter installed on 04.08.2012 has shown 8004 units consumed upto 11.11.2013 i.e. the date of its replacement.  This is far disproportionate to the petitioner’s consumption before 04.08.2012 which shows that either the meter jumped at the time of getting defective or the final reading of this defective meter was tampered with, since the final reading was never shown to the petitioner.  Therefore, the petitioner needs to be charged from 04.08.2012 to 11.11.2013 on the basis of his average consumption before 04.08.2012.


He further stated that the petitioner is a marginal farmer with 8 / 9 members in his family and thus is unable to pay such huge amount of electricity bill.  It is the respondent’s fault that they issued bills to the petitioner on ‘F’ Code without any reason.  In the end, he prayed that the undue charges raised against the petitioner may be set aside in the interest of justice and the genuine charges, if any, may be recovered in fifteen (15) installments. 
5.

Er. G. S. Gurm, Senior Executive Engineer, representing the respondents submitted that the meter of the petitioner became defective and was replaced 04.08.2012 vide MCO no: 121 / 101209 dated 06.03.2012.  This meter again became defective    and  again   replaced  on  11.11.2013 vide MCO No. 05 / 
101201 dated 11.11.2013.  The consumer was issued energy bills from 06 / 2012 to 08 / 2014 on “F” and  “C” Code as advice for change of meter was not sent to Computer Centre for billing as per consumption with new meter.  During the disputed period (02 / 2013 to 08 / 2014) consumer was issued energy bills on average basis, whereas actual consumption was more than this consumption.  Thereafter, the Audit Party, vide its  Half Margin No. 553 dated 31.03.2015, overhauled the account on actual  consumption basis and pointed out difference in billing of Rs. 35,815/- for the period 02 / 2013 to 08 / 2014.  The amount was charged  in the energy bill issued  in 05 / 2015 as sundry charges.



But the consumer did not agree to it and filed the case in the DDSC after depositing the requisite fee.  The DDSC in its meeting held on 04.09.2015 after scrutinizing the consumption data, observed that amount charged by Audit party is correct and decided to get the amount deposited in six equal installments.  Being not satisfied with the decision of the DDSC, the consumer filed an appeal before the Forum which upheld the decision of the DDSC and decided that the Addl. SE / Amloh shall also ensure overhauling of account from 06 / 2012 to 12 / 2012 as per actual consumption.  In the end, he prayed to dismiss the appeal of the petitioner.
6.

Written submissions made in the petition, written reply of the respondents, other materials brought on record and as well as oral arguments of the counsel and the representative of PSPCL have been perused and considered.   The main issue framed for adjudication is whether or not, the overhauling of the petitioner’s account done by Audit Party from Feb. 2013 to August, 2014 on actual reading of energy meter is correct?  The petitioner argued that he was surprised when suddenly, the respondents in May, 2015, charged a sum of Rs. 35,815/- as Sundry Charges.  He also informed that the energy meter for recording the energy consumption is installed outside the premises and meter was replaced two times, first on 04.08.2012 (Actual date 08.04.2012) and second on 11.11.2013 on the pretext that meter was defective.  The replacement of meters at both occasions was done without his knowledge and no site / ME Testing of dismantled meters was carried out.  From the MCO of dated 11.11.2013, it was noticed that meter consumed 8004 units from 04.08.2012 (correct date was 08.04.2012) to 11.11.2013 i.e. approximately average bi-monthly consumption was 842 units, which does not seem to be correct in view of the previous consumption and sanctioned load.  It might had recorded higher consumption due to jumping of reading or creeping / running fast during the disputed period and prayed for quashing of unauthorized amount charged through sundry charges.
The respondents argued that the meter of the petitioner was replaced twice [on dated 04.08.2012 (Actual date 08.04.2012) and 11.11.2013)  first due to checking vide LCR No. 50/53 dated  03/03/2012 and second time on the basis of key exception list where the meter was shown as defective.  The meter after replacement was returned to the M.E. Lab because, as per procedure, the single phase meters are being returned to M.E. Lab, without the presence of consumer.  He also contended that the readings of energy meter were taken during the disputed period, but due to non-submission of advice / reading data to Billing Cell, the bills were prepared on F / C Code (reading was not taken) and accordingly energy bills were prepared on the basis of average consumption.  The Audit Party detected the mistake and  charged the Petitioner for an amount of Rs. 35,815/- on the basis of actual recorded consumption as per meter reading record, during the disputed period.  Hence, the amount of Rs. 35,815/- for the period 02 / 2013 to 08 / 2014, as charged by the Audit is recoverable.
With a view to reach on a conclusive and justifiable decision, the Senior Executive Engineer, attending the Court on behalf of Respondents, was directed to place on record on or before 06.06.2016, copies of authenticated consumption data, ME report / Challan of both meters, checking report dated 03.03.2012 alongwith a report of the actual connected load of the Petitioner.  The desired documents were received on 06.06.2016 which were pursued.  The consumption data reveals that the consumption from billing month 04 / 2011 to 02 / 2012 (six bi-monthlies), when the working of the meter was correct and recorded correct consumption, is 1965 units which comes to be approximately 164 units (monthly) before the replacement of meter vide MCO dated 06.03.2012 effected on 08.04.2012 (As per consumption data but wrongly signed by JE as 04.08.2012 on MCO and  replaced meter was  returned to ME Lab vide Challan dated 11.04.2012).   Records also show that meter readings have regularly been taken and consumption, as per actual, has been recorded after the replacement of meter, but bills have been issued under ‘C’ & ‘F” code due to non submissions of necessary advice to the Billing Cell.  This meter was replaced on 11.11.2013 on the basis of key-exception report being defective.  Thereafter, actual consumption on regular basis has been recorded but not billed  due to non-submission of advice to Billing Cell till billing month August 2014.  The regular billing, on the basis of actual consumption has been started from the billing month of October 2014.  Thus, the billing of the Petitioner is required to be overhauled on the basis of actual consumption during the entire disputed period from billing month June 2012 to August 2014 whereas while checking the consumer’s account, the Audit has revised his bills only from February 2013 to August 2014 and accordingly the CGRF has rightly decided to revise the bills for the remaining period from June 2012 to December 2012.   During analysis of consumption data, I have observed that average consumption of the Petitioner during the post disputed period from October 2014 to August 2015, on the basis of reading recorded by the Meter, presently installed, is approximately 354 units per month, which do not support the Petitioner’s arguments that his meter was running fast or has jumped during the period of dispute.  Further, the actual consumption recorded during the whole disputed period is ranging between 353 units to 392 units per month, which also do not support any abnormal consumption or jumping of reading during the period in question and proves that the recorded consumption, as available on record, is correct and chargeable.
As a sequel of above discussions, I do not find any reason to interfere in the decision dated 21.12.2015 of the Grievances Redressal Forum (Forum) in   case   no: CG-129 of 2015 upholding decision dated 04.09.2015 of the Divisional Dispute Settlement Committee (DDSC) with decision to overhaul of Petitioner’s account from 06 / 2012 to 12 / 2012 as per actual consumption.  Accordingly, the respondents are directed to recalculate the demand as per above directions and the amount excess / short, after adjustment, if any, may be recovered / refunded from / to the petitioner. 

7.

The appeal is dismissed.
8.

Now coming to the additional prayer made by the Petitioner for allowing him the genuinely calculated amount in fifteen installments in view of his weak economic position.  After considering all the factual circumstances, it is directed that the amount so calculated may be charged in 8 (  qw neight ) bi-monthly installments alongwith his regular energy bills, and no interest or surcharge may be levied on this amount during the whole recovery period, provided all installments are paid / deposited by the Petitioner, within the prescribed due date for payment of bill.  In case of failure to clear the dues in any month, interest may be charged on pro-rata basis for the default amount / period.  
                   






(MOHINDER SINGH)

Place:  S.A.S.Nagar (Mohali.)  

Ombudsman,

Dated:
 06.06.2016
.
          

Electricity Punjab







 
S.A.S.Nagar (Mohali. )

