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OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY  PUNJAB,




# 248, SECTOR 19-A, CHANDIGARH.


APPEAL NO.53 OF 2007.                     Date of Decision: 27.02.2008.
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            SH. MILKHA SINGH,

 EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTE, BARETA,

 DISTT. MANSA.
          



 ……………….PETITIONER
                




















 ACCOUNT  No. MC-15/760

 Through
 Sh. Parminder Singh,
 Sh.Subhash Chander Garg, Counsel

 VERSUS


 PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD.      
…………….….RESPONDENTS.

 Through 

 Er. Varinder Paul Goyal,
 AEE/Operation Sub-Division,

 PSEB, Bareta
             Sh. Chanan Mal Bansal,
  Revenue Accountant.


The petition has been filed against the orders of the Grievances Redressal   Forum in case No. CG-101 of 2007 dated 03.10.2007. 
2.

The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 27.02.2008.
3.

Sh. Parminder Singh alongwith the counsel   Sh. Subhash Chander Garg attended the proceedings and Er. Varinder Paul Goyal, AEE and Sh. Chanan Mal Bansal, Revenue Accountant appeared on behalf of the Respondents.

4. 
Sh .Subhash Chnader Garg ,  Authorised Representative  stated that the appellant consumer have an electric  NRS connection in the name & style of Sh. Milkha Singh, Educational Institute, Bareta (Mansa) with sanctioned load of 4.960 KW.  Flying Squad checked the petitioner’s connection on 11.11.2005.   Vide his ECR No. 49/3240   reported  that  a load of 19.106 KW was found running against the sanctioned load of 4.960 KW  which meant that an un-authorised excess load of 14.146 KW  was being run by the petitioner.  The counsel has questioned the authenticity of  ECR dated 11.11.2005 as it was supposedly signed by one Poonam who never existed on the rolls of the petitioner as  a  regular or a temporary employee or a member of  teaching or non-teaching staff of the institute..  The calculations of excess load of 14.146 KW detected within a period of three weeks of the release of their connection were not above suspicion.  The AEE/Operation Sub-Division, PSEB, Bareta sent a notice for payment of Rs. 48,000/- vide his office letter No. 2514 dated 14.11.2005 which was received by the petitioner on 14.02.2006.  The counsel pleaded that there have been inordinate delay in handling their case at various levels of the Respondent authorities.  The Circle Level Dispute Settlement Committee did not give them hearing for a period of   about 13 months and when the Divisional Level Dispute Settlement Committee considered the case on 19.03.2007, the petitioner was not afforded any opportunity to plead or lead any evidence before the committee in support of their contention.  The partial relief of Rs. 11250/- has been granted by the Grievances Redressal Forum who have reduced the surcharge on the alleged excess detected load from Rs. 1500/- per KW to Rs. 750/- per KW amounting to Rs. 11250/- only.




 The counsel alleged that the Forum have not entertained the facts produced by the petitioner with regard to the existence of any person by the name of one Poonam or considered the building plan vis-a- vis the completed part of the building on the basis of which the connected load as per the instructions of the Board should have been taken into account.  The copies of the Bills for the material and electrical appliances purchased for the purpose of the second stage of construction were not given any cognizance.  Therefore, the demand of Rs. 48000-11250 = Rs. 36750/- is based on presumptions and not on the basis of record as produced before the Forum and thus, should be set aside. 
5. 
While defending the case on behalf of the Respondents, Er. Varinder Paul Goyal, AEE re-affirmed that the connection was released to the consumer on 18.10.2005 and was checked by Xen/Enforcement on 11.11.2005.  He asserted that the ECR was signed by an educated person and no un-related person of the Institute could have signed any documents without any authority.  He produced the A&A Form and the Test Report submitted by the consumer on 17.5.2005 giving details of appliances involving the total load of 4.96 KW.  The comparative analysis to work out the excess connected load running on the date of inspection i.e. 11.11.2005,  shows that the No. of fans  have increased to  74 against 20 Nos.,  Lamps 107 Nos. from 30 Nos. and plug 13 Nos. as against 21 Nos.  In addition, one Power Plug and one BHP motor have been added to the list of appliances and hence the aggregation of the connected load at 19.106 KW.  He justified levy of charges of Rs. 36750/- which are recoverable.
6. 
The written submissions and the arguments put forward by both the parties have been duly deliberated and considered.   The ECR appears to suffer from procedural defects.  The record of the building plans of the constructed part produced clearly confirm the contention of the petitioner.  However, they have not denied the existence of one Power Plug and a BHP motor used for watering the ground and plants existing in the building as on the date of inspection.  The petitioner has been able to lead evidence that only part of the building was operational at the time of checking which has been done within three weeks of the release of the connection. Keeping into consideration the facts regarding the existence of power plug and motor which have not been disclosed in the A&A Form and the Test Report, I am of the view that only a load of 2.00 KW for the power plug and 0.746 KW for the motor should be added to the sanctioned load.  The petitioner will get a relief of 14.146 KW-2.746 KW = 11.400 KW of excess load.  The Respondents are directed to modify and over-haul the energy bills and refund any excess deposit with interest as per instructions of the PSEB.

7. 

The appeal is partly allowed.

Place: Chandigarh. 
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