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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: 27/2017                           Date of Order : 17/08/ 2017
SMT. LOVELEEN KAUR,
 #  2410, SECTOR-71,

SAS NAGAR( MOHALI).      
           ………………..PETITIONER
Account No. 3000145310
Through:
 Wg.Cdr.(Er). Kamaljit Singh,
                        Authorised Representative
VERSUS 
PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED.
                


                    …….….RESPONDENTS. 

Through
Er. H.S. Oberai,
Addl. Superintending Engineer

Operation   City Division (Special),

P.S.P.C.L, MOHALI.


Petition No. 27/2017  dated 08.06.2017  was filed against order dated 06.03.2017 of the Consumer  Grievances Redressal Forum (CGRF)   in case no: CG – 18 of 2017  deciding that the account of the  petitioner be overhauled for the period from 18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016 by taking bi-monthly average of 715 units. 
2.

Arguments, discussions and evidences on record were held on  17.08.2017.
3.

Sh.  Kamaljit Singh, authorized representative, attended the court proceedings on behalf of the Petitioner. Er. H.S. Oberai,  Addl.  Superintending Engineer / Operation (Special) Division, PSPCL, SAS Nagar ( Mohali)  alongwith Sh. Zamir Ahmed, Revenue Accountant, appeared on behalf of the respondent, Punjab State Power Corporation Limited (PSPCL).
4.

Presenting the brief history and grounds for Appeal of the case, Sh. Kamaljit Singh, the Authorized Representative, on behalf of the Petitioner, stated that the Petitioner is having an Electricity Connection bearing Account No. 3000145310 with sanctioned load of 7.880 KW  in the name of Smt. Loveleen Kaur, Kothi No. 2410,Sector 71, SAS Nagar, (Mohali)  which falls under AEE / Tech-I, Mohali.   He further submitted that the Petitioner received the energy bill  of 02.04.2016 which showed a jump from 32,192 KWh  units to 9,49,672 KWh  units.  However, the Meter was declared ‘Dead’ by the M.E. Lab, Ropar.  Considering the amount on higher side, the matter was referred to the Zonal Dispute Settlement Committee, which, in its meeting dated 04.08.2016, held at Patiala decided   to charge highest consumption recorded during  last five years i.e. during the period from 27.04.12 to 18.07.2012 ,  being  1637 bi-monthly KWh  units of the disputed period.  Accordingly, an appeal was filed before the Forum which, in its decision dated 06.03.2017, decided to charge bimonthly average of period 12.12.2013 to 18.11.2015 which comes  out to 715 KWh  units for the period 18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016. Being not satisfied  with the decision of the Forum,  the Petitioner was constrained to file an appeal before the  Court of Ombudsman, Electricity, Punjab.



He contested that  the Petitioner got the bi-monthly energy  bill  as the disputed period should be of two months.  The Meter  installed was Electronic  and it was working fine.  The Mohali Division has taken three billing cycles ( 180 days) as the disputed period  which is wrong .  Furthermore, Meter is located outside the house near the Gate.  On these three billing cycles, readings were taken in  his presence and bills were paid. Also, there was no question of   ‘I’  ’N’  notes as inserted in the bill as the Meter was installed outside the premises.  Further, the total load of the house  is less than the sanctioned load  and   Meter was declared dead by the M.E. Lab.



He also  stated that for the disputed period, the average  of the same period for last few years may be considered.  The disputed period, 22.03.2016 to 17.05.2016 may be considered instead of  03 billing cycles of 180 days ( 18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016).  In the end, he submitted that it has caused lot of mental tension and  wastage of time and money for last one year and as such, suitable compensation, may be considered and granted and prayed to allow the appeal. 

5.

Er. H.S. Oberai, Addl. Superintending Engineer, representing the respondents submitted that it is correct that the Petitioner’s Meter was jumped  and as per report of the M.E. Lab , it was  found  ‘Dead’.  The Petitioner   represented his case before the Zonal Dispute Settlement Committee which, in its  decision, decided to charge  the 1637 KWh units bi-monthly.   An appeal was filed before the Forum which also decided   to charge/recover  the  amount from the Petitioner by taking 715 KWh  units on bi-monthly basis by reducing it from 1637 units bi-monthly as per orders of the ZDSC.  Accordingly, on the basis of  this order, the compliance of the same has already been made by  their office.  In the end, he prayed to dismiss the appeal of the Petitioner as the amount  charged to the Petitioner is correct. .

6.

I have gone through the written submissions made in the Petition, written reply of the Respondents, oral arguments of the Petitioner and representative of the PSPCL – Respondents as well as the material brought on record.   The facts of the case remain that the Petitioner, having DS category connection with sanctioned load of 7.880KW challenged the working of the meter on 21.03.2016 by depositing the requisite challenge fee.  The meter was replaced vide MCO dated 21.03.2016, affected on 02.04.2016.  The challenged / removed meter showed final reading of 949672KWh units and was sent to ME Lab, PSPCL, Ropar for checking /testing.  As per its checking report dated 22.04.2016, meter was found dead.  After replacement of the challenged meter, the Petitioner was issued bill for the period 18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016, i.e. for 180 days for consumption of 919109 units amounting to Rs.72,23,050/-.This bill was for consumption of old/challenged meter (918523 units) and  for new replaced meter ( 586 units).  The Petitioner did not pay the bill amounting to Rs. 72,23,050/- but deposited only Rs. 3000/- on 17.05.2016.  Aggrieved, the petitioner approached the Zonal Dispute Settlement Committee which observed, in minutes of its meeting dated 04.08.2016, that consumption of 919109 units in the case of DS category connection with sanctioned load of 7.880KW was abnormal and was not acceptable and further decided to charge the Petitioner for disputed period of the highest /maximum consumption recorded during last five years i.e. during 27.04.2012 to 18.07.2012 when 1627KWh units bimonthly consumption was recorded.  Not satisfied, the petitioner approached CGRF which decided on 06.03.2017 that his account be overhauled for the period from 18.1.12015 to 17.05.2016 by taking bimonthly average of 715 KWh units. 

 

The Authorized representative of the Petitioner argued that the Petitioner received the energy bill of 02.04.2016 which showed a jump from 32,192KWh units to 9,49,672KWh units. However, the Meter was declared “Dead” by the ME Lab, PSPCL, Ropar.  Considering the amount on higher side, the matter was referred to ZDSC and subsequently to CGRF but did not get the desired relief. He contested that the Petitioner got the bi-monthly bill as the disputed period for the bill should be of two months.   The Meter installed was electronic and it was working fine.  The “OP” City Division (Special), SAS Nagar, has taken three billing cycles (180 days) as the disputed period which is wrong.  Furthermore, Meter is located outside the house near the Gate.  On these three billing cycles,  readings were taken in his presence and bills were paid.  Also, there was no question of “ I ” &  “N” status of meter on bills.  The total load of the house is also less than the sanctioned load.  Meter was also declared dead.   He also stated that for the disputed period, the average of the same period for the last few years may be considered.  The disputed period, 22.03.2016 to 17.05.2016 may be considered instead of 03 billing cycles of 180 days (18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016).  He prayed that suitable compensation for mental torture and wastage of time may be considered and granted.



The representative of the Respondents  admitted that the Petitioner’s Meter had jumped and as per report of the M.E. Lab, it was “Dead”.   The Petitioner represented his case before the Zonal dispute Settlement Committee which,  in its decision,  decided to charge the consumption of 1637 units bi-monthly.  An appeal was filed before the Forum which  decided to charge / recover the amount from the petitioner by reducing and taking 715 units on bi-monthly basis.   Accordingly, on the basis of this order, the compliance of the same has already been made by their office and excess amount charged stands refunded. The Respondents also argued that no reading was taken on  19.01.2016 and 22.03.2016 and bills for the period 18.11.2015 to 19.01.2016 and 19.01.2016 to 22.03.2016 were prepared on average basis on SAP System and SAP System took the reading by default while preparing the bills  and that is why, bill on  17.05.2016 was issued from  18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016.  This includes consumption of old and new meters. However, the abnormal consumption was recorded by the old meter which  was found “Dead”  in ME Lab. He stated that the amount charged is correct and prayed to dismiss  the appeal.



After going through the case, I find that the issue involved is whether overhauling of the account of the Petitioner for the disputed period  as decided by the Forum is as per applicable regulations.  I observed that the disputed meter was challenged on 21.03.2016 by the Petitioner and was replaced by the Respondents on 02.04.2016.  The said Meter was sent to ME Lab, PSPCL, Ropar for checking and as per its checking report dated 22.4.2016, the meter was “Dead”.  Thus, keeping in view the above status of the Meter and in the absence of any reference to the  applicable rule / regulation,  I do not find any justification in the Forum’s decision to overhaul the account of the Petitioner for the period from 18.11.2015 to 17.05.2016 by taking bimonthly average of 715 units.  Besides, the challenged meter, had since been replaced on 02.04.2016 and thus, the charging the Petitioner for the post replacement period of 02.04.2016 to 17.5.2016 at the said decided rate is not fair, the same should be billed as per actual consumption. Rather, Regulation 21.5.2 (a) of Supply Code-2014, is relevant in the case of Meter found “Dead”, and is reproduced as under:-


“Defective (other than inaccurate) / Dead Sop / Burnt / 



Stolen Meters”.


“The accounts of a consumer shall be overhauled / billed for the period meter remained dead stop and in case of burnt / stolen meter for the period of direct supply subject  to maximum period of six months as per procedure given below:-

a)   
On the basis of energy consumption of 

  

corresponding   period of previous year.”




I have also perused the consumption data placed on record and noted that reading for the period 18.11.2015 to 19.01.2016 and 19.01.2016 to 22.03.2016 was not taken by the Meter Reader and bills have been prepared with Meter status  Code as  “N” and “I” Code respectively.  Besides, average consumption was charged to the Petitioner but SAP System took the new reading according to average consumption which is not correct.



As a sequel of above discussions, it is held that the account of the Petitioner is required to be overhauled for the period from 18.11.2015 till the date of replacement of meter on 02.04.2016 based on consumption of the corresponding period for the previous year as per provisions contained in  Regulation 21.5.2 (a) of Supply Code-2014.  Accordingly, I have, no hesitation to set aside the decision dated 06.03.2017 of the CGRF.  The  Respondents are directed to revise the demand as per above directions and the amount excess /short, after adjustment, if any, may be recovered /refunded from / to the petitioner with interest under the provision of ESIM-114.


7.

The appeal is disposed of accordingly.


 8.

In case the Petitioner or the Respondents (Licensee) is not satisfied with the above decision, he is at liberty to seek appropriate remedy against this order from the appropriate Body in accordance with Regulation 3.28 of Punjab State Electricity Regulatory Commission (Forum & Ombudsman) Regulations-2016.









            (MOHINDER SINGH)









          Ombudsman


Place: SAS Nagar (Mohali)




Electricity, Punjab


Dated: 17.08.2017





SAS Nagar (Mohali)

