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ACCOUNT  No.  LS-129


Through

Sh. R. S. Dhiman, Counsel,

Sh. D.L. Kaushik.


VERSUS


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

Through 

Er. R.S. Saini,

Sr.Xen/Distribution Division,

PSEB, Lalru.

Sh. G.S.sandhu,

Asst.Engineer/Op. S/Divn. Dera Bassi. 



The petition is against the decision of Grievances Redressal Forum in case No. CG-160 of 2006 dated 10.04.2007 for upholding the levy of penalty of Rs. 2, 90,337/- on account of load surcharge.

2.

The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 20.12.2007 and 04.01.2008.

3.

Sh. R.S. Dhiman and Sh. D.L. Kaushik appeared on behalf of the petitioner and Er. R.S. Saini and Er. G.S. Sandhu attended the proceedings on behalf of the Respondents.

4.

Sh. R.S. Dhiman, counsel of the appellant stated that petitioner is running a Steel Rolling Mill at Village Kurawala under Dera Bassi Division having an electric connection LS-129 with a sanctioned load of 1709.450 KW and contract demand of 1750 KVA.  This connection was checked by SDO Dera Bassi on 20.02.2006 who detected the connected load as 2096.504 KW load against sanctioned load of 1709.450 KW.  The load surcharge of Rs 2,90,337/-  was charged and the petitioner was asked to submit    fresh test report within 7 days.
The counsel brought out that the action of the AEE was challenged before the then ZLDSC and EG Forum who have upheld the same. 



 The counsel has contested the decision of the Forum on three grounds.  Firstly,  inadequate quorum of Members who passed orders dated 10.04.2007, secondly the perfunctory  nature of the checking report and thirdly the discrepancy of the load of the  TMT Pump which  has only one motor of 90 KW against  three motors  of 90 KW each mentioned in the ECR dated 20.02.2006.  He argued that two motors of 90 KW each, no doubt, were installed on foundation but were not connected to the supply system.  The installation of two spare motors in position was mandatory because of the specific instructions of the supplier of the TMT Pump.  The delivery pipes of all the three pumps are connected to a common outlet which supplies water to steel rollers for cooling.  The size of this common outlet is the same as that of one delivery pipe with the result technically only one motor can run at a time.  He further informed that as per Sales Regulation-25, the stand by motors not connected with the supply can not be included for the purpose of calculating the connected load.  Lastly, the power of the 4 No. Pinch Roll Machines which are of 15 BHP each, if converted to KW will constitute only 44.76 KW as against the 59.680 KW  of load included in the ECR of the checking officer.  Therefore the calculation of connected load on the checking date is incorrect and was required to be reviewed.  He also disputed the fundamentals as the petitioner case is controlled by the maximum demand factor and no checking was required.  The decision of the Forum is flawed on account of the in-adequate quorum and the load surcharge of Rs. 2,90,337 as confirmed by them needs to be set aside.

6.

Er. R.S. Saini, Sr. Xen and Er. G.S. Sandhu, AEE while defending the case of the Respondents stated that the checking was made not by AEE alone but it was a joint checking done by Sr.Xen/Lalru and SDO Dera Bassi.  The checking in no way was done in a casual manner. It was conducted in the presence of the representative of the consumer. Regarding the definition of connected load, he clarified that as per Sales Regulation 25.1, all installations in the premises whether or not connected at the time of checking are includible to be considered as connected load.  He clarified that at the time of first checking, three motors of 90 KW each were properly installed, fixed at the foundations and connected to the power.  However, at the time of spot checking got done by the Forum, it was done with the prior appointed date and time.  The two motors had been dis-connected by the petitioner.  The two checkings did not reveal the installation of any change over switch connecting the three motors which could render the two to be considered as stand by machines.  Such motors installed without G.O. Switch are rightly considered in the connected load.  He also denied the relevancy of monthly consumption and MDI to the connected load.  He justified that the decision of the Forum constituted by two members was in accordance with CC No. 27/2006 and is valid.  He conceded that the load of Pinch Roll Motors is of 15 BHP (11 KW) each and not 15 KW as shown in the checking report.

7.

After having gone through the written submissions and hearing the oral arguments, I hold that the order dated 10.04.2007 passed by the Forum is valid and issue is clear as per  sub clause-10  of Regulation-3 of Chapter-I on ‘Forum for Redressal of Grievances of the consumers’ of PSERC. It was considered imperative that the Respondents should produce the original A&A form and the Test Report alongwith the Test Report submitted by the petitioner in compliance to the ECR No.26 dated 20.02.2006 to verify the electrical appliances with connected load declared by the petitioner and approved by them.  The Respondents produced the Test Report dated 18.12.1999 as approved on 11.1.2000 and also the new Test Report dated i.e. 6.3.2006.  It has emerged that the petitioner did not disclose any of the three 90 KW motors related to the TMP Pump.  Only two motors of 22 KW are shown in the original and the revised test report dated 6.3.2006.  As per directions, the SDO visited the site on 20.12.2007 and found that all the 3 (three) pump motors of 90 KW are connected with main supply through bus bar.  He has produced the sketch showing the location and installation of the three 90 KW motors pumps.  He has also produced the photographs of the actual installation which depict that starters have been installed at site for all the three 90 KW motors and the respective cables of each motor are connected to the Bus Bar.   It enables the three motors to operate at any time with the push of button from the starter.



The petitioners have failed to produce any documentary evidence to prove their case of two standby motors.  The obvious conclusion is that the petitioner had concealed the existence of three 90 KW Motors at the time of applying for LS connection for 1709.450 KW and did not disclose even one 90 KW Motor Pump in the revised Test Report submitted on 6.3.2006.  The ground of appeal on this count fails. The error with regard to the BHP of the Pinch Roll Machine included in the ECR has been conceded by the Respondents.  Thus the petitioner is entitled to relief of 14.920 KW only against the excess connected load of 387.054.  The excess detected load shall stand reduced to 372.134 KW against 387.054 KW.  The load surcharge and any other charges are recoverable and the Respondents are required to overhaul the penalty on load surcharge accordingly.

8.

The appeal is partly allowed.



Place: Chandigarh. 


Dated 4th January,2008.
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