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    OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY  PUNJAB,




 # 248, SECTOR 19-A, CHANDIGARH.


     APPEAL NO.12 of 2009.   

Date of Decision: 25.06.2009.

 SH. SATISH KUMAR,

 B-V, 135, KHUD MOHALLA.

 LUDHIANA-141008.
         ……………………………
PETITIONER

   ACCOUNT No. ME-01/0077 K

Through
    Sh.Abhishek Kapoor,

    Sh. Aswani Kapoor,

    Sh. Raghbir Singh Behl,Counsel

 VERSUS


    PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD.     ……….….RESPONDENTS.
 Through 
     Er Kuldeep Singh 

  Senior Executive Engineer,

  Operation,City Central (Special) Division,

  PSEB Ludhiana.




The petition has been filed against the orders of the Grievances Redressal Forum in case No. CG-94 of 2008 dated 18.02.2009 upholding overhauling of their account for Rs .5,73,241/-  with effect from 21.04.2003.

2.

The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 25.06.2009.

3.

Sh. Abhishek Kapoor and Sh. Ashwani Kapoor alongwith Sh. Raghbir Singh Behl, counsel appeared.  Er. Kuldeep Singh Senior Executive Engineer/Operation, City Central (Special) Division, PSEB, Ludhiana attended the proceedings on behalf of the respondents.
4.

The appellant consumer is running an electric connection Account No. ME-01/0077K under MS industrial category for the manufacturing of plastic bags with a sanctioned load of 86.88 KW.  Sh. R.S.. Behal, counsel while presenting the case on behalf of the petitioner stated that the connection of the petitioner was checked first  by AEE/Technical Unit No. II, City Central Division, Ludhiana on 02.01.2006  and vide CCR No. 69-70/513 dated 03.01.2006, the Sr. Xen  declared that the  meter was found running slow by 34.30% at  25.4 KW running load at 0.99 power factor lagging.  The  checking report refers  to  the accuracy of meter as having been checked with LT ERS meter and the reason of the slowness was observed as  “phase association of the meter was wrong” due to inter changing of pressure terminals of Red and Blue phases at meter terminals. The account of the petitioner was overhauled from 11.2.2001 to 3.1.2006 and a demand of an amount of Rs. 9,37,686/- was raised.  The case was contested at the Zonal Level Dispute Settlement Committee, who after deliberation confirmed that prior to the checking of meter on 3.1.2006, the connection was checked on 21.04.2003 by AEE/Technical Unit-II, City Central Division, Ludhiana and meter was found running/impulse blinking on load on all the 3 phases as reported.  The  period of overhauling of the account was modified from 11.02.2001 to 03.01.2006 to 21.04.2003 to 03.01.2006 and the chargeable amount was  re-calculated as  Rs. 5,73,241/-.  The counsel submitted that no deficiency was found in the working of the meter during any checking since the installation of meter in February, 2001. He submitted that had meter been slow by 34.30%, the consumption should have increased by 50%. The consumption data from 2001 to 2008 as produced remained within variation of  = 10% only.  He also complained that SDO had also visited the site to check the connection on 02.01.2006 but copy of his report has not been given to the appellant.  He re-iterated that the seals as were affixed by the AEE/Technical Unit-II, City Central Divn.Ludhiana on the inspection of 21.04.2003 were found intact.  He insinuated that the connection as RBY instead of RYB might have been manipulated by the Inspecting officer i.e. Sr. Xen on 03.01.2006 due to personal prejudices and therefore, the overhauled amount of Rs. 5,73,241/- is malafide and  not chargeable.  He complained that if the meter was found to be recording lower consumption due to wrong connection then the delinquent officials should have been punished as per regulation 139.1. The in-action and no disciplinary action, the behest of the PSEB confirmed that the meter found as slow on 03.01.2006 was not correct.  Therefore, the decision of the Forum should be set aside and the amount so charged and deposited be refunded with interest.

5.

While defending the case on behalf of the respondents, Er. Kuldeep Singh, Sr. Xen stated that the electronic meter was installed at consumer’s premises on 11.2.2001. The meter was checked by SDO on 21.4.2003, but this checking was limited to per phase wire checking with water load. The meter was found running/impulse blinking on all the three phases. The phase association of the meter was not checked by the SDO.  The fact that the connections of the CT were checked is not mentioned nor was the accuracy checked with ERS meter.  Thereafter, the SDO concerned checked the meter on 2.1.2006 with ERS meter wherein he found that the meter was running slow.  The matter was reported to the Sr. Xen who checked the connection with ERS meter on 03.01.2006 and found that the association of phases of CT side was wrong and the meter was running slow by 34.30%.  The wrong association of phases was set right by the Sr. Xen there & then after which the running of meter was found within the permissible limits. Accordingly, the account of the consumer was overhauled under Electricity Supply Regulation No. 73.8.  He further submitted that after setting right the phase association of meter, yearly consumption of electricity is increased by about 17% although there is decline in sale/production by 17% approximately as compared to earlier year. He denied that the Sr. Xen had any personal prejudice to have manoeuvered the connections of the meter.   The authorized representative concluded that the meter was running slow prior to rectification of the error that is why the consumption is not matching with the production data and therefore; the overhauling of the account is in order.  The overhauling as has been done is as per the sales regulations and had been rightly upheld.  The appeal of the petitioner lacks merit.


6.

I have gone through the written submissions and documents produced by both the parties and oral arguments heard carefully. It is observed that no data has ever been downloaded from the disputed meter during any of the checkings done by the respondents.  The SDO on 02.01.2006 and the Sr. Xen City Central (Special) Division, Ludhiana on 03.01.2006 have checked the meter with LT ERS meter.  The accuracy of the meter as on 03.01.2006, therefore, is not in doubt.  The contention of the appellant  that the phase association of the meter was wrong due to interchanging of pressure terminals of red and blue phases at meter terminals stands refuted by CCR No. 69-70/513  dated 03.01.2006  which records and reports that on checking the consumer connection with ERS meter, the meter was found  running slow by 34.3% as phase association of the meter was wrong  i.e. it was RBY instead of RYB  which means  CTs might have been wrongly connected right from the date of replacement of meter. The connections of the CTs were not checked and reported on 21.04.2003 by the SDO.  The benefit of doubt has been allowed by the ZLDSC and the Grievances Redressal Forum.  It is matter of record that the consumption of the appellant increased by 50% in the  next immediate five to six  months after the connection was set right on 03.01.2006. This leaves no iota of doubt that the meter prior to 03.01.2006 was running slow by 34.30%.  The fall in consumption in subsequent period could be due to other reasons like fall in production on account of demand market fluctuations in the product manufactured by the petitioner.  Allegations of personal prejudice made by the petitioner carry no merit without any documentary or circumstantial evidence and were avoidable. It is sad that the respondents failed to make any erring and inefficient official accountable for the lapses and inefficiency for checking   the meter regularly as provided in their rules and regulations.  Under the facts and circumstances, I find no merit in the petition that the amount of Rs. 5,73,241/- has been charged wrongly and malafidely on the basis of  manipulated wrong association of phases of the meter at the meter terminals.  No interference is called for.



7.

The appeal is dismissed.

Place: Chandigarh.

  


   Ombudsman,

   Dated: 25th June,2009.
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