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OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY  PUNJAB,




# 248, SECTOR 19-A, CHANDIGARH.


APPEAL NO. 49 OF 2007. 

 Date of Decision: 06.02.2008.
Sh. SHIV DARSHAN SINGH,

C/O M/S RAMPA AUTOS,

BUS STAND ROAD,

HOSHIARPUR.




 ……………….PETITIONER
                




















ACCOUNT  No.  BA-26/390 NRS  and


Account No. BA- 26/391/NRS


Through
           Sh. S.K., Vatta, Counsel

Sh. J.P. Singh



VERSUS


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

Through 

Er H.arish  Kumar Sharma,

Sr.Xen/Operation City Division,

PSEB,Hoshiarpur.

Sh. Puneet Khullar.


The petition is against the decision of Grievances Redressal Forum in case No. CG-72 of 2007 dated 05.09.2007 directing the Respondents to club the connections bearing Account No. NRS BA-26/390 & NRS BA-26/391 and SP Account No. 52/61 running in the premises of the petitioners and overhauling of bills  as per the rules & regulations  framed by the Respondents.

2. The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 06.02.2008.

3. 
Sh.  S.K. Vatta, counsel and Sh. J.P. Singh, appeared on behalf of the petitioner and Er H.K. Sharma and Sh.Puneet Khullar Revenue Accountant attended the proceedings on behalf of the Respondents.

4. 
Sh. S.K. Vatta, Authorised Representative stated that the grievance is in consequence to ECR Nos. 22/264, 23/264 & 24/264 dated 13.07.2006 of the Enforcement Wing for detecting  alleged un-authorised load and directing clubbing of the two NRS connections.  The counsel has disputed the calculation of the excess load which is not based on the actual load connected at site but arrived at as per norms allegedly fixed by the Respondents.  He has rejected the authenticity of ECRs contending that these are neither complete nor comprehensive as they do not mention any voltage of the points or the apparatus found connected at site.  He has further disputed the number of Halogen lamps included in the ECRs. Therefore, he prayed that the incorrect load calculations are required to be verified and re-calculated.



Regarding the second part i.,e. clubbing of the NRS connections, he produced two orders of the Grievances Redressal Forum  one in Account No.  BA-26/390 & BA-26/391 and the other in Account No. SP-52/61.  He explained that the Respondents have erred while implementing the two decisions of the Forum.  In the order relating to SP connection No. 52/61, the Forum has clearly opined that the industrial SP tariff is leviable and in the second decision they hold that two NRS connections bearing Account No.  BA-26/390 and BA-26/391 are to be clubbed.  But while implementing the decisions, the Respondents have clubbed all the three connections and overhauled the demand which is being objected.  He contested that before issuing the notice to deposit the amount relating to the clubbing of these connections, no investigation whatsoever was made in respect of connection of Sh. Sandeep Singh in whose name the SP connection No. 52/61 exists.  No show cause notice has been given.  Therefore, in view of the fact that  the character and nature of one electric supply being  that of SP industrial connection and the other two  being NRS connections can not be clubbed as per the rules framed by the Respondents themselves.  Therefore the notices for the amounts to be deposited  issued by AEE/Model Town Sub-Division vide his letter No. 1443 & 1444 dated 14.07.2006 and ultimately demand raised vide Memo No. 2011 dated 13.12.2007 are not justified and needs to be set aside.


5. 
While defending the case on behalf of the Respondents, Er. H.K. Sharma stated that the three connections bearing A/C No. SP-52/61, BA-26/390 NRS and BA-26/391 NRS under dispute were checked by the Xen/Enforcement on 13.07.2006 and the excess un-authorised load was found running from Account No. BA-26/.390 NRS, BA-26/391 NRS and SP connection No. 52/61.  He further stated that the appellant is running his business of sale of Bajaj Scooter, Mohindra & Mohindra utility vehicles in two adjacent show rooms and a workshop of Mohindra & Mohindra, workshop of Bajaj Autos in the premises located at Jalandhar Road, Hoshairpur.  The petitioners have three connections bearing account No. SP-52/61, BA-26/390 NRS & BA-26/391 NRS.  He has produced the site plan to show that there is no physical partition or separation between the premises of these three connections even though they are being run in three different names.  The Xen/Enforcement in his ECRs No. 22/264, 23/264 & 24/264 dated 13.07.2006 observed that the consumer is running an un-authorised load of 8.81 KW from the Account No. BA-26/390 and 1.82 KW from the SP connection Account No. 52/61 and the three connections being run in one premises should be clubbed.  Accordingly, the two consumer Accounts were overhauled and an amount of Rs.  67922/- was required to be paid as per revised notice No. 2011 dated 13.12.2007 issued by AE/Model Town Sub-Division, Hoshiarpur. 



The authorized  representative of the Respondents emphasized that the two show rooms  have open land behind the building  where sheds have been  erected for parking, servicing & repairing of the Mohindra & Mohindra vehicles and as well that  of Bajaj Autos.  The Ahata is duly connected from the back side through proper doors with the show rooms.  He further contended that the calculations of load have been made strictly in accordance with the norms prescribed by the Board and there was no mistake in it.  Therefore, the appeal made by the petitioner is required to be dismissed.

6. 
After having gone through the written submissions, oral arguments and documentary evidence produced by both the parties on the basis of record before me,  I am of the view that  both the NRS connections Account No. BA-26/390 & BA-26/391 are clubbable and the petitioners have agreed to these propositions.   However, I do not agree with the action taken by the Respondents in clubbing the SP industrial connection which is governed by the SP industrial tariff with the two NRS connections.  The SP connection Account No. 52/61 exists in the name of Sh. Sandeep Singh.  No action in this case was taken against the excess load as that was within the permissible limit of 10% of the sanctioned load.  I notice that the principles of natural justice and the rules framed by the Respondents themselves have not been observed while clubbing NRS connections with that of the SP connection.  Separate proceedings are required to be held giving an opportunity to the SP connection holder to present his case before the Respondents.  In any case, I hold that presently, the SP connection without going through the investigations and separate proceedings is not to be clubbed and it should continue to be billed under SP industrial tariff.  However, the Respondents can take action in the clubbing of these connections as and when the conditions laid down by the Respondents themselves in this respect are fulfilled.  Regarding the dispute for the number of lamps included in the ECRs, both the parties have agreed that the load of 90 lamps may be calculated in the ratio and proportion of 45 No. lamps at the rate of 45 Watts and the 45 No. lamps @ 80 watts.  The Respondents are required to exclude the amount charged of the SP connection from the amount levied and the excess amount, if deposited, may be refunded with interest as per the PSEB rules. 

7.

The appeal is partly allowed.

Place: Chandigarh. 




                  Ombudsman,

Dated: 6th February, 2008.                                                    Electricity Punjab,








                  Chandigarh
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