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IN THE COURT OF HON’BLE OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY PUNJAB



 # 248, SECTOR 19-A, CHANDIGARH.
 
APPEAL NO.11 of 2008. 



 Date of Decision.:   02.07.2008.
M/S JOGINDRA CASTINGS PVT. LTD;

G.T. ROAD SIRHIND SIDE,

MANDI GOBINDGARH.



    ………….. ….  PETITIONER.
 ACCOUNT No.  61252
   Through 
Sh. Ravinder Kumar Jain, Advocate.



VERSUS 
PUNJAB STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD.           ………………RESPONDENTS. 
Through 
Er. S.K. Manrao
Sr.Executive Engineer/Operation,

Division, PSEB, Mandi Gobindgarh
Brig. B.S. Taunque, counsel
Sh. Khushwinder Kumar, Revenue Accountant


The petition has been filed against the decision dated 8.1.2008 of Grievances Redressal Forum in case No. CG-103 of 2007 being dissatisfied on the computation of consumption of 99,890 units for 07.04.2004 and dissallowance of interest on the refund without giving any reasons.
2.

The arguments, discussions & evidence on record were held on 02.07.2008 
3.

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Jain, Counsel appeared on behalf of the petitioner.  Er. S.K. Manrao Sr. Xen,Operation Division, PSEB Mandi Gobindgarh, Brig. B.S. Taunque, counsel  and Sh. Khushwinder Kumar, Revenue Accountant  attended the proceedings on behalf of the Respondents.

4.

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Jain, counsel for the petitioner stated that the Forum erred in assuming  consumption of  1,14,160  units as  the base for  07.04.2004 on which date the meter jumped and  reduced  prorata by working hours of Industry taken at 24 hours instead of 21 actual working hours due to PSEB imposing peak load hour restrictions and taking into consideration only three hours supply failure as against 3½ hours of actual breakdown on  that date to arrive at the figure of 99,890 units  Thus, the substitution to  99890 units of consumption  for 7.4.2004 to revise the energy  bill for 7.4.2004 was not correct. 


Giving background of the case, he stated that the appellant firm is having an electric LS connection with a sanctioned load of 5898 KW and contract demand of 6702 KVA.  The meter installed at the premises of appellant consumer jumped on 7.4.2004 which resulted in recording of 128160 units against the daily consumption between 105000 to 115000 units.    Further the power supply to consumer remained off due to breakdown for 3½ hours on 7.04.2004.  These two facts are admitted by the representative of the respondents and in their statement before the Grievances Redressal Forum.  The CLDSC and Forum concluded that the highest consumption of 114160 units recorded on 18.3.2004 may be taken as consumption on the disputed date of 7.4.2004.  The PSEB has made wrong calculations.  They have counted the consumption of 114160 units for 21/24 hours on 7.4.2004 whereas the supply remained   off    for 3½ hours due to breakdown.  Out of the 21 hours supply, the appellant firm used full load only for 21 hours out of 24 hours being 3 hours under peak load restrictions as during the peak load violation hours only 100 KW load can be used.


His second grievance is that no interest has been allowed on the excess amount deposited by the appellant firm ignoring the commercial circular Nos. 18/2004, 61/2005, 35/2006 and 17/2007 where interest is required to be paid   mandatorily.


While defending the case on behalf of the respondents, Sh. S.K. Manrao, Sr. Xen stated admitted the  fact  that meter jumped on 7.4.2004 and recorded consumption of 1,28,160 units which was substituted by the  ZLDSC by  charging  the consumer 114160 units being  the highest consumption recorded on 18.3.2004 in the preceding month..

5.

Sh. S.K. Manrao clarified that the formula applied for applying consumption of units is absolutely in accordance with the instructions laid down by the respondents.  He stated that even during peak load restriction hours, the consumer is allowed the   use of   electricity, as such, the consumption period will be treated as 24 hours and not 21 hours and any power breakdown thereon will mean a break down out of 24 hours and not out of 21 working hours as claimed by the consumer.  With regard to the actual period of power breakdown on 7.4.2004, the only DDL recordings are reliable.   In the DDLs, half hourly consumption is recorded and as such it is difficult to ascertain that the supply remained off from 12.45 hrs to 16.15 P.M. as claimed by the consumer.  The recording time is 12.30 hours and then 1.00 hour.  The supply is recorded at 1.00 hours and then at 1.30 hours where the consumption has been recorded which shows that supply remained off only for 3.00 hours and not for 3.30 hours.  As such, there is no error in computing the average consumption units.


Regarding non-payment of interest on the excess deposits  made by the consumer, he explained that interest has been dis-allowed as ordered by the Grievances Redressal Forum in their order dated  8.1.2008  as  the consumer  had not  claimed interest before the two Grievance  Redressal authorities.
6. 
The facts of the case, documents and the written submissions submitted have been scrutinized and the oral arguments heard of both the parties.  Regarding the first claim of consideration of 3½ hours of power supply  to be taken into consideration for computing consumption for the disputed date 7.4.2004. The reading of  supply recorded in DDL at 1.00 hours on 7.4.2004 is about  half  of the consumption units recorded at 12.30 hours which clearly indicate that the supply of electricity was disrupted before 1.00 hours.  The claim of the petitioner is accepted.  Secondly from the facts, it comes out clearly that the calculations of computation of consumption units have to be made for the period of 21 hours instead of 24 hours.  The period of breakdown of supply line was in addition to the 3 hours of peak load restriction period.  Its timings have been confirmed from the load survey sheets of the Substation.  Both the petitioner and the respondents were asked to reconcile the calculations of chargeable units for 7.4.2004 on the parameters of 21 actual working hours. Both  the parties have consented  that 95,166 units should be taken as chargeable units for 7.4.2004 instead of 1,14,160 units taken by the CLDSC and  99890 units by the Forum. 
7. 
 The payment of interest is statutory requirement and amply re-iterated by the respondents time and again in their commercial circulars to the field officers.  It can be only denied under the specific instructions of a higher authority after   passing speaking orders giving due reasons for not allowing the interest.  I find the Grievances Redressal Forum have desisted from giving any reasons for dis-allowing the interest to the consumer. 


 Under the facts and circumstances, the respondents are directed to charge average consumption of 95166 units on the basis of 17½ hours of supply out of 21 hours of actual working hours for 7.4.2004. The respondents shall pay interest as per rules of the PSEB on the excess deposits made, if any, by the consumer.


The appeal is allowed.
Place: Chandigarh.





        Ombudsman,
Dated:2nd July,,2008.
                                                   Electricity Punjab,








        Chandigarh.


