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M/s Vellore Shoe Fabrik,
No.316/4B, Bangalore Road,
Mottur Village,
Vellore – 632 010.

1
Appellant
(Rep by Thiru. J. Natarajan)
Vs

The Deputy Chief Internal Audit Officer,
B.O.A.B Audit,
Vellore Region,
TANGEDCO,
Gandhi Nagar, Vellore – 632 006.
. . . . .Respondent
.
(Rep by Tmty. P. Chitra, Superintending Engineer/(In-charge)
Vellore EDC)
Date of hearing : 3-3-2016
Date of order : 22-4-2016
The petition dated 23--10-2015 filed by M/s Vellore Shoe Fabrik, Vellore was
registered as appeal petition No.
No.86 of 2015.. The above appeal petition came up for
hearing before the Electricity
ity Ombudsman on 3
3-3-2016.. Upon perusing the appeal
petition of the Appellant,, written arguments of the Appellant and the Respondent and
after hearing both sides, the Electricity Ombud
Ombudsman
sman passes the following order.
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ORDER
1. Prayer of the Appellant
The Appellant prayed to refund /CC adjustment of audit short fall amount of
Rs.37763/- already paid towards average CC bill for 3/2011 & 4/2011 in LTCT SC
No.227-015-066 as the meter was healthy during the above period.

2. Brief History of the case
2.1

The Appellant is the owner of LTCT service connection No.227-015-066. The

above service was audited by B.O.A.B and a short fall amount of Rs.76,621/- was
levied for the period from 10/2010 to 4/2011 considering the meter as defective.
2.2

Based on the report of Executive Engineer/Vellore, the audit has revised the

audit short fall amount as Rs.37,763/- for the period 3/2011 & 4/2011 and the audit
amount was paid by the Appellant in 5 instalments.
2.3

The Appellant filed a petition before the CGRF of Vellore EDC for refund of the

short fall amount of Rs.37,763/- paid by it.
2.4

The CGRF of Vellore EDC has dismissed the petition. Aggrieved by the order of

the CGRF, the Appellant filed this appeal petition before the Electricity Ombudsman.
3.

Orders of CGRF

3.1

The CGRF of Vellore EDC has issued its order 1.10.2015. The relevant paras

of the order is extracted below :
“Orders of the forum :
The petitioner’s pray for dropping the entire audit short fall amount of Rs.76,621/- was
already considered by the Deputy Chief Internal Audit Officer/Vellore Region by revising
the short fall amount from Rs.76,621/- to Rs.37,763/- and request for refund of already
paid amount of Rs.37,763/- is made without any valid reasons and documentary
evidence supporting his request before the forum hence, the petition is hereby
dismissed.”
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4. Contentions of the Appellant
4.1

In the appeal petition, the Appellant has furnished the following arguments.

(i)

The forum does not consider the fact that the display failure in the electronic

LTCT meter was reported to JE/O&M/Virunjeepuram by the petitioner on 18.5.2011 and
got acknowledged from JE/Virinjeepuram. Based on the average billed

for 5/2011,

Rs.27527/-was already paid on 3.6.2011 for 5235 units. There is neither MRT
recommendation nor JE/AEE/EE/SE recommendation for the above short fall.
(ii)

The forum failed to review the nature of defect and MRT recommendation.

(iii)

The forum failed to review the audit dropping recommendation submitted by the

Executive Engineer/Vellore Division vide Lr.No.1065/dated 28.4.2014.
(iv)

There is no justice for demanding average CC bill for healthy meter period i.e.

3/2011-1622 units and 4/2011-1596 units for which CC bill already paid as below :
3/2011 - Rs.8067
4/2011 - Rs.7622/4.2

In letter dt.25.11.2015, the Appellant has furnished

the following additional

arguments.
(i)

The respondent in the counter reported that there is no CMRI downloaded data

to ascertain the meter defective period and hence, the audit short fall has been levied
presuming that defective period can be 3/2011 and 4/2011 for Rs.37,763/- based on the
lesser consumption is not acceptable

and the main purpose of electronic meter is

defeated.
(ii)

The working principle of electronic meter is not like electro mechanical meter

wherein rotating parts can cause friction that leads possibility of low consumption. But,
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adopting the same analogy even after many years of fixing electronic LTCT meter is
not correct and scientific approach.
(iii)

Our company is job work based and low consumption is not only during 3/2011

and 4/2011. Several previous incidents are there for low consumptions but the meter
does not declared faulty either by Audit or by any officials of TANGEDCO.
Month

02/2009
03/2009
10/2009
11/2009
03/2011
04/2011

(iv)

Consumption Units

1312
1407
1602
1635
1622
1596

Meter
Condition
declared
by
TANGEDCO
Good Condition
Good Condition
Good Condition
Good Condition
Meter Defective
Meter Defective

The Executive Engineer/O&M/Vellore in his detailed report Lr.No.1065/EE/O&M/

Vellore 2014-15 dated 28.4.2014 on this subject matter fully agree the petitioner
request for dropping audit amount and strongly explained that there is no chance for
sluggish in Electronic Meter. He also recommended that the function of the electronic
meter is based on pulses and also the defective period 5/2011 average bill amount of
Rs.27527/- was already paid for 5235 units.
(v)

The Executive Engineer/O&M/Vellore in his detailed report Lr.No.1065/EE/

O&M/Vellore 2014-15 date 28.4.2014 also reported that uniform consumption is not
noticed for the past 33 months since the consumption is solely based on the shoe upper
orders received from buyers.
(vi)

The CGRF failed to consider the above

remarks on 18.9.2015 and passed

orders stating that the petitioner accepted the revised audit amount Rs.37763/- and
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paid is not true.

The petitioner after struggling to uphold justice in order to avoid

disconnection only paid the audit amount.
(vii)

As per the technical facts even the display failure is due to voltage fluctuations of

power supply and it is momentary event. There is no point in levying short fall for
previous months when technical competent person in the cadre of Junior Engineer is
taking reading physically after inspecting the electronic meter every month and
declaring the meter is healthy.
(viii)

The forum decline the above facts and asked for documentary evidences for

audit short fall amount dropping which has to be maintained by TANGEDCO. (CMRI
Data, MRT Recommendation, Executive Engineer/Vellore Recommendation, consumer
ledger etc.,)
(ix)

The forum failed to note that TANGEDCO failed to adhere the procedures

stipulated for billing of meters where display failure occurs by Accounts member in his
circular memo dated 13.6.2003. Even after clear instructions audit does not follow the
average billing procedure in the above reference.

5.

Hearing held by the Electricity Ombudsman

5.1

In order to enable the Appellant and the Respondents to putforth their arguments
in person, a hearing was conducted before the Electricity Ombudsman on 3-32016.

5.2

Thiru. J. Natarajan, has attended the hearing on behalf of the Vellore Shoe
Fabrik and putforth his side arguments.

5.3

Tmty. P. Chitra, Superintending Engineer, in-charge, Vellore EDC has attended
the hearing on behalf of the Respondent and putforth her side arguments.
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6. Arguments putforth by the Appellant on the hearing dates
6.1

Thiru J. Natarajan has reiterated the contents of the appeal petition.

6.2

He argued that the meter was in good working condition up to 18.5.2011, the
day on which the display failure was noticed. There was no information from the
licensee side about the defectiveness of the meter while taking readings by the
concerned Junior Engineer during 3/2011 and 4/1011.

6.3

He also argued that as the meter reading was taken by an Engineer, the defect if
any in the meter would have been noted by the Junior Engineer while taking
reading for the period 3/2011 & 4/2011. But, he has recorded the reading and
billed for the recorded consumption. Hence, argued that the meter is ok

till

18.5.2011.
6.4

He also argued that the EE/Vellore Division has stated that the defect in meter
could have been identified by the field Engineer at the respective month itself
while taking reading if there is any defect as the LTCT meter reading was taken
by the Section Officer.

6.5

He also informed that his consumption depends upon the job work done during
the respective month and hence, it can not be uniform. He also pointing out the
recording of consumption as 1312 units for 2/2009, 1407 units for 3/2009, 1602
units for 10/2009 & 1635 units for 11/2009 and argued that the low consumption
recorded during 3/2011 and 4/2011 could be treated as similar to those readings
and cannot be considered as defective period.

6.6

He informed that he does not have the production record for the disputed period
to show that there was less production during these period.
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6.7

He also pointed out the instruction dt.13.6.2003 of the Accounts (Member’s) and
argued that the licensee has not downloaded

the details to confirm the

defectiveness of the meter.
6.8

He also informed that he has informed about no work in his industry from
February upto 25th of April 2011 in letter dt.25.4.2011 to the Virinjipuram EB
office.

7.

Arguments of the Respondent

7.1

Tmty. P. Chithra, Superintending Engineer(in-charge) of Vellore EDC informed
that the display failure meter was tested by the MRT wing and declared as
defective.

7.2

The Superintending Engineer(in-charge) argued that

immediately after

changing the defective meter, the consumption was recorded as 3606 units for
6/2011 assessment

and the consumption was more than 5000 units in the

subsequent assessment period

also.

Citing the above, the Superintending

Engineer(in-charge) argued that the actual consumption would have been more
during 3/2011 & 4/2011 also.
7.3

The Superintending Engineer(in-charge) also argued that the audit has dropped
the claim from 10/2010 to 2/2011 based on the field recommendation only.

7.4

She also argued that for 3/2011 & 4/2011 assessment period the consumption
recorded is low when compared to the consumption recorded for previous period
and the subsequent period after changing the meter. Hence, it is suspected that
meter could be defective from 3/2011.

7

7.5

She also pointed out that the Appellant has not produced any proof in support of
his claim of less job during 3/2011 & 4/2011 assessment period.

8.

Written argument of the Appellant :

8.1

The Appellant has given his written argument dt.13.3.2016.

8.2

The arguments which are not covered in the submission made before alone are
given below :
(i)

The Respondent has not explained the reasons for assuming the meter as

defective for 3/2011 & 4/2011 assessment period when MRT report has not
indicated that the meter is defective during 3/2011 & 4/2011 and average billing
may be done.
(ii)

The Respondent has not given any reason for not considering

the

downloaded data for arriving the energy charges in respect of SC No.227-015066 when the display failure has occurred as directed in Accounts(Member)
Circular dt.13.6.2003.
(iii)

As per regulation 11(6) of the Supply Code the EE/Vellore is given full

powers, for LT services to waive the average consumption charges levied by the
audit branch. But the reasons for not accepting his recommendation was not
explained by the Board side.
(iv) When the defective period of the meter of his service has been examined by
the MRT, the rules of TNERC under which the audit officer is authorized to
assume the defective period has not been explained.
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(v) In respect of 3/2011 & 4/2011, the readings were recorded in a static meter
which records the consumption in a accurate manner, and the reading was
taken by the concerned section Engineer after inspecting the meter personally.
The reasons for not accepting the above by the Board has not been explained.

9.

Findings of the Electricity Ombudsman

9.1

I have heard the arguments of both sides. On a careful consideration of the

arguments putforth by the rival parties, I find the following are the issues.
(i)

whether the meter is defective for the period 3/2011 & 4/2011. ?

(ii)

Whether any relief could be given to the Appellant.?

10.

Findings on the first issue:

10.1

The Appellant argued that he only informed about the display failure vide his

letter dt.18.5.2011 to the Junior Engineer/Virinjipuram. Hence, argued that meter is
defective only from 18.5.2011.
10.2

The appellant argued that the MRT has not recommended for collecting average

for the month of 3/2011 & 4/2011.
10.3

The Appellant argued that the reading was taken by the Junior Engineer/

Virinjipuram every month, after checking the meter. Had the meter been defective, the
JE would have noted that. Hence, argued that the meter was defective during 5/2011
period only.

The Appellant has also cited the recommendation of the Executive

Engineer/Vellore in the letter dt.28.4.2014 addressed to Deputy Chief Internal Audit
Officer, Vellore, in support of the above argument.
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10.4

He also argued that as the meter installed in his service is a static meter, there

is no possibility for sluggishness. He also pointed out that the Respondent has not
download the data and obtained the MRT report to arrive at the defective period.
10.5

The Appellant argued that low consumption was recorded not only during 3/2011

& 4/2011 but also during previous occasions as detailed below :
2/2009

-

1312 units

3/2009

-

1407 units

10/2009

-

1602 units

11/2009

-

1635 units

He further informed that meter available in the said periods was treated as
good condition only.
10.6

The Respondent citing the consumption of 3606 units recorded during 6/2011

after changing the meter and argued that the consumption has increased to 3606 units
immediately after changing the meter whereas it has recorded only 1622 & 1596 units
during 3/2011 & 4/2011 respectively before changing the meter. As there was an
increase of about 2000 units, the Respondent argued that the low consumption
recorded during 3/2011 & 4/2011 is due to defect in the meter.
10.7

The Respondent

also argued that

by comparing the consumption recorded

during 3/2011 & 4/2011 with the consumption recorded prior to 3/2011 and the
consumption

recorded after changing the meter during 5/2011, it could be easily

inferred that the consumption recorded during 3/2011 & 4/2011 are low.
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10.8

The Respondent also argued that

the Appellant has not produced any

documents like production details to show that there was less utilization during 3/2011
& 4/2011. Hence, in the absence of any documentary evidence, it has to be construed
that the reduction in consumption may be due to defectiveness of the meter only.
10.9

As the Appellant has cited, the MRT report, the relevant para of the

AEE/MRT/Vellore EDC’s letter dt. 15.9.2011 is extracted below :
“LTCT service under running condition.
MRT wing inspected the service meter, found meter “Total display failed condition”. The
meter TC end voltages are found abnormal. Hence, the meter declared as display
failure, failed meter released and new healthy new version MRT rolling stock meter
fixed. IR taken. After O&M charging the service check test was conducted on the
consumer load. The performance of the Exg CT coils and newly fixed meter are found
satisfactory.”
xxx xxxx xxx
xxxx xxxx xxx
Remarks/ Billing Recommendation. Average billing to be billed for the meter defective
period as per the terms and conditions of Supply Code and TNERC’s instructions by
considering the actual filed condition.”
10.10 On a careful examination of the above remarks, it is noted that the MRT has
declared the meter as defective but has not indicated the defective period of the meter.
The MRT only suggested average billing for the defective period. Hence, from the
report of MRT, we are unable to arrive at the defective period.
10.11 The licensee has not furnished the downloaded details of the meter.

In the

absence of the downloaded data , we have to analyse the consumption pattern only to
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arrive at a conclusion about the condition of the meter during the disputed period. The
consumption details for the year 2009 to 2015 are tabulated below :
Month

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
Aveg per
annum

Year

2009
2389.2
1312
1407.2
3410.4
3550.8
5791.6
5935.6
3709.6
2442.4
1602.4
1635.6
3782
3080.7

2010
3638.4
4514.8
2595.6
3702
4322.4
5403.6
5772.8
5439.6
3890.8
4101.6
3312
4349.2
4253.6

2011
4262.4
3575.6
1622
1596
5235(avg)
3606.2
5056.4
5314.4
5406
1960
2576.4
2497.2
3406.6

2012
2136.4
1303.6
1123.6
2147.6
3135.2
3707.2
5250.8
4481.2
1998.8
12648
1823.2
2302.8
2556.2

2013
2932.8
2849.2
999.6
2524
3283.6
4618.8
4156
3824.8
2294.8
2139.6
2701.6
2213.6
2878

2014
2681.6
2295.6
990
2051.2
2922.8
3378
3132.8
3518
3174
2691
2408
3181.6
2702

2015
3718
2151.6
2010
2534.8
2517.6
2374
2444
2721.2
1912.8
3826
2666.8
1452.4
2527.4

It could be seen from the above statement, that the consumption pattern of the
said consumer is not uniform but varying depending upon the job works done during
the assessment period. The average consumption per month in the said year are as
below :
2009 -

3081 units

2010 -

4254 units

2011 -

3407 units

2012 -

2556 units

2013 -

2878 units

2014 -

2702 units

2015 -

2527 units
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10.12

The consumption recorded in the month March & April in the year 2009

to 2015 are tabulated below as the disputed period is 3/2011 & 4/2011.

Average
consump
tion for the
year

3081

4254

3407

2556

% of average
consumption

Consumption
in units

% of average
consumption

2015

Consumption
in units

% of average
consumption

1124 44
2147 84

2014

% of average
consumption

1622 47.6
1596 46.8

2013
Consumption
in units

61
87

2012
Consumption
in units

2596
3702

% of average
consumption

45.7
110.7

2011
Consumption
in units

1407
3410

% of average
consumption

Consumption
in units

March
April

2010

% of average
consumption

2009
Consumption
in units

Month

1000
2524

34.7
87.7

990
2051

36.6
75.9

2010
2535

79.5
100.3

2878

2702

2527

10.13 It could be seen from the above table that the consumption recorded during
March of every year is always less than the monthly average of the year and mostly less
than 50 % for the average annual consumption except in the year 2010 & 2015 wherein
the percentage is 61% & 79.5% respectively. As per the above analysis, it is noted that
historically , the consumption recorded during March of every year is less than the
average annual consumption per month.
consumption of

Hence, it may be concluded that the

1622 units in March 2011 which is 47.6% of the average annual

consumption for the year 2011 is conforming to the general consumption pattern of the
said service and hence the meter could not be treated as defective.
10.14 In respect of April, it is seen that the consumption recorded during 4/2011 is only
46.8% of the annual average consumption per month of the year 2011 whereas in all
other years the consumption during April is more than 76% of the annual average
consumption. Hence, as far as April 2011 is concerned, the argument of the
Respondent that , it is lower than the normal seems to be reasonable. But, the low
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consumption may be either due to less production during the said period or due to
meter defectiveness.
10.15 As the Appellant has argued that
dt.28.4.2014 is fully in

the recommendation of the EE in report

support of dropping the audit, the relevant

paras of the

EE/Vellore letter dt.28.4.2014 are extracted below :
“ Ïªj ä‹Ïiz¥Ãš it¡f¥g£oUªj Û£l® static electronic meter MF«.

Ïªj

Û£luhdJ Pulse rate mo¥gilæš Ïa§FtjhF«. Ïªj Û£lçš v›tsÎ ä‹rhu«
ga‹gL¤j¥gL»wnjh mj‰F©lhd gaÜ£L msit rçahf fh©Ã¡F«. Ïªj Û£lçš
ã‹W xLtj‰fhd thŒ¥ò »ilahJ.
Ïªj ä‹Ïiz¥Ã‹ ä‹gaÜ£L msit flªj 8/2008 Kjš 4/2011 tiu MŒÎ brŒj
tifæš 33 khj§fëš xnu msthd gaÜ£L msÎ bjhl®ªjh® nghš vªj khj¤ÂY«
fhz¥gléšiy. x›bthU khjK« bt›ntW msthd gaÜ£L msÎ Ef®nthuhš
ga‹gL¤j¥g£LŸsJ.

ÏitfëèUªJ

x›bthU khjK« ãWtd¤Âš bgw¥gL«

M®l® k‰W« brŒa¥gL« Shoe pair fë‹ mo¥gilænyna gaÜ£L msÎ ÏUªJŸsJ.
bjëthf bjçatU»wJ.
x›bthU

khjK«

òÂa Û£l® bghU¤j¥g£l Ã‹dU« Tl gaÜ£L msÎ

ntWg£LŸsJ

vdÎ«

bjçatU»wJ.

ä‹Ïiz¥Ãš

bghU¤j¥g£oUªj Û£l® flªj 23.4.2011 tiu Û£l® ešy ãiyæš Ïa§» tªJŸsJ.
24.4.2011¡F Ã‹ò« 18.4.2011¡F« Ïilæš VjhtJ xU ehëš Û£lçš Display failure
M»æU¡f¡TL«. vdnt, 24.4.2011 Kjš 24.5.2011 tiuahd 31 eh£fS¡F k£L« ruhrç
f£lz« tNš brŒjhš k£L« nghJkhdJ. mj‰F©lhd ruhrç gaÜ£L msthf
12/2010

-

4349 ôå£L

01/2011

-

4262 ôå£L
8611
2

ruhrç 4305 k£L« fz¡ÑL brŒJ tNš brŒÂUªjhny nghJkhdJ. Mdhš, mÂfkhf
5235 ôå£LfŸ vd fz¡ÑL brŒa¥g£L ä‹f£lzK« tNš brŒa¥g£L é£lJ.
c©ik ãiy Ï›thW ÏU¡ifæš jâ¡if FGéd® ä‹gaÜ£L msÎ 9.2010 Kjš
4.2011 tiu xnu msthf Ïšyhj fhuz¤jhš mªj fhy¤Âš Û£l® defective
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V‰g£Lé£ljhf F¿¥Ã£L %.76,621/-ia tNš brŒÍkhW jâ¡if Ó£L më¤ÂU¥gJ
V‰òilajšy.
nkY«, LTCT ä‹Ïiz¥òfS¡F khjªnjhW« ßo§ mªjªj ÃçÎ mYtyuhš
vL¡f¥g£L tU»wJ.
bjçªJéL«.

vdnt, Û£l® defective V‰g£lhš mªjªj khj§fënyna

vdnt, jâ¡if FGéduhš bjçé¡f¥g£lthW v£L khj§fshf

Û£l® defective Mf éšiy v‹gijÍ« bjëÎ¥gL¤j¥gL»wJ.
fz¡Ñ£L brŒa¥g£l ehŸ
24.9.2010
26.10.2010
25.11.2010
24.12.2010
25.1.2011
23.2.2011
25.3.2011
23.4.2011

ßo§
2716.07
2818.61
2901.41
3010.14
3116.7
3206.09
3246.64
3286.54

gaÜ£L msÎ
3890.8
4101.6
3312.0
4349.2
4262.4
3575.6
1622.0
1596.0

nk‰f©l m£ltizæ‹ go gaÜ£L mséid gh®itæ£lhš 3300 Kjš 4200
tiu 6 khj§fS¡F« 1500¡F nkš Ïu©L khj§fS¡F« gÂth»ÍŸsJ.
vdnt, mªj fhy f£l¤Âš Û£lçš defective V‰gléšiy vdÎ«, gaÜ£L msÎ
k£Lnk ntWg£LŸsJ vd bjçé¤J¡ bfhŸs¥gL»wJ.”

10.16 On a careful reading of the above, it is noted that the EE/O&MVellore has stated
the following :
(i)

In the service connection a Static Electronic meter is provided, The static meter

is functioning on pulse rate basis. In the meter, the energy utilized in the service will be
accurately measured. There is no possibility to record the consumption intermittently.
(ii)

On examining the consumption from 8/2008 to 4/2011, the consumption is not

uniform but varying, From the above, it is construed that the consumption is based on
the shoes pair manufactured in that month. Even after installing the new meter, also
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the consumption is varying for every month. The meter has functioned properly upto
23.4.2011 and the display failure might have occurred on any day between 24.4.2011
and 18.5.2011. Therefore it is sufficient if average is collected for the period from
24.4.2011 to 24.5.2011.
(iii)

The audit slip raised by the audit for Rs.76,629/- for the period from 9/2010 to

4/2011 stating that the meter is defective as consumption recorded are not uniform. The
above is not acceptable.
(iv)

The LT CT

meter reading are taken by the concerned section officers.

Therefore, if there is any defect in the meter, it would have been known in the
respective month itself. Hence, the meter was not defective for 8 months as pointed out
by the audit.
(v)

The reading and consumption for 9/2010 to 4/2011 were given below :

fz¡Ñ£L brŒa¥g£l ehŸ
24.9.2010
26.10.2010
25.11.2010
24.12.2010
25.1.2011
23.2.2011
25.3.2011
23.4.2011
10.17 As per above

ßo§
2716.07
2818.61
2901.41
3010.14
3116.7
3206.09
3246.64
3286.54

gaÜ£L msÎ
3890.8
4101.6
3312.0
4349.2
4262.4
3575.6
1622.0
1596.0

table, the consumption varies from 3300 to 4200 units for 6

months and more than 1500 for two months.

The meter was not defective but

consumption only varied.
10.18 As per the EEs report, the meter is defective only after taking reading by the
concerned section officer on 23.4.2011.
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10.19 I have requested for the reading taken by the concerned section officer to
analyse the other parameters, if any noted down to arrive at a conclusion about the
defectiveness. But, the licensee has not produced such records.
10.20 The Appellant has also argued that he has given a letter stating that there was
less work during the said period on 25.4.2011. The extract of the said letter is furnished
below :
“Kind Attn. Mr. JE/TNEB
To
Tamil Nadu Electricity Board
Virinjipuram
Vellore District.
Dear Sir,
Ref:

S.C.No.66 (227-015-66)

v§fŸ ãWtd¤Âš flªj Ïu©L khj§fshf ntiy eilbgwéšiy. #dtç 31-«
njÂÍl‹ order KoªJ é£lJ. V¥uš khj« 25-« njÂ Kjš jh‹ ntiy.
bjhl§fÎŸsJ. E.B.Ãš Fiwthf tU»wJ v‹gij bjçé¤J¡ bfhŸ»nw‹.
e‹¿
Ï¥go¡F
Sd/xxx xxx
for Vellore Shoe Fabrik

10.21 On a careful reading of the letter, it is noted that, the Appellant has informed that
for the past two months there was no work in his company. The ordered works were
completed on 31.1.2011 and the further works will be commenced only from April 25th
(i.e) on 25.4.2011.
10.22 In this regard, it is to be noted that the April reading was taken on 23.4.2011.
The Appellant has given letter about no work only on 24.4.2011 (ie) after the said period
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is over. Further, as per the letter, the Feb 2011 consumption shall also be less, but the
Feb 2011 consumption (25.1.2011 to 23.2.2011) recorded is 3576 units. Hence, the
consumption pattern is not relevant to the letter of the Appellant. The respondent has
agreed that they have received the said letter.
10.23 I am of the considered opinion that the meter would have become defective only
during 5/2011 assessment period considering the following aspects.
(i)

In the report dt.28.4.2014 addressed to the Audit, the EE/Vellore stated that the

meter would have become defective only after taking the reading by the concerned
section officer on 23.4.2011 and has recommended for levying average consumption for
the period from 24.4.2011 to 24.5.2011.
(ii)

Low consumption similar to 3/2011 & 4/2011 has also been noticed as detailed

below even before and after the replacement of the meter in the said service
connection.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)

2/2009
3/2009
10/2009
11/2009
2/2012
3/2012
10/2012
3/2013
3/2014
12/2015

-

1312
1407.2
1602.4
1635.6
1303.6
1123.6
1264.8
999.6
990
1452.4

(iii)

The consumption during march assessment period is historically lower than the

annual average as discussed in para 10.13
(iv)

The EE/MRT has not given any report about the defective period of the meter.

(v)

The data of the meter has not been downloaded and anlaysed by MRT to confirm

the defective period.
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11.

Findings on the Second Issue :

11.1

As per my findings on the first issue, the meter was defective only from 5/2011

assessment period.

The Appellant has paid the average consumption for 5/2011

assessment period and there is no dispute over it.
11.2

As the meter is not defective during 3/2011 & 4/2011 assessment period, it is

held that the short fall amount of Rs.37,763/- collected has to be refunded to the
Appellant.
12.

Conclusion :

12.1

In view of my findings in first and second issues furnished in para above, the

licensee is directed to refund /adjust the sum of Rs.37,763/- collected from the Appellant
as short fall amount for 3/2011 & 4/2011 assessment period within 30 days from the
date of receipt of this order.
12.2

A compliance report on the above shall be sent within 45 days from the date of

receipt of this order.
12.3

With the above findings, the A.P.No.86 of 2015 is finally disposed of by the

Electricity Ombudsman. No Costs.
(A. Dharmaraj)
Electricity Ombudsman

To
1) M/s Vellore Shoe Fabrik,
No.316/4B, Bangalore Road,
Mottur Village,
Vellore – 632 010.
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2) The Deputy Chief Internal Audit Officer,
B.O.A.B Audit,
Vellore Region,
TANGEDCO,
Gandhi Nagar, Vellore – 632 006.
3) The Chairman,
(Superintending Engineer),
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum,
Vellore Electricity Distribution Circle,
TANGEDCO,
Gandhi Nagar, Vellore – 632 006.
4) The Chairman & Managing Director,
TANGEDCO,
NPKR Maaligai,
144, Anna Salai,
Chennai – 600 002.
5) The Secretary,
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,
No.19A, Rukmini Lakshmipathy Salai,
Egmore,
Chennai – 600 008.
6) The Assistant Director (Computer) - FOR HOSTING IN THE TNEO WEBSITE PLEASE
Tamil Nadu Electricity Regulatory Commission,
No.19-A, Rukmini Lakshmipathy Salai,
Egmore,
Chennai – 600 008.
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