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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED        

      FORUM FOR REDRESSAL OF GRIEVANCES OF CONSUMERS      

         P-1 WHITE HOUSE, RAJPURA COLONY, PATIALA

Case No. CG-149 of 2011
Instituted on : 14.10.2011
Closed on  : 14.12.2011
Sh. Kuljas Rai, S/O Sh.Mohan Lal ,

C/O Kuljas Rai Polutry Farm, 517 Chamrang Road,

East Mohan Nagar,Amritsar.






Petitioner

Name of the Op. Division:  

Comml. Civil Line Amritsar.
A/c No. MS-01/108
Through 

Sh.Mohan Lal, PC
Sh.Kuljas Rai, Prop.

                              V/s 

PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION  LTD.
     Respondent
Through 

Er. Sukhraj Bahadur Singh, Sr.Xen/Comml. Civil Line Divn. Amritsar.          

BRIEF HISTORY

The petitioner is having MS connection bearing A/C No. MS-01/108 in the name of Sh. Kuljas Rai, East Mohan Nagar,Amritsar.with sanctioned load  of 90KW running under Ghee Mandi S/Divn.,Amritsar. 
The consumption recorded in the month of July,2010 for the period 23.6.10 to 23.7.10 was 25099 units for which bill of Rs.1,25,321/- was issued to the consumer by AEE. The consumer challenged the meter on the ground that the meter was jumped during this period and challenged fee Rs.1200/- was deposited vide Receipt No.11/28308 dt.19.7.2010 and bill challenge fee of Rs.450/- was also deposited vide Receipt No.6/28308 dt.19.7.2010. The meter was checked by Enf. Wing vide ECR No.61/684 dt.27.7.10 reported that the meter be replaced and be got checked from ME Lab. Meter was changed vide MCO No.21/73595 dt.2.8.10 affected on 7.8.10 and old meter was sent to ME Lab for testing. The ME Lab reported vide challan No.39 dt.12.8.2010 that the meter was found O.K. and its accuracy results were within permissible limit.  

The consumer  was not satisfied with the ME report and made appeal in the CDSC by depositing Rs.85,810/- vide receipt No.151 dt.19.7.10. The CDSC heard the case on 10.3.2011 and decided after considering the ME report and DDL data for this period that amount charged is correct and recoverable from the consumer. 

Not satisfied with the decision of the CDSC, the appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum and the Forum heard his case on 2.11.2011, 15.11.2011, 23.11.11,   29.11.11, 7.12.11  and finally on 14.12.2011, when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On 2.11.2011 , Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter Memo No. 9650 dt.31.10.11 in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Comml. Indl.Comml. Divn. Amritsar  and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to hand over the copy of the proceeding along-with reply to the consumer with dated signature.

ii)  On 15.11.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter No.9976 dt.14.11.2011    in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Comml. Civil Line Divn. Amritsar   and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL stated that reply submitted on 2.11.11 may be treated as their written arguments.

PC stated that their written arguments are not ready and requested for giving some more time.

iii) On 23.11.2011, PR submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same was taken on record. 

Sr.Xen/Comml. Civil Line Divn. Amritsar is directed to intimate the cause of power failure recorded in the data supplied of dated 16.8.10 for period 7.8.10 to 12.8.10 continuously and also supply daily energy recording chart if available in data record. 

iv) On  29.11.2011, No one appeared from PSPCL side.

v) On 7.12.2011,No one appeared from PSPCL side. 

Sr.Xen/Comml. Divn. Civil Line,  Amritsar intimated on telephone on 6.12.11 that he will not be able to attend the Forum on 7.12.2011 due to DSC meeting in the Division already scheduled and requested for adjournment.

v) On 14.12.2011, PC contended that the written arguments already filed may be kindly be read as a part of oral discussions. He further contended that SDO,Ghee Mandi vide Book No.73595 page No.21 dt. 2.8.10 shows that  disputed meter jumps occasionally. I already produced on record my daily reading recorded by me from 23.6.10 to 17.6.11 before the CDSC and also before this Forum. On 23.6.10 reading at 3.00 PM was 985226 this reading was taken by department. The reading was again noted at 5.00 PM on the same day was 988345 showing consumption of 3119 units i.e. in two hours. On 26.6.10 meter in dispute again jumped and recording the consumption in KWH 1123 unit and KVAH 1195 within 8 hours from 9.30 AM to 6.40 PM.  Again on 5.7.10 KWH was recorded 1033. Again on 11.7.10 KWH 4782 was recorded within 24 hours. Again on 27.7.10 unit was recorded 2643 units. On 6.8.10 consumption in KWH was recorded 1075 meaning thereby that the disputed meter showing the jump in the reading during the disputed period but the CDSC has not considered my genuine request as well as report of SDO Ghee Mandi regarding jumping of meter. After the change of the meter reading is being recorded normal.

Representative of PSPCL contended that it is denied SDO never reported that the meter is jumping occasionally rather consumer himself requested that he assumed that his meter is jumping and he has challenged both meter as well as electricity bill. Further this meter was checked by Sr.Xen/Enf-II vide ECR No.684/61 dt. 27.7.10 and nothing was found and further this meter was checked in ME Lab. in the presence of representative of consumer Mr. Satnam Singh and found that meter was working within permissible  limit. Further the pattern of consumption shown by PR is a matter of record.

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit.

The case is closed for speaking orders.

 Observations of the Forum:

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available, Forum observed as under:-
i)
The petitioner is having MS connection bearing A/C No. MS-01/108 in the name of Sh. Kuljas Rai, East Mohan Nagar,Amritsar.with sanctioned load  of 90KW running under Ghee Mandi S/Divn.,Amritsar. 
ii)
The consumption recorded in the month of July,2010 for the period 23.6.10 to 23.7.10 was 25099 units for which bill of Rs.1,25,321/- was issued to the consumer by AEE. The consumer challenged the meter on the ground that the meter was jumped during this period and challenged fee Rs.1200/- was deposited vide Receipt No.11/28308 dt.19.7.2010 and bill challenge fee of Rs.450/- was also deposited vide Receipt No.6/28308 dt.19.7.2010. The meter was checked by Enf. Wing vide ECR No.61/684 dt.27.7.10 reported that the meter be replaced and be got checked from ME Lab. Meter was changed vide MCO No.21/73595 dt.2.8.10 affected on 7.8.10 and old meter was sent to ME Lab for testing. The ME Lab reported vide challan No.39 dt.12.8.2010 that the meter was found O.K. and its accuracy results were within permissible limit.  

iii) The petitioner council contended that SDO/Ghee Mandi's Book No.73595 page No.21 dt.2.8.10 shows that disputed meter jumps occasionally and the consumer has already produced on record his daily reading recorded by him from 23.6.10 to 17.6.11 before the CDSC. On 23.6.10 reading at 3.00 P.M. was 985226 this reading was taken by the department. The reading was again noted at 5.00 P.M. on the same day was 988345 showing consumption of 3119 units i.e. in two hours. On 26.6.10 meter in dispute again jumped and recording the consumption in KWH 1123 units and KVAH 1195 units within 8 hrs. from 9.30 A.M. to 6.40 P.M. Again on 5.7.10 KWH was recorded 1033. Again on 11.7.10 KWH 4782 was recorded within 24 hours. Again on 27.7.10 reading was recorded 2643 units. On 6.8.10 consumption in KWH was recorded 1075 units. This shows that the reading of disputed meter was jumping and after the change of meter reading is being recorded normal.
iv)
The representative of the PSPCL contended that it is denied SDO never reported that the meter is jumping occasionally rather consumer himself requested that he assumed that his meter is jumping and he has challenged both meter as well as electricity bill. Further this meter was checked by Sr.XEN/Enforcement-II vide ECR No.684/61 dt.27.7.10 and nothing abnormal was found and further this meter was also checked in ME Lab in the presence of representative of consumer Mr.Satnam Singh and found that meter was working within permissible limit. 
v)
Forum observed that the version of consumer regarding remarks given by SDO/Ghee Mandi in his report No.IR 35/39 dt.19.7.10, the meter was jumping, which was recorded on MCO No.73595/21 dt.2.8.10 does not found to be correct because the SDO/Ghee Mandi has recorded only the request/version of the consumer that his meter was jumping and did not record his finding about the jumping of meter. The meter was checked by the Sr.XEN/Enf.II vide ECR No.684/61 dt.27.7.10 and nothing abnormal was found and the meter was also checked in the ME Lab in the presence of representative of the consumer and found that the meter was working within permissible limit. 
Forum further observed that the consumption recorded on 23.6.10 for the period 22.5.10 to 23.6.10 was 35,491 units and consumer was charged Rs.1,69,210/- and he deposited Rs.85810/- i.e. 50% of the disputed amount before filing his case in the CDSC. It has been noticed from the reading/consumption data for the period 4/08 to 9/2011 that the consumption was never recorded so high as in the month of 6/10 and 7/10 and varies from 14450 units to 21510 units except during disputed period in which consumption was recorded 35,491 units and 25,099 units respectively.


Decision
Keeping in view the petition, reply, written arguments, oral discussions, and after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced by them and observations of Forum, Forum decides that the consumer be charged for the disputed period on the basis of consumption recorded in the same months of the previous year. Forum further decides that the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer as per instructions of PSPCL. 

 (CA Harpal Singh)     
    (K.S. Grewal)                     ( Er.C.L. Verma )

   CAO/Member                Member/Independent          CE/Chairman    
CG-149 of 2011

