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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

P-I, White House, Rajpura Colony Road, Patiala.

Case No. CG-   31 of 2012
Instituted on      22.3.2012
Closed on         15.5.2012
M/S Achal paper Industries Ltd.

Malerkotla Road,Vill:Dhingi,Nabha.        

                Appellant
                



 











Name of  Op. Division:  Nabha
A/C No.  LS-03
Through

Sh.Shiv Kumar ( Manager), PR
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.


               Respondent

Through

Er. Ranjit Singh,Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Nabha
Er. Harpreet Raj Singh, AEE/Comml., Nabha
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having LS category connection bearing Account No. LS-03 having sanctioned load of 880.288 KW and sanctioned CD of 1000 KVA, under AEE/Comml. Sub Divn. Nabha. The connection is being used for paper Mill and the supply is fed from category-II feeder.
The consumer had taken exemption of 400 KW load during PLHR’s w.e.f. 1.5.09 which was further enhanced to 700 KW w.e.f. 19.4.10 to 31.5.10. The data of the petitioner’s meter was down loaded by Sr.Xen/MMTS, Patiala on date 4.1.10 covering period 26.10.09 to 4.1.10 and calculated the chargeable amount of Rs537455/- due to violation on account of PLHR’s and WOD’s committed by the petitioner. Amount charged on account of PLV’s was Rs. 449760/- and on account of WOD’s was Rs. 87695/- totaling Rs. 537455/-. Second time, data of the consumer’s meter was down loaded on 31.3.10 covering period 20.1.10 to 31.3.10 and the petitioner again violated on WODs and was charged for Rs.24380/-. Third time data of the consumer’s meter was downloaded on 10.4.10 covering period  30.1.10 to 10.4.10 and the amount charged on account of WODs and PLHRs was again charged due to violations committed by the petitioner as Rs. 4800/- and Rs. 27530/- totaling Rs. 32330/- . Fourth time data of the consumer’s meter was down loaded on 29.6.10 covering period 20.4.10 to 29.6.10 and in this print out also the consumer violated WOD’s and PLHR’s and was charged Rs. 495280/- and Rs. 118880/- i.e. totaling Rs. 606160/- to the consumer. Therefore, in all these four print outs of DDL the consumer was charged Rs. 1200325/- and the consumer was asked by AEE/Comml. Nabha S/D  vide memo No. 497 dt. 25.6.10 to deposit Rs. 561835/- memo No. 498 dt. 25.6.10 to deposit Rs. 32360/- and memo No. 1176 dt. 25.10.10 to deposit Rs. 606160/-. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in ZDSC by depositing 20% i.e. Rs. 240065/- vide BA 16 No. 71/45492 dt. 3.7.11.

The ZDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 18.10.11 and decided as under-


fFwsh 30$09$2011 B{z ygseko tZb' ;aqh f;at e[wko g/;a j'J/. ygseko B/ p/Bsh ehsh fe T[; d/ w'i{dk ;w/A ftu u?e whNo ns/ w/B whNo d/ ghHn?bHnkoH$vpfb:{HUHvhH dk vhHvhHn?bH fbnk ikt/ sk gsk bZr/rk fe T[BQK dk whNo yokp j? gqi?BfNzr nc;o B/ n?wHn?wHNhHn?;H okjhA fwsh 12$9$11 B{z bJ/ rJ/ vhHvhHn?bH dhnK ekghnK ew/Nh nZr/ g/;a ehshnK ns/ vpfb:{HUHvhH d/ w/B whNo ns/ u?e whNo d/ b'v dhnK  ohfvrK dk fwbkB eoe/ g/;a ehsk. ew/Nh B/ vhHvhHn?bH  s' d/fynk fe u?e whNo ns/ w/B whNo ftZu b'v Ujh       nkfJnk j? fJ; soQK ew/Nh ygseko dh fJ;  dbhb Bkb ;fjws Bjh ;h fe T[;dk w/B whNo rbs b'v dZ; fojk j?. fwsh 12$9$11 d/ vhHvhHn/?bH ftu w/B whNo dh vfoZcN 26 fwzN foekov ehsh rJh j?. ygseko d/ B[wkfJzd/ ;aqh f;at e[wko B/ fwsh 12$9$11 d/ ehs/ rJ/ vhHvhHn?b dh ekgh wzrh i' fe ew/Nh B/ w'e/ s/ jh d/ fdZsh ns/ ygseko B{z fejk frnk fe i/eo T[j vhHvhHn?bH B{z gVQ fe e'Jh pfj; (nkor{w?AfN;a) eoBk ukj[zdk j? sZK T[j eo ;edk j? iK nrbh fwsh s/ eo ;edk j?. gozs{ ygseko B/ vhHvhHn?bH B{z b? e/ e'Jh nkor{w?AN BjhA ehsh .


fJ; e/; B{z ew/Nh B/ 14$7$11 s' 18$10$11 sZe j/m fby/ nB[;ko ftukfonk L^

T)
fwsh 14$7$11 dh whfNzr ftu ghHUH B{z  e/; dk vkNk Eko' ;NZvh eoe/ nrbh whfNzr ftu g/; eoB bJh fejk frnk.

n)
fwsh 10$08$11 dh whfNzr ygseko dh p/Bsh s/ v?co ehsh ns/ gqi?BfNzr nc;o B{z nrbh whfNzr s/ ygseko d/ whNo ns/ u?e whNo dh nzdo{Bh ebke dk NkJhw B'N eoe/ fbnkT[AD bJh fejk.
J)
fwsh 23$08$11 dh whfNzr ftu ygseko tZb' u?e whNo ns/ gfjbK bZr/ whNo dhnK T[bzxDk d/  fgqzN nkT{N wzr/ rJ/ ns/ ew/Nh tZb' gq?iBfNzr nc;o B{z fgaqzN nkT{N d/D bJh fejk .

;)
fwsh 2$09$11 dh whfNzr ftu ygseko jkio BjhA j'fJnk ns/ ew/Nh B{z ghHUH B{z e?b{e[b/;aB dh g{oh x'yDk bJh fejk feT[fe fJe fwsh d' TbzxBktK fdykfJnK rJhnK jB e/; nrbh whfNzr sZe v?Aco ehsk frnk.

j)
fwsh 15$09$11 dh whfZNr  ftu  ;aqh oke/; e[wko tZb' u?e whNo bkT[AD s' pknd d'B' whNoK dk vhHvhHn?bH eokT[D bJh fejk sK i' T[BAQK B{z gsk bZr ;e/ fe whNo mhe ezw eo fojk jZ? iK BjhA . ew?Nh B/ ghHUH  B{z nkyoh ;w/A dh vhHvhHn?bH eotk e/ g/; eoB bJh ns/ u?e whNo T[skoB bJh fejk .
e)
ew/Nh B/ tZy tZy ;fwnK s/ ygseko B{z g{ok g{ok w'ek fdZsk ns/ T[; ;w/A d/ efjD s/ u?e whNo th brtkfJnk . u?e whNo ns/ w/B whNo d/ d' tZy tZy sohek s/ vhHvhHn?bH th eotkJ/ ns/ nzs s/ fJ; f;ZN/ s/ gj[zu/ fe ygseko dh fJj dbhb rbs j? fe T[;dk w/B whNo rbs b'v fdyk fojk j? fJ; bJh ygseko B{z ghHn?bHnkoH $vpb:{HUHvhH dhnK T[bzxBktK   ekoB gkJh rJh oew T[rokjD :'r j? ns/ Bkb jh fJj  th j[ew ehsk fe ygseko d/ w/B  whNo dh 30 fwzN dh vohcZN fXnkB ftZu oZyd/ j'J/ ghHn?bHnkoH$vpfb:{ UHvhH dh gkJh rJh oew B{z d'pkok e?b{eb/N eoe/ ghHUH tZb' fwsh 18$10$q11 B[z g/; ehsk ikt// .


fwsh 18$10$11 B{z ;aqh oke/;a e[wko, n?wHvhH nub g/go fwZb ew/Nh nZr/ g/; j'J/ ns/ fwsh 15$02$10 B{z vpfb:{HUHvhH d/ ;?fezv NkJhw d/ ukoi eoB pko/ fJsokia ehsk .fwsh 18$10$11 B[z go?iBfNzr nc;o tZb' 30 fwzN dh vfofcN B{z fXnkB ftu oZyd/ j'J/ oh e?be{b/;aB ;hN g/; ehsh ygseko tb' T[;d/ whNo ftu rbs ohekov pko/ ew/Nh B/ fwsh  14$07$11 s' 18$10$11 sZe 7 tko tZy tZy whfNzrK ftu e/; ftukfonk ns/ gkfJnk fe ygseko d/ whNo ftu 30 fwzN dh  vohfcZN s' fpBk e'ZJh j'o B[e;a  BjhA j?. ew/Nh B/ c?;bk ehsk fe 30 fwzN dh vohfcZN  dk fXnkB ftu oZyd/ j'J/ ghHn?bHnkoH$vpb:{HUHvhAH dhnkl e?be{b/;aBK okJhtiav eoe/ n?wHn?wHNhHn?;H s'  t?ZN eotk bJhnK ikD ns/ Bkb jh fwsh 15$02$10 B{z vpfb:{HU/HvhH pko/ ;?fezv NkJhw pko/  gVQskb eoe/ ;jh nwkT{N ukoia ehsh ikt/.                                                                                                                                

As per  the decision of ZDSC the amount charged on account of of WODs and PLHRs was got recalculated from Sr.Xen/MMTS, Patiala who recalculated the chargeable amount as Rs. 1871535/- and intimated AEE/Comml. S/D Nabha vide his office memo No. 53 dt. 25.1.12. AEE/Comml. S/D Nabha asked the consumer vide  his memo No. 964 dt. 8.2.12 to deposit  the amount of Rs. 1871535/-.

Not satisfied with the decision of ZDSC the petitioner filed an appeal  in the Forum and the Forum heard this case in its meeting held on 10.04.12, 19.04.12, 3.05.12 and finally on 15.05.12 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.
Proceedings:        
1.On 10.04.12, representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter vide  memo no. 3029 dated 9/04/2012  in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op , Division Nabha  and  the same has been  taken  on record. 

PR submitted authority letter vide memo no. APIL/PSEB/12-13 dated 10/04/2012 in his favour duly signed by Director of the Company and the same has been taken  on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply vide memo no. 2173 dated 9/4/12 and the  same has been taken on record .  One copy there of was handed over to the PR.  

2.On 19.4.12, representative of PSPCL submitted authority  vide letter No.3177  dated 19/4/12 in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op , Division Nabha and  the same has been  taken   on record. 

Representative of PSPCL stated that reply submitted on 10/04/2012    may be treated as their written argument.  

PR submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by director  of the firm and the same has been taken on record.  

PR submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same has been taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the representative of PSPCL.

3. On 3.5.12,  PR  submitted authority letter  in his favour duly signed by Director of the firm and the same has been taken on  record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted  letter 3633 dated 2-5-12 in which Sr.Xen/Op Divn. Nabha requested that due to reading date of LS connection he is unable to attend the Forum.  

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply site report copies of Sr.Xen/MMTS downloading the data of related dates  along with relevant load charts  on the next date of hearing..

4. On 15.5.12, PR submitted authority letter dated 15-05-12 in his favour duly signed by Director of the firm and the same has been taken on record.

In the proceeding dated 3-05-12 representative of PSPCL was directed to supply site report copies of Sr.Xen/MMTS downloading the data of related dates along with relevant load charts on the next date of hearing, which has been supplied and taken on record.  

PR contended that they have observed peak load hours restriction sincerely strictly as per timing of the meter and further did not violate any WOD but the amount charged to them is only due to drift of time in the meter.  There seems to be some defect in the meter.  So the amount charged is not correct and should be  waived off.  

Representative of PSPCL contended that it is incorrect that the consumer observed PLHR  sincerely .  The available data clearly shows that they had never reduced their load during PLHR, similarly in the  case of WOD  they have never observed this restriction also.  There was no defect other than the half hour drift in the RTC of the meter.  This was also confirmed with the  installation of check meter.  The consumer never raised any objection regarding their monthly consumption.  So the amount charged is correct. The amount of Rs.1200325/-  was  enhanced to Rs.1871535/-  due to incorporation of second default as per the regulation of  ESIM 132.1.  

PR further contended that it was already requested vide our letter dated 19-04-12 that certain amounts mentioned  therein is not chargeable due to drift  of time which has not been considered .

Representative of PSPCL further contended that while  charging the amount the period mentioned in the letter dated 19-04-12 has already been considered.  

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit and the case was closed for speaking orders.  

Observations of the Forum.

After the perusal of petition, reply, written arguments, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available to the Forum,  Forum observed as under:-
The appellant consumer is having LS category connection bearing Account No. LS-03 having sanctioned load of 880.288 KW and sanctioned CD of 1000 KVA, under AEE/Comml. Sub Divn. Nabha. The connection is being used for paper Mill and the supply is fed from category-II feeder.

The consumer had taken exemption of 400 KW load during PLHR’s w.e.f. 1.5.09 which was further enhanced to 700 KW w.e.f. 19.4.10 to 31.5.10. The data of the petitioner’s meter was down loaded by Sr.Xen/MMTS, Patiala on date 4.1.10 covering period 26.10.09 to 4.1.10 and calculated the chargeable amount of Rs537455/- due to violation on account of PLHR’s and WOD’s committed by the petitioner. Amount charged on account of PLV’s was Rs. 449760/- and on account of WOD’s was Rs. 87695/- totaling Rs. 537455/-. Second time, data of the consumer’s meter was down loaded on 31.3.10 covering period 20.1.10 to 31.3.10 and the petitioner again violated on WODs and was charged for Rs.24380/-. Third time data of the consumer’s meter was downloaded on 10.4.10 covering period  30.1.10 to 10.4.10 and the amount charged on account of WODs and PLHRs was again charged due to violations committed by the petitioner as Rs. 4800/- and Rs. 27530/- totaling Rs. 32330/- . Fourth time data of the consumer’s meter was down loaded on 29.6.10 covering period 20.4.10 to 29.6.10 and in this print out also the consumer violated WOD’s and PLHR’s and was charged Rs. 495280/- and Rs. 118880/- i.e. totaling Rs. 606160/- to the consumer. Therefore, in all these four print outs of DDL the consumer was charged Rs. 1200325/- and the consumer was asked by AEE/Comml. Nabha S/D  vide memo No. 497 dt. 25.6.10 to deposit Rs. 561835/- memo No. 498 dt. 25.6.10 to deposit Rs. 32360/- and memo No. 1176 dt. 25.10.10 to deposit Rs. 606160/-.
PR contended that they have observed PLHR’s sincerely and strictly as per timing of RTC of the meter and did not violate any WOD but the amount has been charged due to drift in the meter, also the meter seems to be defective so the amount charged be waived off. 

PR further contend that they have not run their factory on WODs but they have been charged for 11 WODs as per print out of DDL dated 29.6.10 and further he pointed certain violations which has been claimed to be not chargeable and requested to withdraw the same.

Representative of PSPCL contended that the petitioner has not observed PLHRs sincerely and as per the available print out of DDL it is clear that they never reduced their load during PLHRs. Similarly in the case of WODs they have never observed this restrictions also. There was no defect in the meter except half an hour drift in the RTC and the same was confirmed with the installation of check meter. The consumer never raised any objection regarding his monthly consumption, so the amount charged is correct. The amount of Rs. 1200325 was enhanced to Rs. 1871535/- due to incorporation of second default as per regulation of ESIM 132.1. Further while charging amount the period mentioned in letter dt. 19.4.12 has already been considered.
Forum observed that initially the consumer was charged Rs. 12,00,325/- on account of the violation of PLHRs and WODs committed by him but the amount of penalty was enhanced after the decision of ZDSC as Rs.18,71,325/- after considering drift in meter and charging of penalty due to second  default. Further check meter was got installed by ZDSC at the premises of the petitioner at his request. After studying the print out of main meter and check meter it has been observed that the data of both the meters is matching taking into consideration of time drift of about 30 minutes, corresponding readings are near about identical, which means that main meter was also showing correct load.
Further in DDL dt. 4.1.10 covering period 26.10.09 to 4.1.10, PLVs have been recorded for 38 days and WODs for 3 days out of 70 days data which means that violations have been recorded on those dates when petitioner used his load in excess of permissible limit as petitioner was availing exemption of 400 KW during PLHRs w.e.f. 1.5.09 and load permissible during WODs was only 50 KW. Similarly in the period from 30.1.10 to 10.4.10 only 10 violations on account of PLVs and 4 violations on account of WODs have been charged to the consumer. Further these violations have been recorded at 18.30 hrs., whereas there is no violation between 19.00 hrs. to 22.00 hrs. and PLHRs timing during Feb. and March, remains between18.30 hrs. to 21.30 hrs. Further in the print out of DDL dt. 29.6.10 covering period 20.4.10 to 29.6.10 the consumer got exemption of 700 KW load during PLHRs w.e.f. 19.4.10 to 31.5.10 but the petitioner violated PLHRs on 17no. of days running load more than permissible limit and 14 no. violations on account of WODs as there were more than one WOD in a week. From this it is clear that the violations have been recorded on the dates when the petitioner violated the permissible limit by using excess load as per their requirement.
Forum further observed that on perusal of different site reports of the Sr.Xen/MMTS, Patiala while taking DDL of the petitioner’s meter it has been quoted that on dt. 31.3.10. RTC of the meter was showing time lagging 20 minutes as compared to IST. Similarly on dt. 10.4.10 it was 21 minutes, on 29.6.10 it was 23 minutes and on dt. 12.9.11 the difference of time increased to 26 minutes. So it is clear that on dt. 4.1.10 the time gap was less than 20 minutes as the site report of 4.1.10 is not supplied to the Forum and the PR had also contended that they observed PLHRs sincerely  and strictly as per timing of the meter ( RTC) and in case  the time gap between RTC of meter and IST is within   20 minutes the consumers are required to observe restrictions as per RTC of the meter. further the violations recorded are not due to result of any time drift but are only due to use of load at will by the petitioner as per their requirements in excess of restricted limits and violations on any single day is not once but for more occasions. 
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 amount charged on account of PLV’s and WOD’s be reworked out as per original recording of the DDL print outs in line with restrictions timing without considering time drift. Forum further decides that the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer along-with interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL. 

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

 CAO/Member                     Member/Independent                CE/Chairman      
