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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  94 of 2012

Instituted on :    23.10.2012
Closed on     :    06.12.2012

Sh.Ramesh Kumar

Vill:Meharban, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.                                                                                    Appellant
              
                                 




Name of  Op. Division:        Sunder Nagar (Spl.)   

A/C No:  GR-09/00012

Through

Sh. Sukhminder Singh, PR
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

                       Respondent

Through

Er. G.S.Randhawa, Sr.Xen/Op. Division, Sunder Nagar(Spl.), Ludhiana.
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having MS category connection bearing Account No. GR-09/00012 with sanctioned load of 83.93 KW running under AEE/Op. Technical unit No.II, Sunder Nagar Spl.  Division, Ludhiana  The supply is being used for dyeing work.

The connection of  the consumer was checked by ASE/Enf.-I, Ludhiana vide ECR No. 37/383 dt.  7.10.2011 and reported that display of the meter and its pulse indicator has stopped  at index of 1465022.5 because the meter has got burnt internally and directed that the meter be replaced and the disputed meter be brought to ME Lab. duly sealed/packed for further investigation. The connected load of the consumer was also checked by enforcement and was reported to be 143.394 KW against sanctioned load of 83.93 KW. The defective/burnt meter was replaced vide MCO No. E42/M/11/91884/3128 dt. 10.10.2011 effected on 17.10.2011. The replaced meter was checked in ME Lab. on dt. 20.10.11 by Sr.Xen/Enf. and Sr.Xen/ME and noted the readings of the meter on battery mode as 1329746.7 KWH, 1467716.2 KVAH and 237.99 KVA as MDI. The account of the consumer was overhauled by Sub division for the month of 7/2011 to 10/2011 on the basis of the consumption recorded in the same months of  the year,2010 and charged Rs. 545810/-.  A supplementary bill no.100 for Rs.545810/- payable by 9.2.2012 was issued to the consumer. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount claimed in ZDSC by depositing Rs. 201199 vide stub No. 8688201 dt. 9.1.2012.
 The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the disputed amount in ZDSC by depositing Rs. 201199/- vide stub No.8688201 dt. 9.01.2012. 
ZDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 20.07.2012 and decided that amount charged was correct and recoverable.
Not satisfied with the decision of ZDSC, the petitioner filed an appeal in the Forum and Forum heard the case in its proceedings held on 8.11.12, 23.11.12 & finally on 06.12.12 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:   

1. On 8.11.2012, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide  Memo No. 2656 dt. 7-11-12 in his favour duly signed by Sr Xen/Op,Divn .Sunder Nagar(Spl.), Ludhiana  and the same has been taken on record. 

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

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

2. On 23.11.2012, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter vide Memo no. 2774 Dt. 20-11-12   in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op, Sunder Nagar (Spl.) Ludhiana and the same has been taken on record. 

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

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

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply up to date consumption data of the consumer and if possible DDL be carried out on battery mode and its printout be supplied on the next date of hearing.

On 6.12.2012, PR contended that during checking of meter on dt 7-10-2011  ASE/Enf-1, Ludhiana reported that the display of the meter is dead stop due  to  burnt of meter internally .  But, the same officer i.e. ASE/Enf-I, Ludhiana and ASE/ME Divn. Ldh.  jointly checked the meter in the ME lab and not declared that  the meter is burnt.  They recorded the KWH reading as 1329746.7 & KVAH reading as 1467716.2 on battery mode.  But, the office of Sunder Nagar Divn. has raised  the amount of Rs. 5,45810/- assuming that the meter is defective/burnt from the period 07/2011 to 01/2012 where as our consumption was less due to disconnection of our connection on the order of Pb. Pollution Control Board  between the period from 19-5-11 to  15-07-2011 and not due to burnt of meter. Only display of the meter was dead stop.  So, it is requested to waive off the charged amount.

Representative of PSPCL contended that  it is  wrong that same Officer of the Enforcement checked at site as well as ME Lab. Rather both officers were different .  Further the account of the petitioner has been overhauled from 07/2011 to 10/2011 and not up to 01/2012.  Up to date consumption data of the consumer is submitted   herewith and further intimated that as the disputed meter had already been returned to ME Lab as defective meter so DDL of the meter could not be  carried out as desired in the proceeding dt. 23-11-12. The consumption pattern of period overhauled does not match with last year same period consumption. This was due to internal defect of meter.

PR further contended that as our work is related to job work of dyeing, sometimes consumption is more due to more orders and sometimes consumption is less due to less work.

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit and the case was closed for passing 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 MS category connection bearing Account No. GR-09/00012 with sanctioned load of 83.93 KW running under AEE/Op. Technical unit No.II, Sunder Nagar Spl.  Division, Ludhiana  The supply is being used for dyeing work.

The connection of  the consumer was checked by ASE/Enf.-I, Ludhiana vide ECR No. 37/383 dt.  7.10.2011 and reported that display of the meter and its pulse indicator has stopped  at index of 1465022.5 because the meter has got burnt internally and directed that the meter be replaced and the disputed meter be brought to ME Lab. duly sealed/packed for further investigation. The connected load of the consumer was also checked by enforcement and was reported to be 143.394 KW against sanctioned load of 83.93 KW. The defective/burnt meter was replaced vide MCO No. E42/M/11/91884/3128 dt. 10.10.2011 effected on 17.10.2011. The replaced meter was checked in ME Lab. on dt. 20.10.11 by Sr.Xen/Enf. and Sr.Xen/ME and noted the readings of the meter on battery mode as 1329746.7 KWH, 1467716.2 KVAH and 237.99 KVA as MDI. The account of the consumer was overhauled by Sub division for the month of 7/2011 to 10/2011 on the basis of the consumption recorded in the same months of  the year,2010 and charged Rs. 545810/-.  A supplementary bill no.100 for Rs.545810/- payable by 9.2.2012 was issued to the consumer. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount claimed in ZDSC by depositing Rs. 201199 vide stub No. 8688201 dt. 9.1.2012.

s
PR contended that during checking of meter on dt 7-10-2011  ASE/Enf-1, Ludhiana reported that the display of the meter is dead stop due  to  burnt of meter internally .  But, the same officer i.e. ASE/Enf-I, Ludhiana and ASE/ME Divn. Ldh jointly checked the meter in the ME lab and not declared that  the meter is burnt.  They recorded the KWH reading as 1329746.7 & KVAH reading as 1467716.2 on battery mode.  But, the office of Sunder Nagar Divn. has raised  the amount of Rs. 5,45810/- assuming that the meter is defective/burnt from the period 07/2011 to 01/2012 where as our consumption was less due to disconnection of our connection on the order of Punjab Pollution Control Board  between the period from 19-5-11 to  15-07-2011 and not due to burnt of meter. Only display of the meter was dead stop.  So, it is requested to waive off the charged amount.

Representative of PSPCL contended that it is wrong that same Officer of the Enforcement checked at site as well as ME Lab. Rather both officers were different.  Further the account of the petitioner has been overhauled from 07/2011 to 10/2011 and not up to 01/2012.  Up to date consumption data of the consumer is submitted   herewith and further intimated that as the disputed meter had already been returned to ME Lab as defective meter so DDL of the meter could not be  carried out as desired in the proceeding dt. 23-11-12. The consumption pattern of period overhauled does not match with last year same period consumption. This was due to internal defect of meter.

PR further contended that as our work is related to job work of dyeing, sometimes consumption is more due to more orders and sometimes consumption is less due to less work.

Forum observed that the account of the petitioner was overhauled by the concerned sub division as per the checking report of enforcement because the display and pulse indicator of the meter had stopped and further the meter could not be tested in ME lab. for its accuracy and only the readings were taken at battery mode. Further it has been observed that although the enforcement has reported that the display of the meter has stopped at reading of 1465022.5 KVAH on dt. 7.10.11 but after replacement on dt. 10.10.11 the meter was checked in ME lab. on dt. 20.10.11 and the KVAH at battery mode was recorded as 1467716.2, the KWH as 1329746.7 and the MDI as 237.99 KVA which means that readings have moved further, though the display was off, pulse indicator defective, however, accuracy could not certified.
Further as per the consumption data put up by the respondents it has been observed that the consumption of the consumer has reduced drastically during the period overhauled by the respondents as compared to the consumption of the consumer during the same period of the previous year or the succeeding year after the change of meter. Also the load at the time of checking by enforcement on dt. 7.10.11 was 143.394 KW against sanctioned load of 83.93 KW. So the running of unauthorised load and consumption after change of meter indicate that the consumption of the consumer should have been on the higher side during the disputed period but the PR had contended that their consumption was less due to the disconnection of their connection on the directions of Punjab Pollution Control Board during the period 19.5.11 to 15.7.11 and also they are doing job work of dyeing and the consumption depends upon the orders received for job work but the PR did not produce any documentary evidence of job work done to prove his claim that the order were less during the disputed period and increased just after change of meter.

Forum further observed that as the meter had burnt internally as reported by enforcement during checking on dt. 7.10.11 that is why only the readings were taken on battery mode in ME Lab. and the meter could not be tested. The account of the consumer has been overhauled by concerned sub division on the basis of previous year's consumption without taking into consideration of the disconnection of the connection nearly for two months. The consumer deserve relief during the period when his connection remained disconnected on the instance of PPCB. However, there was certain defect in the meter internally due to which display and pulse indicator stopped and the consumption recorded in the meter was on lower side and cannot be considered as actual consumption. Further the date of defect was also not available but the meter was certainly defective.
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 account of the consumer be overhauled from 15.7.2011 onwards to date of change of meter( 17.10.2011) on the basis of consumption recorded during the same period of the previous year. 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.  
(Harpal Singh)                        ( K.S. Grewal)                          ( Er. C.L. Verma )

 CAO/Member                        Member/Independent                CE/Chairman                                            

