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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG- 72 of 2011

Instituted on 23.5.2011

Closed on 21.07.2011

Patiala Casting  Pvt. Ltd., G.T.Road Sirhind side, 

Mandi Gobindgarh.                



     Appellant
                

Name of OP Division:   Mandi Gobindgarh
A/C No. LS-61201 

Through
Sh. R.S.Dhiman, PR
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.


    Respondent

Through

Er. R.S.Sarao, ASE/Op. Mandi Gobindgarh.
BRIEF HISTORY

i)
The petitioner was running an Induction Furnace at G.T. Road Mandi Gobindgarh in the name of Patiala Casting (Pvt.) Ltd. having Account No. LS-61201 connected load 5479.947 KW/CD-6025 KVA. A 66 KV cluster S/S has been set up by the petitioner from which the power was being given to M/S Patiala Steel Rolling Mills ( sister concern ) running in an adjoining premises bearing Account No. 61178 with S.L. 1990 KW and CD of 2300 KVA. One bill was being issued to the Account No.61201 since no separate meter had been installed by PSPCL for furnace connection.
ii)
There were two furnaces running under furnace Account No.61201 and petitioner was allowed to run load of 100 KW during PLH's. Similarly a load of 50 KW was allowed for the  Rolling Mill. In addition to it, the consumer had got exemption for another 50 KW by paying PLEC. This consumer was allowed to run 200 KW during PLH's.
iii)
DDL of the consumer was done on 15.1.2008 and 20.3.2008 by MMTS, Khanna and penalty was imposed on the consumer for violating WOD & PLHRs by allowing 100 KW for furnaces load during PLH's as during this period the connection of the Steel Rolling Mill of the consumer was not running because the same was disconnected on the directions of Punjab Pollution Control Board.
iv)
Consumer filed his case before ZDSC after depositing 20% of the disputed amount.

ZDSC heard this case on 20.12.2010 and decided that the amount charged to the consumer is recoverable. ZDSC also decided that the amount charged from the consumer on account of PLEC be adjusted.
Not satisfied with the decision of CDSC, appellant consumer filed an appeal in the Forum. Forum heard this case on 9.6.2011, 29.6.2011 and finally on 21.7.2011 when the case was closed for  speaking orders.

Proceedings:  

1.  On 9.6.2011, PR submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sh.Gurdeep Singh, Director of the firm and the same was taken on record. 

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter  No. 2762 dated 8.6.2011 in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn.Spl. Mandi Gobindgarh and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

2.  On 29.6.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter No 2520  dated 28.6.2011 in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn.Spl. Mandi Gobindgarh and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL  stated that their reply which was submitted on 9.6.2011 may be treated as their written arguments.
PR submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

3.  On 21.7.2011, PR contended that the petitioner was allowed an exemption of 200 KW on his cluster connection at 66 KV. 100 KW was allowed on two furnaces of the connections account No. 61201 and 50 KW for Rolling Mill connection account No.61178. Another 50 KW was admissible under PLEC for Rolling Mill. One bill is being issued for both the connections.

During the disputed period 2.12.07 to 19.3.08 exemption of 100 KW has been denied to the petitioner on the plea that Rolling Mill connections was lying disconnected on the directions of PPCB. This plea of the respondent is wrong. No doubt Rolling Mill connection had been disconnected by PSEB on the direction of PPCB. But PPCB had issued directions to PSEB  to restore supply of Rolling Mill connections for two months. A copy of PPCB letter dated 18.12.07 written to CE/Central and SE/Khanna. A copy of PPCB letter addressed to CE/Central and SE/Khanna is attached with the written arguments. The petitioner also requested to SE/Khanna vide his letter dated 18.12.07 to restore the supply. This letter was duly receipted in the office of SE/Khanna. But the supply was not restored. Under these circumstances exemption of 100 KW in respect of Rolling Mill connection can not be denied to the petitioner. Petitioner has been put to double loss. Firstly his connection was not restored and secondly penalty for PLV have been imposed by denying the Rolling Mills admissible exemption.

Another plea has been took forward by the respondent that the supply could not be restored because the consumer's 11 KV cable was lying damaged. This plea is also wrong because the cable got defective on 7.11.08. The letter to SE/Khanna and AEE/Comml. Mandi Gobindgarh written in this regard has been attached with the written arguments. It was wrong to  state that the cable was lying damaged at the time of the dispute mentioned above.

Representative of PSPCL contended that during this period the connection of Steel Rolling Mill was not running because this connection was disconnected on the direction of PPCB and supply to this connection was restored on 4.1.08. During the disputed period the benefit of relaxation to  one connection i.e. 100 KW for Steel Rolling Mill cannot be given to the induction furnace which was running during that period. 

PR further contended that this is the grouse of the petitioner that he has been put to double loss by keeping his connection disconnected while the PPCB had clearly issued instructions to restore the supply immediately. Another burden has been put on him by imposing uncalled for penalties by denying the benefit of 100 KW admissible to the consumer on account of his rolling mill. The petitioner would rather request for compensation for unnecessarily punishing him. 

Representative of PSPCL has nothing to comment.

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:-

i)
The petitioner was running an Induction Furnace at G.T. Road Mandi Gobindgarh in the name of Patiala Casting (Pvt.) Ltd. having Account No. LS-61201 connected load 5479.947 KW/CD-6025 KVA. A 66 KV cluster S/S has been set up by the petitioner from which the power was being given to M/S Patiala Steel Rolling Mills ( sister concern ) running in an adjoining premises bearing Account No. 61178 with S.L. 1990 KW and CD of 2300 KVA. One bill was being issued to the Account No.61201 since no separate meter had been installed by PSPCL for furnace connection.

ii)
There were two furnaces running under furnace Account No.61201 and petitioner was allowed to run load of 100 KW during PLH's. Similarly a load of 50 KW was allowed for the  Rolling Mill. In addition to it, the consumer had got exemption for another 50 KW by paying PLEC. This consumer was allowed to run 200 KW during PLH's.
iii)
DDL of the consumer was done on 15.1.2008 and 20.3.2008 by MMTS, Khanna and penalty was imposed on the consumer for violating WOD & PLHRs by allowing 100 KW for furnaces load during PLH's as during this period the connection of the Steel Rolling Mill of the consumer was not running because the same was disconnected on the directions of Punjab Pollution Control Board.

iv)
Forum observed that the connection of the Steel Rolling Mill of the consumer remained disconnected during the DDL period and as such the relaxation of PLH's of Steel Rolling Mill cannot be passed on to induction furnace load which was running during that period. Moreover the Peal Load Exemption charges during this period has also been got refunded to the consumer.

Decision:-

Keeping in view the petition, reply, written arguments, oral discussions and after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced by them and  above observations of Forum, Forum decided  to uphold the decision 

taken by the ZDSC in their meeting held on 20.12.2010. Forum further decides that balance disputed amount, if any,  be recovered from appellant consumer along-with interest/surcharge as per instructions of the PSPCL.

(CA Parveen Singla)          ( K.S. Grewal)                          ( Er. C.L. Verma )

 CAO/Member                     Member/Independent                CE/Chairman                                            

