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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- 15 of 10
Instituted on 8.6.10
Closed on 31.1.11
Sh. Amarjit Singh C/O Midway Resort, Mohali         Appellant
                                                        V/s 
PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LTD.
     Respondent
Name of DS Division: Zirakpur
A/c No. GC-82/002
1.0 : BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is running an electric connection under Non Residential supply category in the name of Sh. Amarjit Singh C/O Midway Resort, Mohali with sanctioned load of 60KW.  
ASE/Enforcement, Khanna checked the connection consumer on 21.4.09 vide ECR No. 42/3594 in the presence of consumer's representative, who has signed the report. During checking, the connected load of Resort of consumer was calculated as 66.320KW. In the report, it was recorded as under:-
"T[go'es u?Ae ehs/ b'v s' fJbktk fJ; whNo s' ;gbkJh b? e/ e/pb ;Ve d/ BhfuT[ dh dZp e/ fJ; o?;N'o?AN d/ ;kjwD/ gJhnK d[ekBk bJh j/m fbfynk b'v ub fojk ;hL^
b?Ag 34 x80    

= 2H720 KW
gZy/ 7 x100
   

= H 700 KW
gbZr 5A 6$3 x80

= H 160 KW
gkto gbZr 10$2 x2KW =10H000 KW
CFL b?Ag 7 x14
      
=  H098 KW



i'V


=13H678 KW


e[Zb i'V   66H320 + 13H678 = 79.998KW
D.G. set (fpBK gb/N s') ygseko d/ dZ;D w[skpe 20KVA  dk bZrk j?.@


On the basis of above report, SDO/DS sub division, Sohana issued notice No. 855 dated 23.4.09 to appellant consumer to deposit Rs. 34,997/- towards load surcharge and fine for installation of DG set without permission of Respondent

Instead of depositing above amount, appellant consumer approached appropriate authority for adjudication of his case by DLDSC.

DLDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 22.1.10 and decided as under:-

"ygseko tb' pbtho f;zx whfNzr ftZu jkiao j'fJnk ns/ T[; dk gZy ;[fDnk frnk. ygseko B/ dZf;nk fe T[; dk ubdk b'v wzBi{o ;[dk b'v w[skpe jh uZb fojk j? ns/ e'Jh tkX{ b'v Bjh ubkfJnk ik fojk ;h. ew/Nh B/ foekov dh x'y gVskb eod/ j'J/ c?;bk ehsk fe ygseko B{z i' oew ukoi ehsh rJh j? T[j mhe j? ns/ t;{bD :'r pDdh j?.@ 
Being not satisfied with the decision of DLDSC, appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum.

Forum heard this case on 8.6.10, 10.6.10, 23.6.10, 14.7.10, 9.8.10, 25.8.10, 14.9.10, 23.9.10, 13.10.10, 25.10.10, 15.11.10, 15.12.10, 17.1.11 and finally on 31.1.11 when the case was closed for speaking orders.

2.0:
Proceedings of the Forum

i)
On 8.6.09, a telephone message was received that due to road accident, PSPCL's representative Sh. Balwinder Singh, JE-I could not attend the proceedings and requested for adjournment of case for 10.6.10. 
ii)
On 10.6.10, PSPCL’s representative submitted their reply and the same was taken on record. 

Since from the petitioner's side no one appeared, so Forum directed the PSPCL's representative to hand over the copy of reply to petitioner under proper acknowledgement. 

iii)
On 23.6.10, PSPCL’s representative submitted receipt regarding memo No. 343 dated 7.10.10 from Sh. Saurab Sharma of Midway Resort, Swara and the same was taken on record. He also submitted memo No. 464 dated 22.6.10 signed by SDO/DS, Sohana. In this letter, it was mentioned that reply be treated as final. 
PR submitted their written arguments and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to PSPCL’s representative.
iv)
On 14.7.10, PSPCL's representative stated that Sr. Xen/DS and AEE/DS were busy in replacing the transformer of 66KV Substation, Derri and requested for adjournment of the case.

v)
During oral discussions on 9.8.10, PR contended that Flying Squad in his checking report has doubly included the existence of power plug and geysers whereas the geysers are being fed from the power plug itself, so prayed for relief. 
PSPCL’s representative contended that the checking carried out by Enforcement is correct and geysers may be connected separately in addition to power plugs. He clarified that load to the shops was connected with the main connection of Resort through the underground cable across the road. 
Forum directed Sr. Xen/DS to appear in person for oral discussions, though he was required to be present today. Anyhow, he may ensure his presence on the next date of hearing.

vi)
On 25.8.10, PSPCL’s representative stated that Sr. Xen/DS could not attend the Court as Hon'ble Chief Minister, Punjab was visiting Mohali and he requested for adjournment of the case.

vii)
On 14.9.10, a letter dated 14.9.10 was received from consumer duly signed by Sh. Amarjit Singh Virk (Owner), in which he had expressed his inability to attend the case and prayed for adjournment of the case.

 viii)
On 23.9.10, PSPCL's representative informed the Forum that Sr. Xen/DS was busy in some other official engagement and prayed for adjournment of the case.

PR informed the Forum that the owner of the Resort was busy in some other Court case and prayed for adjournment of the case for two weeks.

ix)
On 13.10.10, Forum observed that vide order dated 14.9.10, it was directed to the consumer for appearance but he neither appeared on 23.9.10 nor today on 13.10.10. However, last opportunity was provided to him for appearance before the Forum, failing which the case would be decided on the basis of available record and merits of the case.
Sr. Xen/DS was also not attended the Forum and he was directed to appear before the Forum on the next date of hearing, failing which the case would be decided on the merits.

x)
On 25.10.10, letter dated 25.10.10 was received from Sh. Amarjit Singh Virk, Owner requesting the Forum for adjournment of the date by     15 days.

Forum adjourned the case for 15.11.10. However, Forum made clear that this may be treated as last opportunity. 

xi)
On 15.11.10, PR contended that load of 13.678KW, which was found in the shops located opposite to the Resort was not connected even today so levy of penalty on account of unauthorized load is not justified. Secondly, they had obtained approval for installation of DG set as pointed out in the report.
Forum directed him to justify the load and supply the copy of approval of DG set from Respondent on the next date of hearing.

PSPCL's representative was directed to convey the then Sr. Xen/Enf. for his appearance before the Forum on the next date of hearing so as to substantiate his findings in his report having No. 42 dated 21.4.09.

xii)
On 15.12.10, as per orders of the Forum dated 15.11.10, Er. N.S.Bal, the then Sr. Xen/Enf (Now retired) appeared before the Forum and stated that the number of lamps, fans and other installations which were recorded in the report, were found installed at the time of checking. Besides, the cable under the road was passing and was connected with the shops located across the road. He contended that he saw that the supply was being given from the Resort to the shops and those were opened and installations therein were checked. He further contended that consumer was asked to supply the DG set approval, which was not provided to him.
PR prayed for adjournment of the case till 15.1.11 as the person with whom the DG set approval is lying was away to abroad and on his return, the same would be produced to the Forum. He denied the truth fullness of the report No. 42 dated 21.4.09 of Enforcement Wing.

xiii)
On 17.1.11, no one appeared from petitioner's side.

xiv)
On 31.1.11, Forum observed that consumer had not appeared before the Forum on 10.6.10, 14.9.10, 13.10.10, 17.1.11 & today on 31.1.11. Forum observed that consumer was not interested in pursuing his case before the Forum, therefore, the case was closed for speaking orders.

3.0:
Observations of the Forum

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available, Forum observed as under:-
a) This case pertains to levy of load surcharge for unauthorized load and fine for installation of DG set without approval of Respondent.
b) ASE/Enforcement, Khanna checked the connection of consumer on 21.4.09 and connected load of Resort was calculated as 66.320KW. In the report, it was recorded that besides the above load, load of 13.678KW of the shops across the Resort was found connected to the meter of Resort by laying the cable under the road. Besides, DG set of 20KVA capacity was found installed in the premises of appellant consumer and consumer could not show permission of Respondent for the same.
c) An amount of Rs. 34,997/- was charged to appellant consumer (Rs.29,997/-  as load surcharge and Rs. 5000/- as fine for installation of DG set without approval of Respondent).

d) In the petition, appellant consumer alleged that during checking, the staff of Flying Squad asked for illegal gratification and when his Manager refused to oblige them, they illegally increased their load from 60KW to 80KW. He stated that they complained about the behaviour of Checking officers and also challenged the fine imposed on them for above checking but DLDSC did not redress their basic demand that the load checked itself is wrong but went on to check the calculations of fine imposed on them. 

e) The above contention of appellant consumer is not justified as the appellant consumer's representative Sh. Saurab Sharma, Manager who was present during the disputed checking and signed the report, did not record anything on the report.
f) Forum has observed that during disputed checking, load of Resort of consumer was calculated as 66.320KW against the sanctioned load of 60KW. Full details of the above load have been given in the report having No.42/3594 dated 21.4.09. Since appellant consumer had unathorizedly extended his supply to the shops across the road by laying the cable under the road, so load of 13.678 KW of shops was included in the load of Resort and thus total connected load has been worked out as 79.998KW. Moreover, Sr. Xen/ Enforcement, who had checked the connection of appellant consumer, during oral discussions on 15.12.10 has informed  the Forum that the number of lamps, fans and other installations which were recorded in the report, were found installed at the time of checking. Besides, the cable under the road was passing and was connected with the shops located across the road and those shops were opened and installations therein were checked. He further informed that person present during checking was asked to supply the DG set approval, which was not provided to him. In view of above, the above plea of appellant consumer does not appear to be in order.
g) In the written arguments/during oral discussions on 9.8.10, appellant consumer contended that load has not been calculated as per instructions of the Board. The load of geysers has been taken as per name plate in addition to power plugs through which these were connected. He further contended that Checking agency has included 10 number additional power plugs, which were not in existence. 
h) The above contention of appellant consumer is not tenable in view of position explained in para (e) and (f) above.
i) During proceedings on 15.11.10, appellant consumer informed that he has obtained permission of Respondent for installation of DG set found installed during the disputed checking. Forum asked him to submit the same but he could not submit. As such, penalty charged for installation of DG set of 20KVA without permission of Respondent is recoverable from the appellant consumer.
Decision
Keeping in view the petition, reply, written arguments, oral discussions, after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced and above observations, Forum decides to uphold the decision of DLDSC taken in its meeting held on 22.1.10 and accordingly the balance amount be recovered from the consumer alongwith interest/surcharge as per ESR No.147. 
 (CA Rakesh Puri)           (CS A. J. Dhamija)
                 (Er. K.K. Kaul)

 CAO/Member

  Member (Independent)
        CE/Chairman
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