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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  56 of 2012
Instituted on      20.06.2012
Closed on        30.8. 2012
M/s Deepak Seekri, 

C/o Suman Jain , Plot No. 121-A,

Dyeng Road, Mahavir Jain Complex,

Near Tajpur Road, Ludhiana.         


                        Appellant
                



 

Name of  Op. Division:  Focal Point (Spl.) Ludhiana
A/C No.  MS-490599
Through

Sh. Jaswant Singh  PR
V/S

PSPCL.


                                                           Respondent

Through

Er. H.S. Gill, , ASE/Op. Divn. Focal Point (Spl.) Ludhiana
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having MS category connection  in the name of M/s Deepak Seekri  bearing A/c No. MS-490599 with sanctioned load of 53.7 KW running under AEE/Commercial Focal Point (Spl.) Ludhiana.
As per petitioner, this connection of MS category along with premises was purchased by herself  Smt. Suman Jain on 24-11-2010 from M/s Deepak Seekeri.   Her business is of making interlining fabric and quilting used in making hosiery goods  and this is a seasonal industry from June to Dec.  The appellant on 1-11-2011 found that there was no display on the meter and requested the SDO/PSPCL to check   the meter. 
 The meter was checked by the ASE/Enf. on 9-11-2011 and reported vide ECR no. 32/385 that the display and pulse indicator  has been stopped due to meter burnt internally , so the meter be replaced,  packed, sealed and sent to ME Lab. for testing .  In the ME lab, the meter   was accepted as  burnt meter and checked by Sr.Xen/Enf., SDO/ME   with the consent of consumer representative and its accuracy and DDL  could not be taken as reported  burnt by ME Lab.  The Addl/SE Focal Point issued a notice no. 192 dt. 18-1-12 to deposit Rs. 260735/- due to faulty meter by overhauling the A/C from 07/2011 to 12/2011  on the basis of corresponding consumption of same months of previous year.   The petitioner not agree to it and made an appeal in the  ZDSC after depositing Rs. 52,200/- i.e. 20% of the disputed amount.

The ZDSC heard the case on 16-3-2012 and decided that the amount charged on account of overhauling the account for the  period 07/2011 to 12/2011 is correct and recoverable from the consumer.


Not satisfied with the decision of  ZDSC, the  petitioner  made an appeal in the forum, forum heard his case on 10-7-12, 24-7-12, 9-8-12 & 16-8-12 and finally on 30-08-12 when  the case was closed for passing speaking orders. 
Proceedings:        

1.On 10.7.2012, PR submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by the petitioner and the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide  Memo No.2361 dt. 09/07/12 in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op Focal Point Divn., Ludhiana  and the same has been taken on record. 

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

2. On 24.07.2012, representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide  Memo No.2566  dt. 23/07/12 in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op Focal Point Divn., 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 was  handed over to the PR .

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.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to get DDL and accuracy results of the meter on battery mode in ME Lab. in the presence of consumer if possible and submit the same on the next date of  hearing along with upto date consumption data

3. On 09.08.2012, A fax message vide memo no. 2698 dt, 8-8-12 from ASE/Op, Focal Point (Spl) Divn. Ludhiana has been received  in which he has requested to give another date  as he is unable to attend the court due to unavoidable circumstances .

4. On 16.08.2012, A  fax message  vide memo no. 2722 dt. 16-08-12 has been received from ASE/Op,  Focal Point (Spl.) Divn, Ludhiana in which he intimated that the date of oral discussion could not be conveyed to him  due to negligence of  the staff and requested for giving some another date.

5. On 30.08.2012, in the proceeding dt 24-07-12  representative of PSPCL was directed to get DDL and accuracy  results of the meter on battery mode in ME Lab. in the presence of consumer if possible and submit the same on the next date of  hearing along with upto date consumption data. 

Representative of PSPCL supplied upto date  consumption data of the consumer.  He further stated that the meter was sent to ME Lab.  on dt 6-12-11 for checking .  The meter was not challenged by the consumer at that time.  The readings were retrieved on battery mode.  It was declared burnt the checking was made as per the consent letter of the consumer duly signed by consumers  representative.  After that this meter  was surveyed off vide challan No. 6 dt. 3-1-12 .  The amount was charged on the basis of  overhauling of  MCO vide notice no. 129 dt    18-01-2012 So DDL of the meter could not be  taken at this stage. 

PR contended that  the premises  without machinery of Deepak Seekri  along with connection  were purchased by Smt. Suman Jain on 26-11-10 there was no activity up to 3/2011   Smt. Suman Jain  applied for change  of premises  from Giaspura   to present premises to the sale Tax Deptt. and  the meter was checked on the request of the  consumer as there was no display on  1-11-2011  the meter was replaced on  18-11-2011 The meter was checked in the Lab.  on 6-12-11 in the absence of the consumer the consent letter produced today by the respondent shows the signature of the Ravi Master who is illiterate  helper  the consent letter should have been got obtained under the signature of   some responsible person .  The ME Lab. checking report is incomplete as per ME Lab report no attempt has been made to down load the data and checked the accuracy of the meter with the  battery mode as no such a remarks that the data could not be retrieved has been recorded in the ME Lab. when we can access the memory of meter with a battery mode it was very easy to  retrieved the data load survey and other para meters stored in the memory of the meter  this proves that no attempt and meter was declared defective on the basis of no display.  The notices was issued to the consumer on 18-01-2012 . The respondent  was  supposed to preserve the meter as in found conditions in safe custody duly packed till the amount raised by the respondent  is deposit/ settled.

 The meter was replaced on 18-11-11  the reading taken in the ME Lab. and the monthly  reading taken  by the JE when the meter was working OK on 4-10-2011 the difference consumption shows 2830 units  for 45 days consumption works out to be 1867 units the consumption pattern of the present occupier  before  and after the replacement of meter shows that the meter was working OK up to 18-11-2011 and only display part was defective.  As per supply code 21.4.(g) (ic) any evidence  provided by the consumer about the conditional of the working and of the occupancy of the concerned premises during the said period which might have  bearing on  computation of consumption bill   however taken into  consideration by the licenses.  It is therefore , it is  prayed that overhauling of the consumer accounts with the average of  corresponding months when the previous occupier who was making cord board boxes and printing work which is not a seasonal industry  be set aside and the case decided on the basis of present occupier consumption and the facts i.e. the present occupier is doing hosiery business  which is seasonal from June to Dec. only  and this fact is  supported by the present consumption also.

Representative of PSPCL  contended that change of name was applied vide A&A No. 57268 dt.17-04-12,  test report  verified on 23-4-12 and  SJO No. 127224/3425  effected on  dt 16-5-12 . The reply and written arguments  already submitted may also be considered as oral discussion . 

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 appellant consumer is having MS category connection  in the name of M/s Deepak Seekri  bearing A/c No. MS-490599 with sanctioned load of 53.7 KW running under AEE/Commercial Focal Point (Spl.) Ludhiana.

ii)
As per petitioner, this connection of MS category along with premises was purchased by herself  Smt. Suman Jain on 24-11-2010 from M/s Deepak Seekeri.   Her business is of making interlining fabric and quilting used in making hosiery goods  and this is a seasonal industry from June to Dec.  The appellant on 1-11-2011 found that there was no display on the meter and requested the SDO/PSPCL to check   the meter . 

 The meter was checked by the ASE/Enf. on 9-11-2011 and reported vide ECR no. 32/385 that the display and pulse indicator  has been stopped due to meter burnt internally , so the meter be replaced,  packed, sealed and sent to ME Lab. for testing .  In the ME lab, the meter   was accepted as  burnt meter and checked by Sr.Xen/Enf., SDO/ME   with the consent of consumer representative and its accuracy and DDL   could not be taken as reported  burnt by ME Lab.  The  Addl/SE Focal Point  issued a notice no. 192 dt. 18-1-12 to deposit Rs. 260735/- due to faulty meter by overhauling the A/C from 07/2011 to 12/2011   on the basis of corresponding consumption of same months of previous year.   

The forum directed the representative of PSPCL in  the proceedings dated           24-7-12 to get DDL and accuracy  results of the meter on battery mode in ME Lab. in the presence of consumer if possible and submit the same on the next date of  hearing along with up to date consumption data. 

Representative of PSPCL supplied up to date  consumption data of the consumer.  He further stated that the meter was sent to ME Lab.  on dt 6-12-11 for checking .  The meter was not challenged by the consumer at that time.  The readings were retrieved on battery mode.  It was declared burnt the checking was made as per the consent letter of the consumer duly signed by consumer's  representative.  After that this meter  was surveyed off vide challan No. 6 dt. 3-1-12 .  The amount was charged on the basis of  overhauling of  MCO & consumer was asked to deposit the same  vide notice no. 129 dt    18-01-2012.  As the meter has already been surveyed off so DDL of the meter could not be  taken at this stage. 

iii)       PR contended that  the premises  without machinery of Deepak Seekri  along with connection  were purchased by Smt. Suman Jain on 26-11-10 & there was no activity up to 3/2011   Smt. Suman Jain  applied for change  of premises  from Giaspura   to present premises to the sale Tax Deptt. on 24-2-2011. The meter was checked on the request of the  consumer as there was no display on             1-11-2011  the meter was replaced on  18-11-2011 The meter was checked in the Lab.  on 6-12-11 in the absence of the consumer the consent letter produced today by the respondent shows the signature of the Ravi Master who is illiterate  helper  whereas the consent letter should have been got obtained under the signature of   some responsible person .  The ME Lab. checking report is incomplete as no attempt has been made to down load the data and check the accuracy of the meter with the  battery mode as no such a remarks that the data could not be retrieved has been recorded in the ME Lab.  When we can access the memory of meter with a battery mode it was very easy to  retrieved the data, load survey and other para meters stored in the memory of the meter.  This proves that no attempt has been made to retrieve the data  and meter was declared defective on the basis of no display.  The notice was issued to the consumer on 18-01-2012 . The respondent  was  supposed to preserve the meter as in found conditions in safe custody duly packed till the amount raised by the respondent  is deposit/ settled.

 The meter was replaced on 18-11-11  the reading taken in the ME Lab. and the monthly  reading taken  by the JE when the meter was working OK on 4-10-2011 the difference consumption shows 2830 units  for 45 days consumption works out to be 1867 units the consumption pattern of the present occupier  before  and after the replacement of meter shows that the meter was working OK up to 18-11-2011 and only display part was defective.  As per supply code 21.4.(g) (ic) any evidence  provided by the consumer about the conditional of the working and of the occupancy of the concerned premises during the said period which might have  bearing on  computation of consumption bill   however taken into  consideration by the licenses.  It is therefore , it is  prayed that overhauling of the consumer accounts with the average of  corresponding months when the previous occupier who was making cord board boxes and printing work which is not a seasonal industry  be set aside and the case decided on the basis of present occupier consumption and the facts i.e. the present occupier is doing hosiery business  which is seasonal from June to Dec. only  and this fact is  supported by the present consumption also.

iv)

Representative of PSPCL  contended that change of name was applied vide A&A No. 57268 dt 17-04-12,  Test report  verified on 23-4-12 and  SJO No. 127224/3425  effected on  dt 16-5-12 .   

v)            Forum observed that  the appellant noticed on 1-11-2011 that there was no display on the meter and requested SDO, PSPCL to check the meter.  The meter was checked by Addl.SE/Enf-1, Ludhiana on 9-11-2011 and reported vide ECR No. 32/385 that the display and pulse indicator of the meter has  stopped  due to some  internal fault in the meter.  The meter  was changed  and sent to ME Lab for checking where meter was checked by Addl./SE/Enf. and SDO/ME in the  Lab. and its DDL  and accuracy  test  could not be done as the meter was burnt internally .  The PR contended that the meter was not checked in the ME Lab in his presence and consent letter  shown by the respondent in the forum on 30-8-12 is signed by Ravi  Master who is illiterate helper and the consent letter should have been got obtained under the signature  of some responsible person.  The ME Lab checking report  is incomplete  and no attempt has been made to   down  load the data and check the accuracy of the meter with   battery mode.
The Addl. SE/Op, Ludhiana intimated in the proceeding dt 30-08-12 that the readings were retrieved  on battery mode on dt 6-12-11 in ME Lab. and after that the meter was surveyed off vide challan  No. 6 dt. 3-1-12 as it was not challenged at that time  and now it is not possible to take DDL of the meter .
Forum further observed that as contended by petitioner,  She has  purchased the premises from M/s Deepak Seekri on 24-11-2010 & the present occupier's business is of  making   interlining   fabric and quilting which is used in making hosiery goods , so this is a seasonal industry which runs from June to Dec.  so the method of overhauling the account of the petitioner from 7/11 to 12/11 on the basis of electricity consumed by previous consumer M/s Deepak Seekri  during 7/10 to 12/10 whose  nature of work is quite different from the present consumer is not justified further the consumption recorded after change of meter varies from 222 units to 419 units during Jan. 2012 to May 2012 i.e. during off-seasonal period and 1024 & 2031 units in the month of June 2012 and July 2012 respectively, which is quite less than the consumption of previous consumer during 2010.
Further the meter of the petitioner became defective in the month of Oct./Nov.2011.  The monthly consumption of the consumer from July onward is 1997, 2478, 4112 & 4750 units.  The bill for the month of Nov. 2011 was issued on average basis (8417 units) but after the replacement of defective meter , consumption in the month  of Dec. 2011 was again 489 units in the current year of 2012 monthly consumption is of 419, 222, 269, 287 & 390 units up to  May 2012 and it increased to  1024 and 2031 in June & July 2012.  It shows that consumer present job is of seasonal business which operates mostly in the second half of the year.  So consumption recorded in the 2011  is correct up to the month of Oct. 2011 & the meter became defective in Nov. 2011 for which  average has been already charged.   The reading recorded on the battery mode can't be relied and taken as true consumption as it does not   confirm  the defective date .  But overhauling as one of the petitioner's account is not required at all. 
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 appeal is allowed.  Amount charged on account of overhauling of six months period is not chargeable.  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                                            

CG-56 of 2012


