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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-54 of 2012
Instituted on : 18.06.2012
Closed on  
  : 26.7.2012
M/s Sandeep Kumar,

3-B, Industrial Area 'A' Extension,

 Ludhiana.  






     Petitioner
Name of the Op. Division:  
CMC (Spl), Ludhiana.

A/c No. MS-37/614
Through 

Er. Sukhminder  Singh, PR


V/s 

PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION  LTD.
     Respondent
Through 

Er. Manmohan Passey, ASE/Op  CMC(Spl.)  Divn. LDH.
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having MS category connection bearing A/C No. MS-37/614 with sanctioned load of 97.85 KW in the name of M/s Sandeep Kumar,Ludhiana running under CMC Sub-Divn. Unit No.I, Ludhiana.

The consumer M/s Sandeep Kumar was billed on 'I' code on average consumption of 12389 units in the month of 8/2010 against the actual consumption of 91686 units which was on the higher side (old KWH reading 847973 and new reading 939659). Similarly during 9/2010 the bill was prepared on average basis for 11590 units due to 'I' code, whereas  the recorded reading during 9/2010 was KWH 957941 and the resultant consumption recorded was 18282 units. However, during 10/2010 the recorded reading was 976813 and accordingly the bill was generated on actual total consumption for 128840 units for Rs.5,45,660/- after adjusting previous 'I' code  bills issued on average consumption basis for the month of 8/2010 & 9/2010. The consumer challenged the meter and his meter was jointly checked by AEE/Tech Unit.II and Addl.SE/CMC Spl. Ludhiana vide LCR No.33/273 dt.1.11.2010 and reported that the working of the meter was OK as per dial test of the meter. The meter was replaced vide MCO No.10/57798 dt.18.11.2010 effected on 6.1.11.  The replaced meter was sent to ME Lab  vide store challan No.110113/16969 dt.22.2.11 and as per ME Lab report  the results of meter were found within permissible limits.  The DDL of the meter was also got done and no abnormality of jumping of meter was recorded in the DDL print out. 

The energy bill for 10/2010 was issued for Rs.5,45,660/-  after adjustment of energy bill for 8/2010 & 9/2010. The consumer  approached the PSPCL office, then the concerned Sub-Divisional  Office after verifying the previous consumption record, the energy bill for 10/2010 was revised with average of 18822 units for Rs.86150/-, which was paid by the consumer and the balance amount of Rs.459510/- continuously  shown in energy bills issued in the subsequent months and the late payment surcharge continuously charged in the energy bills and the consumer was depositing only current bill after deducting arrear amount. In March,2012 the Sub-Divisional  Office refused to adjust the arrear amount and asked the consumer to deposit total bill including arrear amount.
The consumer made an appeal in ZDSC for settlement of excess bill for the month of 10/2010. The ZDSC heard the case in its meeting held on 4.4.2012 and decided that it is not a case of meter jumping but a case of accumulation of reading and the amount charged to the consumer is correct and recoverable from the consumer with interest and surcharge.
Not satisfied with the decision of the ZDSC, the appellant consumer made an  appeal in the Forum and Forum heard the case on 5.7.2012, 17.7.2012, and finally on 26.7.2012  when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On 05.07.2012, PR submitted authority letter in his favour  duly signed by  petitioner and the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL sent  four copies of reply  vide memo no. 2391 dt. 02-07-12 and the same has been taken on record.  One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

ii) On 17.07.2012, Representative of  PSPCL stated vide memo no. 2523 dt. 16/07/12  that reply submitted on 05/07/12 may be treated as their written arguments.

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.

iii) On 26.07.2012,PR contended that as stated in my petition that meter jumping took place during the period from  10/07/2010 to 10/08/2010 but  ZDSC  Ludhiana got the DDL relating to 10/2010 and observed  that  reading of meter had not jumped  whereas DDL covering  the  reading period  10/7/2010 to 10/8/2010 was required to be verified to confirm jumping because consumption of 91686 units was  there in the month of 8/2010 but ZDSC Ludhiana ignored  this fact and considered the consumption of 1,28,840 units as recorded in 10/2010  whereas the consumption of 10/2010 was 24,822 units.

Whereas accumulation of consumption of reading is concerned it is brought to your kind notice that the reading of every MS connections is being taken by AAE (JE-I) a responsible supervisory official of PSPCL every month.  He cannot record incorrect reading for a long period to adjust excess consumption of about 80,000 units because there are various checking agencies of PSPCL which are checking MS connections from time to time. So allegation of accumulation of consumption is totally wrong.  It is humbly prayed that position explained above may be considered on merit & decision of ZLDSC Ludhiana may be set aside & excess amount deposited by me may be ordered to be refunded.

Representative of PSPCL contended that  PR has not submitted any          documentary evidence to support their contention that the meter had jumped during the period 10-7-10 to 10-8-10,  rather when the consumer was  served bill in the month of 8/2010 where the recorded KWH reading was 939659 and the recorded KVAH reading was 1026236 the consumer never cross check these readings from the electricity bill, but rather intentionally ignored them as the bill was served on average basis for a consumption of 12389 units due to I Code i.e. inconsistent  reading .  After serving of this bill the consumer should have challenge it and got the DDL done but for ulterior motive this was never done, so  as to allow erasing of the memory of the meter which is for 70 days only.  The accumulation of reading was to the knowledge of the consumer.  In 9/2010 again the bill was served on average basis due to   I code.  however during 10/2010 .  The recorded KWH reading was 976813 which reflected a consumption of 128840 units viz-a-viz the recorded reading in 7/2010. The consumer challenged the meter and the same was checked at site by the then ASE/Op & AEE unit-II and the meter was found OK with accuracy within limit as per the dial test.  Subsequently on 22-2-2011 the meter was again checked in ME Lab. and DDL was also carried out. The accuracy of the meter was found within limits and a printout of the DDL does not reflect any jumping of the meter . The connected load  of the consumer as checked on 1-3-12 was 95.680 KW and the consumer was running on 24 Hrs. basis Using the LDHF formula with 20 working Hrs. and not 24 Hrs.  the monthly consumption works out to 28704 units. The recorded consumption during 2010 (up to 7/10) was  in the range 7000 to 13000 with the exception of 5/10 which a probably points to accumulation of reading .  This aspect is further corroborated by the fact that the total consumption during the year 2011 was 234829 units and during the year 2010 was 255346 after including the disputed consumption of 128840 units. The consumption pattern for the year 2010 and 2011 are nearly same. Thus strong case of accumulation   is made out and jumping of meter has  not been established at all.  Further KWH &  KVAH reading of the disputed meter are consistent and there is no probability of jumping                                                          of both  KWH & KVAH   readings.  The contention of PR that JE-I the responsible supervisor is contested as heavy amount is involved and the   ZLDSC given directions to SE/City East Ludhiana to pin point responsible officers.   In view of these facts the petition may be dismissed.  

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit.

The case is  closed for speaking orders.

Observations of the Forum:

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available, Forum observed as under:-
i)
The appellant consumer is having MS category connection bearing A/C No. MS-37/614 with sanctioned load of 97.85 KW in the name of M/s Sandeep Kumar,Ludhiana running under CMC Sub-Divn. Unit No.I, Ludhiana.

ii)
The consumer M/s Sandeep Kumar was billed on 'I' code on average consumption of 12389 units in the month of 8/2010 against the actual consumption of 91686 units which was on the higher side ( old KWH reading 847973 and new reading 939659). Similarly during 9/2010 the bill was prepared on average basis for 11590 units due to 'I' code, whereas  the recorded reading during 9/2010 was KWH 957941 and the resultant consumption recorded was 18282 units. However, during 10/2010 the recorded reading was 976813 and accordingly the bill was generated on actual total consumption for 128840 units for Rs.5,45,660/- after adjusting previous 'I' code  bills issued on average consumption basis for the month of 8/2010 & 9/2010. The consumer challenged the meter and his meter was jointly checked by AEE/Tech Unit.II and Addl.SE/CMC Spl. Ludhiana vide LCR No.33/273 dt.1.11.2010 and reported that the working of the meter was OK as per dial test of the meter. The meter was replaced vide MCO No.10/57798 dt.18.11.2010 effected on 6.1.11.  The replaced meter was sent to ME Lab  vide store challan No.110113/16969 dt.22.2.11 and as per ME Lab report  the results of meter were found within permissible limits.  The DDL of the meter was also got done and no abnormality of jumping of meter was recorded in the DDL print out. 

The energy bill for 10/2010 was issued for Rs.5,45,660/-  after adjustment of energy bill for 8/2010 & 9/2010. The consumer  approached the PSPCL office, then the concerned Sub-Divisional  Office after verifying the previous consumption record, the energy bill for 10/2010 was revised with average of 18822 units for Rs.86150/-, which was paid by the consumer and the balance amount of Rs.459510/- continuously  shown in energy bills issued in the subsequent months and the late payment surcharge continuously charged in the energy bills and the consumer was depositing only current bill after deducting arrear amount. In March,2012 the Sub-Divisional  Office refused to adjust the arrear amount and asked the consumer to deposit total bill including arrear amount.

iii)
PR contended that as stated in my petition that meter jumping took place during the period from  10/07/2010 to 10/08/2010 but  ZLDSC  Ludhiana got the DDL relating to 10/2010 and observed  that  reading of meter had not jumped  whereas DDL covering  the  reading period  10/7/2010 to 10/8/2010 was required to be verified to confirm jumping because consumption of 91686 units was  there in the month of 8/2010 but ZDSC Ludhiana ignored  this fact and considered the consumption of 1,28,840 units as recorded in 10/2010  whereas the consumption of 10/2010 was 24,822 units.

Whereas accumulation of consumption of reading is concerned it is brought to your kind notice that the reading of every MS connections is being taken by AAE (JE-I) a responsible supervisory official of PSPCL every month.  He cannot record incorrect reading for a long period to adjust excess consumption of about 80,000 units because there are various checking agencies of PSPCL which are checking MS connections from time to time. So allegation of accumulation of consumption is totally wrong.  It is humbly prayed that position explained above may be considered on merit & decision of ZDSC Ludhiana may be set aside & excess amount deposited by me may be ordered to be refunded.

iv)
Representative of PSPCL contended that PR has not submitted any          documentary evidence to support their contention that the meter had jumped during the period 10-7-10 to 10-8-10,  rather when the consumer was  served bill in the month of 8/2010 where the recorded KWH reading was 939659 and the recorded KVAH reading was 1026236 the consumer never cross check these readings from the electricity bill, but rather intentionally ignored them as the bill was served on average basis for a consumption of 12389 units due to I Code i.e. inconsistent  reading .  After serving of this bill the consumer should have challenge it and got the DDL done but for ulterior motive this was never done, so  as to allow erasing of the memory of the meter which is for 70 days only.  The accumulation of reading was to the knowledge of the consumer.  In 9/2010 again the bill was served on average basis due to   'I' code.  However during 10/2010, the recorded KWH reading was 976813 which reflected a consumption of 128840 units viz-a-viz the recorded reading in 7/2010  The consumer challenged the meter and the same was checked at site by the then ASE/Op & AEE unit-II and the meter was found OK with accuracy within limit as per the dial test.  Subsequently on 22-2-2011 the meter was again checked in ME Lab. and DDL was also carried out. The accuracy of the meter was found within limits and a printout of the DDL does not reflect any jumping of the meter. The connected load of the consumer as checked on 1-3-12 was 95.680 KW and the consumer was running on 24 Hrs. basis Using the LDHF formula with 20 working Hrs. and not 24 Hrs.  the monthly consumption works out to 28704 units. The recorded consumption during 2010 (up to 7/10) was in the range 7000 to 13000 with the exception of 5/10 which a probably points to accumulation of reading.  This aspect is further corroborated by the fact that the total consumption during the year 2011 was 234829 units and during the year 2010 was 255346 after including the disputed consumption of 128840 units. The consumption pattern for the year 2010 and 2011 are nearly same. Thus strong case of accumulation   is made out and jumping of meter has not been established at all. Further KWH &  KVAH reading of the disputed meter are consistent and there is no probability of jumping of both  KWH & KVAH readings.  The contention of PR that JE-I the responsible supervisor is contested as heavy amount is involved and the ZLDSC gave directions to SE/City East Ludhiana to pin point responsible officers.   In view of these facts the petition may be dismissed.  

v)
Forum observed that KWH reading recorded in 8/2010 was 939659 and KVAH reading was 1026236 and the total consumption was 91686 units, but the bill  issued to the consumer was on 'I' code for 12389 units as the computer generated  the bill on average basis because the recorded consumption was very much in excess of average consumption recorded during the earlier months. Similarily  during 9/2010 the bill was prepared on average basis for 11590 units due to 'I' code, whereas the recorded consumption during 9/10 was 18282 units and in the month of 10/10 the recorded KWH reading was 976813 and KVAH reading was 1065948 and the bill for 128840 units was generated on actual consumption basis i.e. after clearing 'I' code, and after adjusting the previous two bills issued on average basis .
Forum further observed that in the year 2009, the total consumption of all the 12 months was 173753  units and in the year 2010 the consumption was 255346 units (after taking recorded consumption of period 8/10 to 10/10 as 128840 as corrected unit) and the consumption for the year 2011 was 234829 units. The consumption pattern for last three years also shows that there was no jumping of meter during 8/10. As per remarks given on checking report the petitioner is running his connection on 24hrs. basis and the recorded consumption for the year 2010 including the consumption of 128840 units seems to be reasonable with respect to sanctioned load of 97.85KW & the continuous running of factory. Further the checking reports of AEE/Commercial, Sr.XEN/CMC, Ludhiana and findings of the ME report clearly indicates that the working of the meter was O.K.  Though the DDL print out of the same meter was also got done and no abnormality in the meter was recorded so the jumping during 8/2010 could not be established. The KWH & KVAH reading were matching each other, which also show that there was no jumping of the meter. Further the present monthly consumption of the consumer during year 2011 is also on the higher side as compared to0 the corresponding consumption of the year 2010. Thus it is a case of accumulation of readings.   

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 to uphold the decision of ZDSC taken in its meeting held on 4.4.2012. Forum further decides that the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer alongwith interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.

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

   CAO/Member           
Member/Independent         
 CE/Chairman    
CG-54of 2012

