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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG- 12 of 2012

Instituted on:     03.02.2012   

Closed on:         25.4.2012         

Sh.Rajinder Singh Gill,

H.No.4782, Pancham Society,

Sector-68, SAS Nagar, Mohali (PB.)                                      Appellant
                

Name of  Op. Division:  Zirakpur
A/C No.  UF-82/0340
Through

Sh.Rajinder Singh Gill, Petitioner
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.


           Respondent

Through

Er. M.P. Singh, ASE/Op. Divn, Zirakpur
BRIEF HISTORY

The petitioner is having DS category connection bearing Account No. UF82/0340, for  sanctioned load of 11 KW running under AEE/Op. Sohana Sub Division.
 During the month of Jan.2011 bill amounting to Rs.35920/- against consumption of 6735 units was issued to the consumer. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the bill in DDSC by depositing 20% of the bill i.e. Rs.7150/- vide CCR No.221 dt. 3.2.11 with AEE, Sohana sub divn. on the ground that connection is being used by family of the applicant which consists of two family members only i.e. the applicant and his wife both are senior citizen and of the age of 70 years approx.. Thereafter the consumer challenged the working of the meter by depositing Rs.450/- vide receipt No. 386/6645 dt. 4.5.11. The meter was replaced vide MCO No. 111/68728 dt. 4.5.11 effected on 9.5.11. The meter of the consumer was checked in ME Lab. Ropar on 20.5.11 jointly by  Sr.Xen/Enf. Mohali, AEE/Enf.,Mohali and SDO/ME, Ropar. The consumer or his representative was not present at the time of checking and no notice was given to the consumer to be present in ME Lab.  although the meter working was challenged by him. As per Memo No. 99 dt. 23.5.11 of ME Lab. Ropar, the meter was found working within permissible limits.

DDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 14.9.11 and observed that as per ME Lab. Report the meter was working within permissible limits and apart from this there is variation in consumption which proves that the bill issued to the consumer for the month of Jan.2011 is for the accumulation of units not billed earlier. So after verifying the record it was decided that the amount charged is correct and recoverable. 

Not satisfied with the decision of DDSC, the consumer filed an appeal before the Forum, Forum heard this case on 21.2.2012, 29.2.2012, 22.3.2012 and finally on 25.4.12  when the case was closed for  passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:       

1. On 21.02.2012, No one appeared from petitioner side.

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter No. 1407  dt.  17.2.12  in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Zirakpur  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 hand over the copy of the proceeding along-with reply to the petitioner with dated signature.

2. On 29.2.12, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter 1670 dt. 28.2.12  in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Zirakpur  and the same has been taken on record. 
Representative of PSPCL submitted Memo No. 1671 dt. 28.2.12  in which it is stated that reply submitted on 21.2.12   may be treated as their written arguments and the same has been taken on record.

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. PR is asked to produce original power of attorney to defend the case on the next date of hearing as petitioner is out of country. 

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply copy of MCO and notices sent to consumer to attend joint checking in ME Lab. as the meter was challenged by the petitioner.
3. On 22.3.2012, In the proceeding dated 29.2.12, representative of PSPCL was directed to supply copy of MCO and notices sent to consumer to attend joint checking in ME Lab. as the meter was challenged by the petitioner. Representative of PSPCL have submitted four copies of MCO No. 111/68728 dt. 4.5.11 which has been taken on record. But copy of the notice sent to the petitioner to attend the joint checking in ME Lab. has not been submitted, as the same was not issued as intimated by the respondent. 

A request letter dated 18.3.12 from Sh. Charanjit Singh Grewal (Son-in-Law of Sh. Rajinder Singh Gill, petitioner) has been received on 21.3.12, in which he intimated that due to some unavoidable circumstances he could not produce original power of attorney as desired in the proceeding dt. 29.2.12. Further petitioner is still in USA for treatment and he is expected  to return India on 17.4.12 and have requested to give next date of hearing.  

Representative of PSPCL is directed to hand over the copy of the proceeding along-with copy of the MCO to the PR with dated signature.

Acceding to the request the case is adjourned to  25.4.2012  for oral discussions and petitioner is asked to be present in person or representative  should bring original authorization letter on the next date of hearing positively for oral discussions otherwise the case shall be decided on the merits of the case and as per available record.                                  


4. On 25.04.2012, Petitioner contended that our petition submitted already be considered as the part of oral discussions. It is further reiterated that meter in dispute was challenged as it was giving abnormal/excessive consumption which was further verified from daily readings noted personally and the meter was tested without our presence. The meter replaced in the month of May, 2011 was again defective and was also replaced after few days. Now the meter installed is working to our satisfaction. Further it is submitted that myself along with my wife living here and we are old person and senior citizen. So it is requested that our case be considered and justice be given. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that it is submitted that the meter of the consumer was replaced two times after it was challenged in the month of May, 2011. Previously the meter was replaced on 9.5.11 vide MCO No.111/68728 and second time on 10.8.2011 vide MCO No. 133/97532 dt. 25.7.11. The consumption data  submitted to the Hon’ble Forum relates to the meter installed vide MCO No. 133/97532 dt.25.7.11 at initial reading of 2. Also it is highlighted that the consumer never contested the bill of month Nov.2010 which was also on the higher side as per the consumption data from Jan.2009 to Feb.2012. It is also told here that there is inconsistent unit consumption from Nov.2010 to March, 2011. Also it is told here that the consumption of March,2011 was to 2300 units as compared to the consumption for the month of Jan.2011 which was 6735. meaning thereby there seems to be erratic behavior of the meter and one cannot  assure whether the consumption of Jan.2011 is due to abnormal behavior of the meter for the whole period of Nov.2010 to March,2011 or only for the month of Jan.2011.
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 petitioner is having DS category connection bearing Account No. UF82/0340, for  sanctioned load of 11 KW running under AEE/Op. Sohana Sub Division.

 During the month of Jan.2011 bill amounting to Rs.35920/- against consumption of 6735 units was issued to the consumer. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the bill in DDSC by depositing 20% of the bill i.e. Rs.7150/- vide CCR No.221 dt. 3.2.11 with AEE, Sohana sub divn. on the ground that connection is being used by family of the applicant which consists of two family members only i.e. the applicant and his wife both are senior citizen and of the age of 70 years approx.. Thereafter the consumer challenged the working of the meter by depositing Rs.450/- vide receipt No. 386/6645 dt. 4.5.11. The meter was replaced vide MCO No. 111/68728 dt. 4.5.11 effected on 9.5.11. The meter of the consumer was checked in ME Lab. Ropar on 20.5.11 jointly by  Sr.Xen/Enf. Mohali, AEE/Enf.,Mohali and SDO/ME, Ropar. The consumer or his representative was not present at the time of checking and no notice was given to the consumer to be present in ME Lab.  although the meter working was challenged by him. As per Memo No. 99 dt. 23.5.11 of ME Lab. Ropar, the meter was found working within permissible limits.
Petitioner contended that his family consists of two members only and both are senior citizens of age approximately 70 years. During the month of Jan. 2011 he received bill for the consumption of 6735 units amounting to Rs.35920/- so he challenged the bill by depositing Rs.7150/- in the office of AEE, Sohana  S/Divn. Earlier to Jan. 2011 he used to receive bill amounting to less than Rs.5,000/-. After challenging the bill for the month of Jan. 2011 he started taking reading of the meter daily and noted that his daily consumption is between 6-8 units but on a few days the meter readings used to slip/jump in the month of Feb., March and April, 2011 and it jumped to 897 units in a day. Then he challenged the working of the meter and the meter was replaced after about three months and it was tested for accuracy in ME Lab. In his absence even he was not informed as no notice was sent prior to testing of meter. 
Petitioner further contended that his challenged meter was replaced in the month of May, 2011 and it again became defective and was replaced after a few days and the meter installed presently is working properly and to his satisfaction. The consumption recorded by the present meter be also considered for deciding his case.

Representative of PSPCL contended that the consumer challenged the meter in the month of May, 2011 and the challenged meter was replaced on 9.5.11 vide MCO No. 111/68728 which  was also further replaced vide MCO No. 133/97532 dt. 25.7.11 effected on 10.8.11. The consumption data submitted to the Forum relates to meter installed on 10.8.11. Further the consumer was billed for consumption of 2449 units in the month of Nov. 2010 which was also on the higher side as per consumption data for the period  Jan.2009 to Feb. 2012 but the consumer did not challenged it. The consumption recorded from Nov. 2010 to March, 2011 is inconsistent because the consumption recorded during Nov. 2010 is 2449 units., Jan. 2011 is 6735 units and March, 2011 is 2300 units which shows that there was some erratic behavior of the meter but it cannot be confirmed that whether the erratic behavior was for the whole period i.e. Nov. 2010 to March,2011 or only for the month of Jan. 2011.
Forum observed that as per consumption data put up before the Forum by respondents, the bi monthly consumption of the petitioner ranges from 272 units to 1365 units except during the months of Nov. 2010 to March, 2011 when it recorded 2449 units, 6735 units and 2300 units respectively. The new meter of the petitioner was installed on 10.8.2011 at initial reading of 2 and it recorded 1701 units upto 7.4.2012 i.e. in a span of 8 months or 4 bi-monthly and the average bi monthly consumption comes to 425 units. The consumption recorded on the old meter from Jan. 2009 to Sep. 2010 is 6844 units in 11 bi-monthly and the average bi-monthly consumption comes to 622 units but during the month of Nov. 2010 to March, 2011 the total recorded consumption is 11484 units and average bi-monthly consumption comes to 3828 units which is very much on the higher side, keeping in mind that the electricity from this meter is used by only two persons having age  about 70 years. The petitioner also produced before the Forum the daily consumption recorded by the challenged meter in the months of Feb., March and April,2011 in which the daily consumption varies from 3 units to 897 units. Although the meter was checked in ME Lab.  and its results were with permissible limit but neither the meter was checked in the presence of consumer in spite of the fact that he challenged the working of the meter nor notice was issued to him to be present on the day of checking in ME Lab.  The consumption of the petitioner upto Sept. 2010 seems to be genuine and the present consumption pattern after replacement  of meter also of similar nature. 
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 for the period Nov.2010 till replacement of meter (inclusive of both replacement) be overhauled on the basis of actual consumption recorded during the period Nov. 2009 to Sept. 2010.  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. 
(CA Harpal Singh)                             ( K.S. Grewal)                               ( Er. C.L. Verma )

 CAO/Member                                  Member/Independent                       CE/Chairman                                            

