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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

                  CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  151 of 2011

Instituted on      14.10.2011
Closed on         05.01.2012
M/S Gomti Devi Cold Store Tikoni Chowk Pind  Malout        Appellant
                

Name of  Op. Division:  Malout
A/C No.  MS-33/29
Through

Sh.Vikas Walia, PC
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.
                           Respondent

            Through

Er.Kuldip Verma, Sr.Xen/Op. Division, Malout.

Sh.Harwinder Singh, RA
BRIEF HISTORY


The petitioner is having MS category connection bearing A/C. No.33/29 running in the name of Gomti Devi Cold Store under AE/op. City Sub Divn. Malout with sanctioned load of 50.88 KW. 
Energy bill issued to the consumer for the month of Jan., 2011 includes Rs.16142/- charged on account of power factor surcharge. Consumer did not agree to the amount charged on account of Power factor surcharge and challenged it in DDSC.
DDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 29.7.11 and decided that the amount charged is recoverable as the meter has been checked in ME lab. and found running within permissible limits.


Not satisfied with the decision of DDSC, the consumer  filed an appeal before the Forum, Forum heard this case on 3.11.11,22.11.11,6.12.11,21.12.11 and finally on 5.1.2012 when the case was closed for  passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:    

1.On 3.11.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted  authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Malout and the same was taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply and the same was taken on record. 

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

2. On 22.11.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Malout and the same was taken on record.
Representative of PSPCL stated that their reply is not ready and requested for giving some more time.

3,On 6.12.2011, PC submitted Power of Attorney in his favour duly signed by Sh.Vinod Kumar and the same was taken on record.


Representative of PSPCL submitted  authority letter in his favour duly signed by  Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Malout and the same was taken on record.

PC stated that their written arguments are not ready and requested for giving some more time.

4. On 21.12.2011, Both the parties have submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same has been taken on record. Copies of the same were exchanged among them.

Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Malout is directed to supply consumption chart for the year 2010 & 11 showing monthly consumption in KWH, KVAH and relevant power factor on the next date of hearing.

5. On 5.1.2012,In the proceeding dated 21.12.2011 Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Malout  was directed to supply consumption chart for the year 2010 & 2011 showing monthly consumption in KWH , KVAH and relevant power factor and the same was supplied today and the same was taken on record.

PC contended that their petition and written arguments may be treated as their oral discussions. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that the power factor surcharge is charged to the consumer for the month of Jan.11 on the basis of actual consumption recorded by the old meter as well as new meter. Although the meter was burnt but reading was available as mentioned in the checking of ASE/EA&MMTS Bathinda dated 3.1.2011. 

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:-
The petitioner is having MS category connection bearing A/C. No.33/29 running in the name of Gomti Devi Cold Store under AE/op. City Sub Divn. Malout with sanctioned load of 50.88 KW. 
Energy bill issued to the consumer for the month of Jan., 2011includes Rs.16142/- charged on account of power factor surcharge. 

PC contended that the CT/PT units installed in the petitioner’s cold storage was damaged in Jan.11 and the intimation regarding this was given to the department and the department installed new meter on 6.1.11. The bill issued to the petitioner in Jan.11 includes amount charged on account of power factor surcharge and this power factor surcharge has been charged on the basis of readings recorded by the damaged meter as well as the new installed meter. The power factor of the new meter comes to 0.97 where as the Power factor of the damaged meter was just .46 and the readings recorded by damaged meter cannot be assumed correct so the amount charged on account of P.F. surcharge is wrong and be refunded.

Representative of PSPCL contended that the power factor surcharge for the month of Jan.11 has been charged on the basis of actual consumption recorded by the old meter as well as the new meter. ASE/EAMMTS.  Bathinda checked the connection of the petitioner vide checking report No.46/433 dt. 3.1.11 and reported CT/PT units flashed, MCB glass melted and readings of kwh and kvah were noted and the same readings has been recorded on the MCO No.89/80004 dt. 3.1.2011 affected on 6.1.11. Since the kwh/kvah readings of the old as well as new meter was available so the power factor charged is correct.
Forum observed that the monthly bill of Jan.11 covers the period from 7.12.10 to 11.1.11 whereas meter was replaced on 6.1.11 and the new meter recorded kwh consumption  598 units and kvah consumption 618 units which reflects the PF of .97, consumption in the old meter was 4694 kwh units against 10258 kvah units resulting PF of .46 thereby making overhaul P.F.  as .49. Further the consumption pattern of the year 2011 shows that P.F. remained more than .90 for the whole year after replacement of meter and the consumption chart of 2010 also shows P.F. about average .96 to .98  except in the month of Aug.10 where it was  .66.  Thus, the P.F. billed in the disputed bill is extra ordinary low. Further petitioner has only challenged the kvah consumption recorded by the meter where as he has accepted the kwh reading of the same meter because he has only challenged the amount charged on account of PF surcharge and not the monthly consumption bill on the ground that his PF always remain above .90. So the excess recording of kvah unit in the month of 1/2011 might be due to short circuiting of the secondary circuit due to flash in the CT/PT unit and charging of PF surcharge at .49 is not justified.
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 decides to charge P.F. for the month of Jan.11 by taking it as .87 being the average P.F. recorded by meter for the period Aug.10 to Dec.10. Forum further decides that balance disputed amount, if any, be recovered from appellant consumer along-with interest/surcharge as per instructions of the PSPCL.  









           (Busy in MIR meeting)
(CA Harpal Singh)              ( K.S. Grewal)                      ( Er. C.L. Verma )

 CAO/Member                   Member/Independent             CE/Chairman                                            

