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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-176 of 2011
Instituted on : 25.11.2011
Closed on  : 24.01.2012
M/S Vee Ess Cement, 
Baghapurana.


                                                    Petitioner

Name of the Op. Division:  
Baghapurana. 

A/c No. LS-27
Through 

Sh. Ranjit Singh, PR
                              V/s 

PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION  LTD.
     Respondent
Through 

Er.Kuldip Singh Dhanju, Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Baghapurana. 

  Sh.Surinder Kumar, RA

BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having LS category connection bearing A/C No. LS-27 in the name of M/S Vee Ess Cement, Baghapurana running under City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana with sanctioned load  of 189.146KW.

 The connection of the petitioner was checked by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga on dt.29.12.2010  and in the checking report No.81/213, it was reported  that the meter was displaying "low volt" only and not showing any date on AC supply and meter was not blinking, so after disconnecting AC supply, DDL of the meter was done on meter battery. It was also recommended to replace the meter and get it checked from ME Lab. MCO No.06/8283 dt.3.1.2011 was issued meter data was again downloaded on dt.19.1.11by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga beyond replacement of meter and it was reported that meter display was working all right and data was also downloaded on AC supply itself. Thus meter was replaced on dt.20.1.11. 
Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga vide his memo.No.625 dt.31.01.2011 intimated AEE/ City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana that as per study of dead survey/Billing Data/Tamper Data downloaded on 25.1.10, 2.4.10, 29.12.10 & 19.1.11 of said consumer, meter data have shown power failure on many days and no meter consumption has been recorded for said dates due to defective software of the meter, so account of the consumer be overhauled for said period. Thus AEE/ City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana overhauled the account of the petitioner for intimated dates and charged the consumer for Rs.2,50,310/- vide letter No.382 dt.24.2.11.  
The consumer filed an appeal in ZDSC, West Zone, Bathinda against said amount. The ZDSC heard the case on dt. 29.9.2011 and decided that the amount is  recoverable from the consumer.

 Not satisfied with the decision of the ZDSC, the appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum and the Forum heard his case on 14.12.11, 28.12.2011, 11.1.2012 and finally on 24.1.2012  when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On  14.12.2011,  PR submitted authority letter dated 13.12.11 his favour duly signed by proprietor of the firm and the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the  reply vide No.8582 dt. 13.12.2011  and the same has been taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR. 

ii)On 28.12.2011,Representative of PSPCL stated that reply 14.12.2011 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 has been handed over to the representative of PSPCL.

iii) On 11.1.2012, In addition to already submitted written arguments it is submitted that no instruction has been quoted in the reply by the PSPCL under which the present demand has been raised in spite of specific pleading about the same in para-3 of the appeal. As per Electricity Supply Instruction Manual 93.1 if any supplementary bill is required to be issued to the consumer copy of the relevant instructions under which charges has been levied is required to be supplied to the consumer but no instructions have been quoted in the reply of the PSPCL as no instructions has supplied to the consumer. The meter of the consumer was working properly and the billing to the consumer was done on the basis of consumption recorded by the meter. If PSPCL wants to check the meter in the ME Lab.  then 7 days prior notice required to be given to the consumer before the checking but in present case no checking of the meter in ME Lab.  has been done in the presence of the consumer after giving required notice. As per letter No. 625 dt. 31.1.11 written by Sr.Xen/MMTS Moga to AEE/City S/D Baghapurana the copy of which received with the reply of the PSPCL as per this letter amount has been charged due to power failure, the amount as per this letter has been charged for the month Jan.10 for 15 days Feb.10 for 5 days Nov.10 for 8 days Dec.10 for 6 days and Jan.2011 for 9 days, while calculating the amount  for the month of Jan.10 unit consumed during Jan.10 by the same meter has been taken as basis for the average. Similarly in the month of Feb.10n Nov.10  Dec.10 and Jan.2011 average has been calculated on the basis of consumption recorded in the same month by the same meter. When the meter was recording the consumption and the PSPCL taking it as a correct consumption for calculating the average for the days as alleged by the PSPCL for the days of power failure it cannot be said that the meter was defective. Billing to the consumer for the month of March,10 to Oct.2010 was done on the basis of consumption of the same meter taking it as a correct meter how it can be presumed that meter was defective and not recording the consumption in the month of Jan and Feb. for few days. There is no such rules in the instructions to charge the average for few days on the basis of the consumption of the same meter  before and after the days for which average has been charged. Though not admitted if meter of the consumer found defective as per proper checking of competent authority in that case account of the consumer can only be overhauled as per code of supply instructions 21.4(g), under this instructions account can be overhauled for a maximum period of 6 months only and in this particular case the amount has been charged even beyond the period of six months i. e,. for the month Jan.10 and Feb.10. In para-1 of the brief history of the case it is admitted by the PSPCL that as per checking report dt. 19.1.11 during checking it was found that display of the meter is working correctly and the meter showing data consumption this shows that meter was working correctly. As per data supplied by the PSPCL with the reply if the meter is showing power failure then this shows that no power was supplied during that period and there is no chance of any consumption of the consumer during that period, otherwise also as per data supplied power failure has been shown by the meter for so many occasion and this power failure give no right to the PSPCL to charge the average from the consumer on pick and choose basis without the support of any instructions. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that the amount has been charged as per Memo No. 625 dt. 31.1.11 of Sr.Xen/MMTS Moga because as per print out the meter has not recorded the consumption on the various dates in the month of Jan.10 Feb.10 Nov.10 Dec.10 and Jan.11and the consumption was recorded in Jan.10 for 32 days actually it was consumption of 17 days because in the month of Jan.10 the meter has not recorded consumption/reading for 15 days similar is the situation for the other months mentioned above. PSPCL has raised the consumption and not charged the average. The failure of supply does not means that electricity was not given to the consumer, the supply was given in these days but the meter has not recorded the reading/consumption. There was some defects in the meter.  

Forum directs Sr.Xen/Op.  Baghapurana to supply detail of power failures recorded on concerned 11 KV feeder or otherwise more than 30 minutes period from the feeding  s/stn. for the relevant periods for which consumer has been charged in this case.

iv) On 24.1.2012 ,In the proceeding dated 11.1.2012 Sr.Xen/Op.  Baghapurana was directed to supply detail of power failures recorded on concerned 11 KV feeder or otherwise more than 30 minutes period from the feeding  s/stn. for the relevant periods for which consumer has been charged in this case.

Representative of PSPCL has supplied the requisite information regarding detail of power supply failure on the concerned 11 KV Mudki Road feeder from 220 KV S/Stn. Baghapurana which has been taken on record.

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 LS category connection bearing A/C No. LS-27 in the name of M/S Vee Ess Cement, Baghapurana running under City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana with sanctioned load  of 189.146KW.

ii) 
The connection of the petitioner was checked by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga on dt.29.12.2010  and in the checking report No.81/213, it was reported  that the meter was displaying "low volt" only and not showing any date on AC supply and meter was not blinking, so after disconnecting AC supply, DDL of the meter was done on meter battery. It was also recommended to replace the meter and get it checked from ME Lab. MCO No.06/8283 dt.3.1.2011 was issued meter data was again downloaded on dt.19.1.11by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga beyond replacement of meter and it was reported that meter display was working all right and data was also downloaded on AC supply itself. Thus meter was replaced on dt.20.1.11. 

Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga vide his memo.No.625 dt.31.01.2011 intimated AEE/ City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana that as per study of dead survey/Billing Data/Tamper Data downloaded on 25.1.10, 2.4.10, 29.12.10 & 19.1.11 of said consumer, meter data have shown power failure on many days and no meter consumption has been recorded for said dates due to defective software of the meter, so account of the consumer be overhauled for said period. Thus AEE/ City Sub-Divn. Baghapurana overhauled the account of the petitioner for intimated dates and charged the consumer for Rs.2,50,310/- vide letter No.382 dt.24.2.11.  
iii) The petitioner representative contended that no instructions have been quoted by the respondent under which the demand  has been raised. The meter of the consumer was working properly and the billing to the consumer was done on the basis of consumption recorded by the meter. The amount has been charged due to power failure, i.e. in the month Jan.10 for 15 days Feb.10 for 5 days Nov.10 for 8 days Dec.10 for 6 days and Jan.2011 for 9 days, while calculating the amount  for the month of Jan.10 units consumed during Jan.10 by the same meter has been taken as basis for average. Similarly in the month of Feb.10, Nov.10  Dec.10 and Jan.2011 average has been calculated on the basis of consumption recorded in the same month by the same meter, so  it cannot be said that the meter was defective. Billing for the month of March,10 to Oct.2010 was done on the basis of consumption recorded in the same months. Further if the meter is showing power failure, then this shows that no power supplied during that period and so no consumption is to be recorded. 

iv)
The representative of the PSPCL contended that amount has been charged as per memo.No.625 dt.31.1.11 of Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga because as per print out the meter has not recorded the consumption on the various dates in the month of Jan.10 Feb.10 Nov.10 Dec.10 and Jan.11and the consumption was recorded in Jan.10 for 32 days actually it was consumption of 17 days because in the month of Jan.10 the meter has not recorded consumption/reading for 15 days similar is the situation for the other months mentioned above. PSPCL has raised the consumption and not charged the average. The failure of supply does not means that electricity was not given to the consumer, the supply was given in these days but the meter has not recorded the reading/consumption. There was some defects in the meter.  

v) Forum observed that the appellant has been charged for 15 days in Jan,2010, 5 days in Feb,2010, 8 days in Nov.2010, 6 days in Dec,10 & for 9 days in Jan,2011 considering consumption recorded in respective months as consumption for balance days, as no consumption was recorded in specified days. Billing dates of said DDLs confirms that continuous power failure has been recorded for these days and meter reading have not advanced during this period i.e. nil consumption has been recorded, which could be detected only during  spot checking of meter for DDL on dt.29.12.2010 by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga when meter was not blinking on load and also not showing any display in the meter and thereafter other previous prints were also studied by Sr.XEN/MMTS, Moga and concluded that such a defect  was there in the meter due to software of the meter and consumer account was overhauled. 
Forum also directed Sr./XEN/Op.Baghapurana on dt.11.1.12 to supply detail of power failure recorded on concerned 11KV feeder or otherwise more than 31 minutes period for the feeding Sub/Stn. For the relevant pleriof for which consumer was charged. In this regard, Sr.XEN/Op.Baghapurana supplied a list of actual power tripping recorded on said 11KV Mudki Road feeder su;;ying power to the appellant connection from 220KV S/Stn. Baghapurana. In said list no such tripping has been mentioned which persisted for days togethers, rather these are for few minutes (5 minutes) to few hours (max.6 hr.50 minutes), which also supports that meter of the petitioner was recording power failure unnecessarily due to its own defect.
Further the consumption chart of the petitioner also indicate that consumption recorded in the year 2010 is less other that of year 2009 and consumption recorded in year 2011 with new meter is much much more.

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 29.9.2011 onward. Forum further decides that the interest on balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer as per instructions of PSPCL.

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

   CAO/Member           
Member/Independent         
 CE/Chairman    
CG-176of 2011

