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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  28 of 2012
Instituted on      7.3.2012
Closed on        3.5..2012
Sh.  Satish Kumar S/o Sh. Onkar Nath

C/o Jindal Hospital Vill: Panj Dhera,

Teh. Phillaur..          


                                    Appellant
                



 

Name of  Op. Division:  Goraya
A/C No.  GC-35/0086
Through

Sh. Satish Kumar
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.


           Respondent

Through

Er. Kulwinder Singh Dosanjh, ASE/Op. Divn. Goraya
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having NRS category connection bearing Account No. GC-35/0086 with sanctioned load of 26.420 KW in the name of Sh. Satish Kumar running under AEE/Op. Sub division Phillaur. The connection is being used for running a hospital named “Jindal Hospital”.
The connection of the petitioner was released in Nov. 2009. The meter of the consumer got burnt on 28.5.10 and the consumer lodged complaint with PSPCL. The burnt meter was replaced vide MCO No. 66/67737 dt. 31.5.10 effected on 1.6.10.Electrticity Bill for the period 11.5.10 to 10.6.10 was issued on LDHF formula for 6764 units due to 'C' Code. The consumer challenged the bill in DDSC and DDSC vide its decision dt. 20.8.10 decided to overhaul the account as per Electricity Supply Code Regn. No. 21.4 (g)(ii). 
As per the decision of DDSC, the bill of the consumer was revised for 4721 units comprising of actual consumption from 1.6.10 to 10.6.10 as 71 units and average as per LDHF formula from 11.5.10 to 31.5.010  for 4650 units i.e. totaling 4721 units. This provisional charged average was further adjusted in the year 2011 when actual consumption for the period 11.5.11 to.1.6.11 was recorded and excess amount charged was credited in the account of the consumer.
 Internal Audit party during the audit of the sub division noted that the connection of the consumer was checked by Sr.Xen/Enforcement vide ECR No. 29/349 dt. 31.5.10 and reported that reading of the meter is not visible, meter is burnt and its accuracy cannot be checked. As the connection of the consumer was released on 5.11.09 and its previous consumption data was also not available so the Internal Audit Party overhauled the account of the consumer, from the date of the release of connection to 10.5.10 on the basis of LDHF formula and charged Rs. 188491/-AEE/Op. S/Divn. Phillaur issued notice No. 734 dt. 28.4.11 to the consumer to deposit Rs. 188491/-. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in CDSC by depositing Rs.18850/- i.e. 10% of the disputed amount. The CDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 11.1.2012 and decided that as per report of Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Goraya, the number of patients is very less and the working hours of the hospital are mostly during day time, so amount charged based on 20 hours daily working be reduced to 8 hours. As per the decision of CDSC, the chargeable amount was reduced to Rs.85956/- and after deducting already deposited amount  the AEE/Op. S/D Phillaur vide it's memo No. 328 dt. 23.2.12 asked consumer to deposit the balance amount of Rs. 59486/-.

Not satisfied with the decision of CDSC, the consumer filed an appeal before the Forum, Forum heard this case on 27.3.12, 10.4.12, 19.4.12 and finally on 3.5.12 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:        

1.On 27.3.12, 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 letter No. 3605 dt. 26.3.12  in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op.  Divn. Goraya and  the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL submitted  four copies of the reply vide Memo No. 3604 dt. 26.3.12 and the same has been taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

2. On 10.4.12, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter No.6024 dt.09-04-2012    in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op.  Divn. Goraya and  the same has been taken on record.
PR submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by the Petitioner and the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL stated that reply submitted on27-03-2012  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.  
3. On 19.4.12, No one appeared from both side.

A fax copy has been received from the office of Sr.Xen. Op Divn. Goraya vide memo No. 6458 dated 18-4-12 in which it is intimated that Sr.Xen. Op Divn. Goraya is on training and is unable to attend the Forum and requested for giving some another date.

4. On 3.5.12, Petitioner contended that the new connection was released in Nov. 2009 for newly set up Hospital  building  and  this meter got burnt on 28-5-10 which was replaced on 1-6-10 whereas we have been charged  for the whole period from the release of connection on LDHF base.  It is requested that our Hospital  is newly set up  and consumption  is very less which  can be verified from the consumption of the new meter installed in June 2010.  So heavy amount charged from us be withdrawn please.  It is mentioned that the meter installed at the time of release of new connection till it got burnt on 28-5-10 remained in O status. Due to less consumption I have been paying energy bill on minimum charges basis.  Again after replacement of burnt meter I am still paying the energy bill on minimum consumption due to less consumption there have never been any malafide intention.  This fact may please be kept in view.

Representative of PSPCL contended that reply may be considered as oral discussion.  The amount have been charged correctly.
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 appellant consumer is having NRS category connection bearing Account No. GC-35/0086 with sanctioned load of 26.420 KW in the name of Sh. Satish Kumar running under AEE/Op. Sub division Phillaur. The connection is being used for running a hospital named “Jindal Hospital”.

The connection of the petitioner was released in Nov. 2009. The meter of the consumer got burnt on 28.5.10 and the consumer lodged complaint with PSPCL. The burnt meter was replaced vide MCO No. 66/67737 dt. 31.5.10 effected on 1.6.10.Electrticity Bill for the period 11.5.10 to 10.6.10 was issued on LDHF formula for 6764 units due to 'C' Code. The consumer challenged the bill in DDSC and DDSC vide its decision dt. 20.8.10 decided to overhaul the account as per Electricity Supply Code Regn. No. 21.4 (g)(ii). 

As per the decision of DDSC, the bill of the consumer was revised for 4721 units comprising of actual consumption from 1.6.10 to 10.6.10 as 71 units and average as per LDHF formula from 11.5.10 to 31.5.010  for 4650 units i.e. totaling 4721 units. This provisional charged average was further adjusted in the year 2011 when actual consumption for the period 11.5.11 to.1.6.11 was recorded and excess amount charged was credited in the account of the consumer.

 Internal Audit party during the audit of the sub division noted that the connection of the consumer was checked by Sr.Xen/Enforcement vide ECR No. 29/349 dt. 31.5.10 and reported that reading of the meter is not visible, meter is burnt and its accuracy cannot be checked. As the connection of the consumer was released on 5.11.09 and its previous consumption data was also not available so the Internal Audit Party overhauled the account of the consumer, from the date of the release of connection to 10.5.10 on the basis of LDHF formula and charged Rs. 188491/-AEE/Op. S/Divn. Phillaur issued notice No. 734 dt. 28.4.11 to the consumer to deposit Rs. 188491/-
The CDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 11.1.2012 and decided that as per report of Sr.Xen/Op. Divn. Goraya, the number of patients is very less and the working hours of the hospital are mostly during day time, so amount charged based on 20 hours daily working be reduced to 8 hours.

Petitioner contended that he set up a new hospital and got the electric connection released in the month of Nov.2009, being the hospital was new so his consumption was very less. The meter installed in his hospital got burnt on 28.5.10 and the same was replaced on 1.6.10. But he has been changed from date of connection to 10.5.10 on the basis of LDHF formula despite the fact that bills issued to him were with meter status 'O' till the meter burnt. Due to less usage the consumption recorded on his meter was less so he has been paying bills on MMC basis since release of connection till date. So while deciding his case the consumption recorded on old meter as well as new meter installed on 1.6.10 be kept in his mind. Also as per Reg. 21.4 (g) (ii) of Supply code if previous consumption is not available the account is to be overhauled tentatively with LDHF formula and the same be subsequently adjusted on the basis of actual consumption in the corresponding period of succeeding year. Now the corresponding consumption for the period overhauled is available for the next year so his account be overhauled accordingly. 
Representative of PSPCL contended that the connection of the petitioner was released on 5.11.09 and on the complaint of the petitioner the meter was checked by Sr.Xen/Enf. Nawanshahar and reported that the meter was burnt and its accuracy cannot be checked. The burnt meter was replaced on 1.6.10 vide MCO No. 66/67737. The monthly bill for the period 11.5.10 to 10.6.10 was issued as per LDHF formula for 6764 units and the consumer challenged the bill in DDSC. As per decision of DDSC the consumer was charged bill for 4721 units which was again adjusted on the basis of corresponding consumption of the year 2011. The account of the consumer was overhauled by I.A. Party for the period 5.1.2009 to 10.5.10 as per LDHF formula and charged Rs. 188491/-. The average charged to the consumer is correct and as per prevalent instructions. The CDSC has given relief to the consumer by decreasing the duration of daily working hours from 20 hrs. to 8 hrs..

Forum observed that the connection of the petitioner was released in Nov. 2009 for a newly set up Hospital. This is not a General Hospital but is only a Orthopedic Hospital as contended by the petitioner. The load installed in the hospital includes 3 no. ACs, 2 no. geysers,1 no. motor besides general light load. The consumption of the petitioner as per consumption data put up by respondent from  date of release of connection till date is very less as compared to the sanctioned load of connection as 26.420 KW and the nature of load installed. The petitioner is being  billed on MMC basis   since the release of connection.  The connection of the petitioner was checked by operation staff on dated 19.3.2010 as well as enforcement wing on dated 31.10.2011and nothing objectionable was reported against the consumer and meter. Therefore, the less consumption recorded by the meter is considered due to less usage of electricity by the petitioner. Also as per Regn.No. 21.4 (g) (ii) of Supply Code the tentatively charged average is adjustable on the basis of actual consumption recorded in the corresponding period of the succeeding year and accordingly adjustment was given by sub division itself prior to audit report. The consumption recorded by the new meter installed on 1.6.10 during the period Jan, 2011 to May, 2011 is less as compared to the consumption recorded during the same period of the year 2010. So there is no need to overhaul the account of the petitioner except for the period 11.5.10 to 31.5.10 which has already been overhauled as per the actual consumption recorded during the period 11.5.11 to 31.5.11 by the sub division. 
Further accuracy of the meter was not checked by the enforcement  due to meter being in burnt state, but it does not conclude that the meter was defective since installation as recommended by Internal Audit Party for overhauling of the account of the consumer, in view of the total consumption pattern available  

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 and amount is not chargeable. 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. 


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

 CAO/Member                     Member/Independent                CE/Chairman        
