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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG- 69 of 2012

Instituted on     19.07.2012

Closed on         10.10.2012

Sh.Surinder Paul,

45, Vinay Nagar,

Jalandhar.                                                                              Appellant
              
                                 




Name of  Op. Division: East Comml. Jalandhar                    

A/C No:  GC-22/44
Through

Sh.Gurmit Singh, PR
V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

                       Respondent

Through

Er.K.P.S. Sekhon, ASE/Op. Divn. East Comml. Jalandhar.
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having  DS category connection bearing Account No. GC-22/44 with sanctioned load of 21 KW running under AEE/Comml. Unit No.-II, East Division, Jalandhar.

The meter of the consumer was changed vide MCO No. 322/M/11/1644 dt. 5.2.2011 effected on 8.2.2011 issued by Suvidha Centre on account of meter being dead stop. Internal Audit Party during the audit of the sub division observed variation/reduction in the consumption of the consumer and overhauled the account for the period 10/2010 to 12/2010 ( 3 months) and  recommended to charge the consumer for Rs.6608/- vide half margin No. 40 dt. 12.7.11. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in DDSC by depositing Rs. 1322/- i.e. 20% of the disputed amount vide receipt No. 59 dt. 8.9.11. DDSC heard the case in its meeting held on 22.9.11 and decided that the amount charged is correct and recoverable.
Not satisfied with the decision of DDSC the petitioner filed an appeal in the Forum and Forum heard the case in its proceedings held on 08.08.2012, 22.08.2012, 04.09.2012, 13.09.2012, 18.09.2012, 03.10.2012 and finally on 10.10.2012 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.
Proceedings:    

1. On 08.08.2012, representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter No.6293 dt.             07/08/12 in his favour duly signed by ASE, East Comml, Divn., Jalandhar   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 handover the copy of the reply and proceeding to the petitioner with dated signature.

2. On 22.08.2012, PR has sent a letter dated 21-08-12 in which he intimated that their petition may be treated as their written arguments.

Representative of PSPCL also stated that reply submitted on 08-08-12 may be treated as their written arguments.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply copy of MCO and detailed calculation of amount charged as per audit report on the next date of hearing.

3. On 04.09.2012, No one appeared from both sides. 

 A fax message has been received from petitioner in which he intimated that  due to some urgent work he is unable to attend the proceeding and requested for giving some another date.

4. On 13.09.2012, A fax message has been received in the forum from Sh. Surinder Paul petitioner authorizing  Sh. Gurmit Singh  to  represent  his case in  the forum  and the same has been taken on record. 

No one appeared from PSPCL side. 

The case is adjourned to 18-9-12  for oral discussion and in the absence of  either party , the case will be decided on the merits and available record.

5. On 18.09.2012, No one appeared from the both sides.

A fax message dated17-09-12 has been received from ASE/East ,Comml. Divn, Jalandhar in which he intimated that due to recovery of defaulting amount ,  he is busy and requested for giving some another date.                                     

6. On 03.10.2012, No one appeared from both sides.

The case was fixed for oral discussion for 4-09-12 which was adjourned on the request of  the petitioner for date 13-09-12.  But respondent did not  attend the proceeding on 13-09-12  and case was adjourned  for 18-09-12 .  Here also both parties were absent  and respondent sent a fax message requesting for another date and case was adjourned to 3-10-12 third time. 

Today again no party is present in the forum and it is concluded that no party is serious in this case.  In the proceeding dated 22-08-12 representative of PSPCL was directed to supply copy of MCO & detailed calculation of amount charged as per audit report, which has also not been supplied so far.

Representative of PSPCL is again directed to supply said documents along  with ME Lab. report  and the case shall be closed on next date of hearing considering it as a last chance for both the parties.

7. On 10.10.2012, PR contended that their petition and written arguments already submitted be considered as the part of oral discussion. The amount charged is only due to mistake of meter reader as the meter was working all  right so the amount charged unnecessarily be set aside.   

Representative of PSPCL submitted   the desired documents which has been taken on record.  He further contended that meter was found dead stop in the ME  Lab.  by the Enforcement. As per the observations of the flying Squad  the  account  for the period 10/2010  to 12/2010 was overhauled  on the basis  of consumption of the corresponding period for the year 2009 by the  Internal Audit of  Commercial  S/D No.2.  

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 appellant consumer is having  DS category connection bearing Account No. GC-22/44 with sanctioned load of 21 KW running under AEE/Comml. Unit No.-II, East Division, Jalandhar.

The meter of the consumer was changed vide MCO No. 322/M/11/1644 dt. 5.2.2011 effected on 8.2.2011 issued by Suvidha Centre on account of meter being dead stop. Internal Audit Party during the audit of the sub division observed variation/reduction in the consumption of the consumer and overhauled the account for the period 10/2010 to 12/2010 ( 3 months) and  recommended to charge the consumer for Rs.6608/- vide half margin No. 40 dt. 12.7.11. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in DDSC by depositing Rs. 1322/- i.e. 20% of the disputed amount vide receipt No. 59 dt. 8.9.11. 

PR contended that his account has been overhauled by audit for the period 10/2010 to 12/2010 due to fall in consumption where as his meter was running OK and it was never dead stop. The meter status code in the bill was 'O' and he never applied for change of meter. His consumption for the year 2009,2010 & 2011 was 10219 units, 12010 units and 11169 units respectively which also proves that his meter was running satisfactorily and the DDSC has decided the case against him without considering the merits of the case and consumption record. So amount charged on account of overhauling be set aside.
Representative of PSPCL contended that the meter of the consumer was replaced vide MCO No. 322/M/11/1644 dt. 5.2.2011 effected on 8.2.11. The meter of the consumer was sent to ME Lab. for testing and the same was checked in ME Lab. by Sr.Xen/Enf.II, Jalandhar vide ECR No. 27/633 dt. 10.02.2011 and the meter was found dead stop, so the account of the consumer has been overhauled from 10/2010 to 12/2010 on the basis of consumption recorded in the corresponding period of the year 2009 due to fall in consumption.

Forum observed that the meter of the consumer was replaced on account of meter declared "dead stop" as mentioned in the MCO but the consumption chart supplied by the respondent from the year 2008 to 2012 does not confirm this as there is no where meter status recorded as 'D' (defective) anywhere in the year 2010 and meter status has been put as 'O' (meter OK) during reading recorded from Oct.2010 to Jan.2011 and meter status has been pointed out as 'C' code during the month of Feb.2011 as the meter was replaced by the respondents on dt. 8.2.11. Further as per ME Lab. report it has been reported in ECR No. 27/633 dt. 10.2.2011of enforcement wing that meter is dead stop at index 75640. Account be overhauled. Thus no accuracy test was performed in the ME Lab.   on the meter. The consumer or his representative was not present in the ME Lab.  during checking of his meter and no remarks regarding consent of the consumer to check the meter in his absence was recorded on the checking report. Even consumer has contended that he did not request for the change of meter and respondent also could not produce any such request.
Forum further observed that electricity bill during Jan.2011 was raised from reading 74205 to 77918 i.e. 3713 units which was later on corrected by the office on verification of the reading upto 74954 as reading of 75450 was verified by the JE concerned on 1.2.2011 and the final reading at the time of removal of meter was recorded as 75640 as per MCO. It means that meter reader recorded wrong readings (excess)  during Jan.2011. There was a consumption of 160 units as per reading record during Oct.2010 whereas there has been consumption of 451 and 614 units during Nov. & Dec.2010 and consumption during the month of Sept.2010 was 1513 units, so it is quite possible that the meter reader might have recorded wrong reading (excessive) also  during Sept.2010 as consumption of the consumer during corresponding Sept.2009 was 835 units and Sept. 2011 was 1130 units. Further there is no nil consumption recorded during these months of year 2010 where the account has been overhauled due to fall in consumption. The total consumption of the year 2009, 2010 & 2011 has been observed as 13187 units, 12071 units & 11705 units respectively and during the first six month of the year 2012 the consumption is 5524 units whereas it is 5401 units in the year  2011. Which shows that consumption of the year 2010 was not less than that of year 2011 when new meter was installed and meter was not dead stop as it was recording consumption right upto date of removal. The account of the consumer has been overhauled by audit for the period 10/2010 to 12/2010 where as the alleged dead stop meter was replaced on 08.02.2011 and the consumption recorded in the month of Jan.2011 was 749 units against 671 units recorded in the same month of previous year. Further the same meter recorded 686 units for the period 12.1.2011 to 8.2.2011 and the consumption recorded in the corresponding month of the year 2010 was 631units. This proves that the meter of the consumer was never dead stop/defective and the meter was just changed due to wrong recording of readings in the month of Sept. 2010 & Oct., 2010. Further the consumption recorded in the year 2009, 2010 & 2011 is almost comparable. So the amount charged due to overhauling of the account is not justified. However, bill up to final index of the meter i.e. 75640 is recoverable.

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 the amount charged on account of overhauling for the period 10/2010 to 12/2010 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.  
(Harpal Singh)                        ( K.S. Grewal)                        ( Er. C.L. Verma )

 CAO/Member                        Member/Independent               CE/Chairman                                            

