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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LTD 
               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-79 of 2012

Instituted on:     05.09.2012   

Closed on:         30.10.2012   

M/s Dashmesh Rice Mills,

Kila Road, Vill. Ubhawal,

Sunam, Distt- Sangrur.






Appellant
                
Name of  Op. Division:   City  Sunam

A/c No.  LS-1 

Through

Sh. Amarjit Sharma, PR

V/s

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.                       

Respondent

Through 

Er. R.K. Goel, ASE/Op. City Divn., Sunam

BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having LS category connection in the name of M/s Dashmesh Rice Mills, Ubhawal  Distt. Sangrur  bearing A/c No. LS-1 with sanctioned load of 165 K.W/165 KVA running under Ubhawal Sub Division.

The appellant  consumer got his connection sanctioned for a Rice  Sheller in the month of  Oct. 2010 in the  Village  Ubhawal .  A deposit estimate for Rs. 1,54,267/- was  approved by the ASE/Op City Divn. Sunam vide memo no. 47 dtd 21-4-2010 for augmentation & erection of new HT line to release the connection. The consumer was asked to deposit Rs. 1,54,267/- vide demand notice no. 8 dt 21/4/10 which  was deposited by the consumer and the connection was released. 
The connection of the consumer was checked by ASE/MMTS on dated 8-1-12  & downloaded the data. As per printout of DDL, it was found that the consumer has violated the PLHR's for which SDO Ubhawal charged the consumer with  Rs. 1,59,285/- vide notice 177 A dt. 12-4-2012.  Connection was again checked by the ASE/MMTS on 16-04-12 and found violation of PLHRs and the SDO/ Ubhawal charged Rs.  56,865/- to the consumer.  The  consumer did not agree to it and made an appeal in CDSC by depositing Rs.79643/- i.e. 50% of the first disputed amount vide BA-16 No. 43/45794 dt 9-2-2012 and Rs. 18955/- i.e. 33%  of the 2nd disputed amount vide  BA. 16 No. 58/45906 dt 24/04/12.

The CDSC heard both the cases  on 28-07-2012 and decided that the amount charged is correct and recoverable from the consumer.

Not satisfied with the decision of CDSC, the consumer made an appeal in the forum.  Forum heard the case on 20-09-12, 27-09-12,  10-10-12, 25-10-12 and  finally on  30-10-12 when the case  was closed for passing speaking orders .

Proceedings.

1. On  20-09-12, Representative of PSPCL  stated that  reply is not ready as the petition was  received in their office on 19-09-12 and requested for giving some more time.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to handover the copy of the proceeding to the petitioner under dated signature.

2.  On 27-09-12, PR submitted authority in his favour duly signed by the petitioner which has been taken on record. 

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide  Memo No. 8372 dt.26-09-12 in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op City Divn.Sunam  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. One copy of the same handed over to PR. 

3.  On 10-10-12, Representative  of PSPCL stated that reply submitted on 27-09-12  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.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply documents regarding as a  proof of category of the connection sanctioned to the petitioner.  

4.  On 25-10-12, Petitioner  has sent a request in which he intimated that  due to death of his close relative  he is unable to attend the proceeding and requested for giving some another date.

5.  On 30-10-12, In the proceeding dated 10-10-12 representative of PSPCL was directed to supply documents regarding as a proof of category of the connection sanctioned to the petitioner.   Respondent have furnished a copy of message from Sr.Xen to SDO regarding  category of 11 KV Ubhawal feeder  dt. 9-6-09.  

PR contended that  the fact noticed in the petition and written argument may be treated as a part of oral discussion.  In addition it is stated that the fact of release of our connection from feeder No.1  and applicability of Peak load  restriction was not known to the office  of PSPCL up to the date of checking of our connection by the Sr.Xen/MMTS on dt. 8-1-2012 which is evident from the following facts :-
1) In the history sheet of the estimate the connection was proposed to be released from 24 hours Ubhawal feeder and there is no mentioned about category of  feeder No.1 .

2)  The estimate was framed as a deposit estimate and estimated cost  was  got deposited from  us as required under the instructions No. 38.3(ii) (a) of ESIM which is applicable for  connections released from 24 hours UPS  feeder.

3)  No condition regarding applicability of peak load hours restriction are imposed in the demand notice of our connection which was issued vide memo no. 8 dt 21-4-10 whereas this condition has been included in the demand notice for our another connection which is yet to be released  issued  vide memo no. 605 dtd 12-9-12  .  As this demand notice has been issued after the checking of Sr.Xen/MMTS of our connection in  dispute. These facts clearly indicates that the office of PSPCL was itself not aware about the applicability of PLHR on our connection that is why the office has never brought the fact of  applicability of instructions of  PLHR to our notice neither at the time of release of connection not after release of connection  up to the date of checking of Sr.Xen/MMTS.

Representative of PSPCL contended that our reply and written arguments may be treated as a part of oral discussion. Copy of estimate sanctioned to the consumer is submitted please.

Both the parties have nothing  more to say and submit the case is closed for speaking orders.

Observations:-

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 LS category connection in the name of M/s Dashmesh Rice Mills, Ubhawal  Distt. Sangrur  bearing A/c No. LS-1 with sanctioned load of 165 K.W/165 KVA running under Ubhawal Sub Division.

The appellant  consumer got his connection sanctioned for a Rice  Sheller in the month of  Oct. 2010 in the  Village  Ubhawal .  A deposit estimate for Rs. 1,54,267/- was  approved by the ASE/Op City Divn. Sunam vide memo no. 47 dtd 21-4-2010 for augmentation & erection of new HT line to release the connection. The consumer was asked to deposit Rs. 1,54,267/- vide demand notice no. 8 dt 21/4/10 which  was deposited by the consumer and the connection was released. 
The connection of the consumer was checked by ASE/MMTS on dated 8-1-12  & downloaded the data. As per printout of DDL, it was found that the consumer has violated the PLHR's for which SDO Ubhawal charged the consumer with  Rs. 1,59,285/- vide notice 177 A dt. 12-4-2012.  Connection was again checked by the ASE/MMTS on 16-04-12 and found violation of PLHRs and the SDO/ Ubhawal charged Rs.  56,865/- to the consumer.  The  consumer did not agree to it and made an appeal in CDSC by depositing Rs.79643/- i.e. 50% of the first disputed amount vide BA-16 No. 43/45794 dt 9-2-2012 and Rs. 18955/- i.e. 33%  of the 2nd disputed amount vide  BA. 16 No. 58/45906 dt 24/04/12.

PR contended that  the fact noticed in the petition and written argument may be treated as a part of oral discussion.  In addition it is stated that the fact of release of our connection from feeder No.1  and applicability of Peak load  restriction was not known to the office  of PSPCL up to the date of checking of our connection by the Sr.Xen/MMTS on dt. 8-1-2012 which is evident from the following facts :-
1) In the history sheet of the estimate the connection was proposed to be released from 24 hours Ubhawal feeder and there is no mentioned about category of  feeder No.1 .

2)  The estimate was framed as a deposit estimate and estimated cost  was  got deposited from  us as required under the instructions No. 38.3(ii) (a) of ESIM which is applicable for  connections released from 24 hours UPS  feeder.

3)  No condition regarding applicability of peak load hours restriction are imposed in the demand notice of our connection which was issued vide memo no. 8 dt 21-4-10 whereas this condition has been included in the demand notice for our another connection which is yet to be released  issued  vide memo no. 605 dt.12.9.12.   As this demand notice has been issued after the checking of Sr.Xen/MMTS of our connection in dispute. These facts clearly indicates that the office of PSPCL was itself not aware about the applicability of PLHR on our connection that is why the office has never brought the fact of applicability of instructions of PLHR to our notice neither at the time of release of connection not after release of connection  up to the date of checking of Sr.Xen/MMTS.

Forum observed that the appellant consumer M/s Dashmesh Rice Mills got its connection released in the month of Oct. 2010. The connection was for Rice Sheller, which is a seasonal industry. The concerned  office framed the deposit estimate to cover  the cost required for erection  of required network to release the connection and accordingly the consumer was asked to deposit estimated amount treating it as 24 hrs supply UPS feeder  whereas  no service  connection charges were claimed.  Actually the concerned feeder was category-1 feeder,  as is clear from the message copy dt 9-06-09 supplied by respondent instructing the Grid Sub-Stn. to consider the said feeder as category-I. However this fact was over-sighted by the respondent while issuing the demand notice. Further the regulatory restrictions were not properly communicated to the consumer in writing, which were applicable to the consumer. It was further brought to the notice of the Forum that other LS category connection of this Sub-Divn. were fed from 24hrs. UPS feeder, which does not come under the purview of regulatory restrictions and the connection of the appellant consumer was single connection covered under category-I feeder, where PLHRs and WODs restrictions were applicable.
The violations of PLHR were noticed only when the data of the meter was downloaded on dt.8.1.12 and 16.4.12 by ASE/MMTS whereas connection was released during Oct,2010 and consumer availed the power as per category-I feeder during all this period since release of connection till checking by MMTS and consumer might have utilized the power through out  this period during restricted hrs also. Further the consumer have already consented while submitting A&A form that he shall observe all the prevailing instructions of PSPCL issued from time to time. Hence it is observed that in this case there is lapse on the part of both the parties.
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 the Forum, Forum decides that the consumer be charged with 50% amount of penalty on account of PLHRs violations for both the printouts. 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                                            

