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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

                       CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  40 of 2013

Instituted on :   21.03.2013

Closed on     :  25.04.2013


Sh. Gurbachan Singh

C/O Sh. Rupinder Singh

8-B,ModelTown,Patiala. Appellant                                                                                                                                                                                                      Name of  Op. Division:   Comml.,  Patiala.   

A/C No:  3000067235
Through

Sh. Jaswant Singh, PR

V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.                                       Respondent

Through

Er.Surinder Loomba, ASE/Comml. Division, Patiala.
BRIEF HISTORY

The petitioner has filed appeal No. CG-40 of 2013 was filed against the Decision dt. 10.01.2013 of DDSC that the consumption charged to the consumer was on the basis of lowest consumption of the previous year. Hence amount charged was recoverable.
The consumer  is having DS category connection with sanctioned load of 16.700 KW  operating under AEE/Comml. East Sub division Patiala.
The meter of the consumer was found burnt in Dec.,2012. The energy bill amounting to Rs. 17,410/- on the basis of consumption of previous year i.e. 2731 units for  70 days ( 28/09/12 to 07.12.2012) was issued to the consumer on 07.12.2012. Considering consumption  on the higher side the consumer did not agree to it and made an appeal in the DDSC by depositing Rs. 3500/- i.e. 20% of the bill. The amount was deposited vide CCR No. 210000 586216 dt. 20.12.12. 

The DDSC heard the case and decided on 10.01.2013 that the amount charged to the consumer for the said period was on the basis of lowest consumption recorded during the previous year. Hence the amount charged is recoverable.
Not satisfied with the decision of DDSC the consumer filed an appeal before the Forum and the Forum heard the case in its proceedings held on 09.04.2013, 16.04.13 and finally on 25.04.23013 when the cased was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:  

1. On 09.04.2013, PR submitted authority letter dt.04.04-2013   in his favour duly signed by the petitioner and the same has been taken on record. 

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter No.2401  dt.08.04-2013  in his favour duly signed by ASE/ West Commercial  Divn.  Patiala 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 thereof has been handed over to the PR.              

2. On 16.04.2013, Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same has been taken on record.

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

Acceding to the request the case is adjourned to 25-04-2013  for submission of written arguments by the petitioner/ oral discussion.

3. On 25.04.2013, In the proceeding dt. 16.04.2013 representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same had been taken on record. One copy thereof has been handed over to the PR.

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 respondent.                    

PR stated that their petition and written arguments be treated as part of oral discussions. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that the bill has been prepared on the basis of corresponding period of the last year consumption as the meter was defective in accordance with the Reg.in force. Moreover this is the minimum consumption of the consumer during that period. Also the consumer's contention that there was a marriage function in the family is not tenable as the function may have lasted only for few days. Overall the consumer exhibits high consumption pattern. As such the amount charged is correct and recoverable. 

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 petitioner has filed appeal No. CG-40 of 2013 was filed against the Decision dt. 10.01.2013 of DDSC that the consumption charged to the consumer was on the basis of lowest consumption of the previous year. Hence amount charged was recoverable.

The meter of the consumer was found burnt, so the consumer was billed for Rs. 17140/- on the basis of consumption of previous year i.e. 2731 units for 70 days ( 28.09.12 to 07.12.2012). The consumer did not agree to it and made an appeal in the DDSC. Forum further observed that consumptions recorded after change of meter for the period ending 02.03.2013 ( 63) days was 1756 units, which was just near to the average consumption charged. Further the bi monthly consumption recorded paid and not disputed by the consumer during the month of Feb.2011 previous year has been 2732 units, 2002,  3081, 5221, 4219 and 2284. For the months of  Feb.2011 to Dec.2011.  Further the consumptions recorded in the month of 12/2010 was 2172 units, which was also equivalent to the consumption of the disputed period, moreover there was no such function in the month of 12/2010. Further all these consumptions are identical i.e. before and after the disputed period, so the consumer contention that he has consumed excess units due to function in the family is not maintainable. Hence the amount charged for the period meter remained defective is as per prevailing regulations/Instructions of the PSPCL.
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 taken by the DDSC in their meeting held on 10.01.2013.
· That the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer along-with interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.
· As required under Section 19(1) & 19(1A) of Punjab State Regulatory Commission ( Forum & Ombudsman) Regulation-2005, the implementation of this decision may be intimated to this office within 30 days from the date of receipt of this letter.

 (Harpal Singh)                    ( K.S. Grewal)                    ( Er. Ashok Goyal )

 CAO/Member                 Member/Independent              EIC/Chairman                                            
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