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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG:   93 of 2012

Instituted on :    23.10.2012
Closed on     :    27.12.2012

Sh.Subeg Singh, Manager,

Gurudwara Shri Darbar Sahib,

C/O SGPC, Tarn Taran.                                                          Appellant
              
                                 




Name of  Op. Division:   City Tarn Taran
A/C No:  GC-22/010
Through

Sh. Parminder Singh Sidhu, PR

V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

                       Respondent

Through

Er. Maninderjit Singh, ASE/Op. City Division, Tarn Taran.
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer  is having  connection bearing Account No. GC-22/010  with sanctioned load of 47.83 KW. The connection is running in the name of Manager Shri  Darbar Sahib Tarn Taran under  City Sub Division Tarn Taran.
The connection of the appellant consumer was checked by AEE/Op. City Sub Divn. Tarn Taran as desired by A.O.(field) vide his memo No. 417 dt. 2.3.12 vide checking report No. 2/318 dt. 7.3.12. The AEE/Op. reported that the capacity of the meter installed at site is 100/5A whereas the CTs installed are of ratio200/5A, so the multiplying factor comes out to 2 where as the billing is being done with MF-1. On further scrutiny of the record, it was detected that the CTs of 200/5 were installed vide SJO dt. 12.6.06 effected on 13.6.06 as the old wooden box of CTC gone damaged and was to be replaced. As per the checking report of AEE/Op,  Internal Audit Party overhauled the account of the consumer for the period 06/2006 to 02/2012 and recommended to charge Rs. 26,63,600/- vide half margin No. 63 dt. 8.5.12. AEE/Op. charged the above amount and asked the consumer vide memo No. 366 dt. 16.5.12 to deposit the same within a month. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in ZDSC by depositing Rs. 5,32,732/- i.e. 20% of the disputed amount.

ZDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 19.08.2012 and decided that amount charged to the consumer on account of non multiplying factor is recoverable from the consumer. The amount be recovered without interest/surcharge from the consumer. Dy.CE/SE, DS Tarn Taran is also authorized to recover the charged amount in installments if requested by the consumer.
Not satisfied with the decision of ZDSC, the petitioner filed an appeal in the Forum and Forum heard the case in its proceedings held on 08.11.2012, 21.11.2012, 04.12.2012, 13.12.2012  & finally on 27.12.12, when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:   


1. On 08.11.2012, 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 PC. 

2. On 21.11.2012, PC stated that written arguments are not ready and requested for giving some more time to file the same.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply latest consumption chart of the petitioner for the year 2012.

3. On 04.12.2012, representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter vide Memo no. 13789 dt 3-12-12 in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op City Divn. Tarn Taran & the same has been taken on record.

Representative of PSPCL   stated that reply submitted on  08/11/12 may be treated as their written arguments.

In the proceeding dt. 21-11-2012, representative of PSPCL was directed to supply latest consumption chart of the petitioner for the year 2012 & the same has been supplied by the respondent and taken on record.

Petitioner 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.

4. On 13.12.2012, PC contended that their petition and written arguments already submitted be considered as a part of oral discussions. It is further contended that our SL is 47.83 KW. There was no requirement to change CTs in 2006. Before changing the alleged CTs, no notice was served to the petitioner. The supplier did not clarify what was the capacity of CTs earlier installed. The consumer did not enhance connected load. The MF applicable is 1.0 and not 2.0. The supplier did not comply the rules and regulations, so is not entitled for any recovery of previous bills. The demand raised which is illegal may kindly be withdrawn.

Representative of PSPCL contended that it is true that SL of the consumer is 47.83 KW since 2006. As per instructions of the Board wooden CT box was replaced with standard MCB, CTs fixed with 200/5 capacity. As per capacity  of the meter and CTs, MF was changed to  2.0 on detection dt. 7.3.12. Amount charged to the consumer is correct.

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to get the capacity of the meter and CTs  presently installed, tested in the ME Lab in the presence of the consumer and submit the report on 27.12.2012. The case shall be closed on 27.12.2012.

5. On 27.12.2012, representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter  No. 14277 dtd 26-12-12 in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op City Divn. Tarn Taran  and the same has been taken on record.

In the proceeding dated 13-12-12 representative of PSPCL was directed to get the capacity of the meter and CTs presently installed, tested in the ME Lab in the presence of the consumer and submit the report on 27.12.2012.

Representative of PSPCL has submitted ME Lab report vide No. 22/56 dt. 24/12/12 regarding testing of Meter and CTs  in the presence of the consumer's representative and challan no. 9 dt. 24/12/12 which has been taken on record?
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  connection bearing Account No. GC-22/010  with sanctioned load of 47.83 KW. The connection is running in the name of Manager Shri  Darbar Sahib Tarn Taran under  City Sub Division Tarn Taran.

The connection of the appellant consumer was checked by AEE/Op. City Sub Divn. Tarn Taran as desired by A.O.(field) vide his memo No. 417 dt. 2.3.12 vide checking report No. 2/318 dt. 7.3.12. The AEE/Op. reported that the capacity of the meter installed at site is 100/5A where as the CTs installed are of ratio200/5A, so the multiplying factor comes out to 2 where as the billing is being done with MF-1. On further scrutiny of the record, it was detected that the CTs of 200/5 were installed vide SJO dt. 12.6.06 effected on 13.6.06 as the old wooden box of CTC gone damaged and was to be replaced. As per the checking report of AEE/Op,  Internal Audit Party overhauled the account of the consumer for the period 06/2006 to 02/2012 and recommended to charge Rs. 26,63,600/- vide half margin No. 63 dt. 8.5.12. AEE/Op. charged the above amount and asked the consumer vide memo No. 366 dt. 16.5.12 to deposit the same within a month. The consumer did not agree to it and challenged the amount charged in ZDSC by depositing Rs. 5,32,732/- i.e. 20% of the disputed amount.

PC contended that respondents have charged a sum of Rs. 26,63,660/- to his account and demanded the same vide memo No. 366 dt. 16.5.12. This amount relates to the period 8/2006 to 2/2012. The amount was charged due to change of CTs during 6/2006 and it was alleged that prior to 6/2006 multiplying factor was 1 due to change of CTs the multiplying factor should have been 2.  Further it is contended that there was no need to change the CTs as they have not increased their load and the CTs were changed without even informing them. To apply the correct multiplying factor is the duty and under the control of respondents and the appellant is not at fault, they are paying the bills  regularly issued to them. No notice was even issued to them by respondent before raising this huge demand and it was not brought to their notice that wrong multiplying factor  was being applied to them on the basis of meter and CT ratio.
PC further contended that the amount raised is time barred and as such they are not liable to pay this. There is not any law which empowers the Board or corporation to recover any amount exceeding three years. Only the Central Govt. and State Govt. can recover amount exceeding three years and in this case the corporation has demanded recovery of six years. So the demand of Rs. 26,63,660/- may be quashed which is illegal and against the statutory provision of Sales Manual.

Representative of PSPCL contended that AAE of City Sub Divn. Tarn Taran in his routine checking checked the connection bearing Account No. GC-22/10 in the name of Manager Shri Darbar Sahib Tarn Taran vide load checking register no. 2/318 on dt. 7.3.12 and reported the capacity of meter checked as 100/5 Amp and the CTs installed  as 200/5 Amp. and as per this status  the consumption recorded should have multiplying factor 2 but on investigation of bills it was noticed that the consumption was not being multiplied with 2. As per record  it was observed that the CT chamber having CTs of 200/5A was installed vide SJO No. 59/15628 dt. 12.6.06 effected on 13.6.06. So the consumption recorded after 13.6.06 should have multiplying factor 2. The audit party overhauled the account upto 2/2012 with multiplying factor 2 and an amount of Rs. 26,63,660/- has been charged.

Forum observed that the  connection of the consumer was checked by AAE of the sub divn. as per memo  of A.O./field Tarn Taran in which A.O./field asked the operation sub divn. to check physically the meters and CTs installed so that  correct multiplying factor be levied on the bills issued to the consumers. The AAE of the sub divn. checked the connection of the appellant consumer and intimated that the bills are issued with multiplying factor 1 whereas as per meter and CTs installed the correct multiplying factor comes out to 2. So the amount of Rs. 26,63,660/- was charged for the period 6/2006 to 2/2012. PC contended that the amount raised is illegal and time barred. The forum observed that in terms of Section 56 of the Act the Board can claim arrears of electricity charges for a period of two years where as the arrears have been claimed for the period 6/2006 to 2/2012 i.e. the period exceeding 2 years and it is observed that section 56 of the Act deals with powers of disconnection of supply in default of payment of electricity charges without prejudice to the rights of licensee in a suit. The bar under sub section 2 of section  56 of the Act is a provision which gives right to the Board to recover the arrears of electricity on the threat of disconnection of supply. Such arrears are restricted for a period of two years it does not wipe off the recovery of arrears for more than two years. The right to recover arrears by way of suit has been specifically protected. 
Forum  in its proceeding dated 13.12.2012 directed representative of PSPCL to get the capacity of the meter and CTs presently installed, tested in the ME Lab. in the presence of the consumer and the same were got tested on dt. 24.12.12 vide challan No.9 and ME Lab. vide meter testing report No. 22/56 reported that the capacity of the meter as 100/5 amp. and that of CTs as 200/5 amp The testing was carried out in the presence of Sr.Xen/Enf. 4, Amritsar and the representative of consumer.

Forum further observed that the arrears have been claimed for the electricity which the appellant consumer has actually used in the past but due to application of wrong multiplying factor the bills issued earlier were under billed (exactly half), which were detected very late by the PSPCL but the amount charged is certainly 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 to uphold the decision taken by ZDSC in their meeting held on 19.8.2012 and amount claimed is 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                                            

