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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED        

      FORUM FOR REDRESSAL OF GRIEVANCES OF CONSUMERS      

         P-1 WHITE HOUSE, RAJPURA COLONY, PATIALA

Case No. 
    CG-112 of 2012

Instituted on : 19.12.2012
Closed on  
  : 21.02.2013
Sh Gian, L Shingara Singh,                                                                                   C/o Sh.Amesh Nagpal,                                                                        H.No.1578, Street No.2,                                                                          Kirpal Nagar, Near Basti Jodhewal, Ludhiana  


Appellant

Name of the Op. Division:  Sunder Nagar (Spl) 
Divn. Ludhiana

 A/c No. E41/II02/0426

Through 

Sh. Amesh Nagpal, PR


V/s 

PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION  LTD.
       Respondent
Through 

Er.G.S. Randhawa, Sr.Xen/Op. Sunder Nagar (Spl.) Divn. Ludhiana.

BRIEF HISTORY

The petitioner was having DS category connection bearing A/C No. E41/II02/0426 with sanctioned load of 0.80KW running under AE/Comml. Sunder Nagar (Spl.) Divn. Ludhiana.

The consumer was billed for Rs.38,160 for the consumption of 6455 units in the month of 11/2010. The consumer made a request that his meter has jumped and the meter was checked vide CCR No.28/2040 dt.16.3.2011 by the PSPCL official and reported that the meter reading at present is 10064 units, the terminal block of the meter has gone burnt, so the meter be changed after issuing the MCO. Thereafter the consumer challenged the meter due to abnormal consumption and deposited challenge fee of Rs.120/- vide receipt No.451/10544 dt.21.3.2011. The meter was replaced vice MCO No.80073/1945 dt.12.7.2011. 

The meter was checked in ME Lab and ME Lab reported vide challan No.111013/32557 dt.17.10.11 that the meter is burnt, so due to it the accuracy of the meter was not checked. Further the consumption recorded on the same meter during the months of 6/11 and 8/11 was 658 units and 465 units. 

The consumer did not agree to the bill of 6455 units and made an appeal in the DDSC. The DDSC heard the case on 13.09.2012 and decided that the amount charged is correct and recoverable from the consumer.

Not satisfied with the decision of the DDSC, the appellant consumer filed an appeal in the Forum. The Forum heard the case on 4.1.2013, 16.1.2013, 30.1.2013  and finally on 21.02.2013 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On 4.1.2013, No one appeared from  the petitioner side.

Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter No. 52 dt.                  3-1-2013  in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Sunder Nagar (Spl.)  Divn. ,Ludhiana  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 proceeding along with reply to the petitioner under dated signature.

ii) On 16.1.2013, No one appeared from petitioner side.

Representative of PSPCL stated that reply submitted on 4-1-13 may be treated as their written arguments. 

Representative of PSPCL is directed to hand over the copy of the proceeding to the petitioner with dated signature. 

iii) On 30.1.2013, No one appeared from both  sides .

A fax message vide memo no. 239 dated  29-1-13 has been received from  Office of Sr.Xen/Op Sunder Nagar  (Spl)  Divn. Ludhiana  intimating that Sr.Xen/Op is on training .  So  he requested for giving some another date.

iv) On 21.2.2013, PR contended that   the consumption of  6455 units in the bill of November  2010  was very excessive due to some technical fault in the meter  whereas  our previous consumption  was very less due to connection of  only 0.8 KW & was used only in a  single room   by two persons living as migrant labour.   Even after request to check the meter, the meter was replaced in the month of Sept. 2011 as a burnt and meter accuracy was not  checked .  However the consumption  recorded after Sept. 2010 confirms  that the use was very less and disputed bill was only due to some defect in meter which may be exempted .  The consumption of the replaced  meter  is also to the tune of the previous meter .  It is also incorrect to suggest that this reading of 6455 is the accumulation of the previous bills or any misuse by the two persons living there .  It is my  humble request  to review this bill and also  the bills for the month of 7/2011 & 9/2011 which was also the  consumption of old meter  which was not changed  .

Representative of PSPCL contended that consumption recorded in the Month of Nov. 2010 is due to accumulation of consumption in previous months.  The amount charged is correct and recoverable.

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit.
The case is closed for passing speaking orders.
Observations of the Forum:

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available, Forum observed as under:-

The petitioner was having DS category connection bearing A/C No. E41/II02/0426 with sanctioned load of 0.80KW running under AE/Comml. Sunder Nagar (Spl.) Divn. Ludhiana.

The consumer was billed for Rs.38,160 for the consumption of 6455 units in the month of 11/2010. The consumer made a request that his meter has jumped and the meter was checked vide CCR No.28/2040 dt.16.3.2011 by the PSPCL official and reported that the meter reading at present is 10064 units, the terminal block of the meter has gone burnt, so the meter be changed after issuing the MCO. Thereafter the consumer challenged the meter due to abnormal consumption and deposited challenge fee of Rs.120/- vide receipt No.451/10544 dt.21.3.2011. The meter was replaced vice MCO No.80073/1945 dt.12.7.2011. 

The meter was checked in ME Lab and ME Lab reported vide challan No.111013/32557 dt.17.10.11 that the meter is burnt, so due to it the accuracy of the meter was not checked. Further the consumption recorded on the same meter during the months of 6/11 and 8/11 was 658 units and 465 units. 

PR contended that the consumption of 6455 units in the bill of November 2010 was very excessive due to some technical fault in the meter whereas our previous consumption was very less due to connection of only 0.8 KW & was used only in a single room   by two persons living as migrant labour.   Even after request to check the meter, the meter was replaced in the month of Sept. 2011 as a burnt and meter accuracy was not checked.  However the consumption recorded after Sept. 2010 confirms that the use was very less and disputed bill was only due to some defect in meter which may be exempted.  The consumption of the replaced meter is also to the tune of the previous meter.  It is also incorrect to suggest that this reading of 6455 is the accumulation of the previous bills or any misuse by the two persons living there.  It is my humble request to review this bill and also the bills for the month of 7/2011 & 9/2011 which was also the consumption of old meter which was not changed  .

Representative of PSPCL contended that consumption recorded in the Month of Nov. 2010 is due to accumulation of consumption in previous months.  The amount charged is correct and recoverable.

Forum observed that the consumer was billed for 6455 units in the month of 11/2010. The consumer challenged the meter due to excessive consumption. The meter was checked vide CCR No.28/2040 dt.16.3.2011 and reported that the terminal block of the meter has gone burnt whereas the connected load of the consumer was not checked by the Inspecting Officer to ascertain whether the terminal block got burnt due to unauthorized load or otherwise. The meter was replaced vide MCO No.80073/1945 dt.12.7.11. The meter was also checked in the ME Lab and found burnt and due to this the accuracy of the meter was not checked.

Forum further observed that as per the consumption chart submitted by respondents, the consumption of the consumer for the year 2/2009 to 12/2009 varies between 119 units to 480 units and the consumption during winter is less as compared to the summer months. Further the consumption recorded during 2/2010  to 8/2010 is just 696 units but in the month of 10/2010 the consumption recorded is 6455 units which was challenged by the consumer. The consumption of the same meter after the alleged jumping is 131 units, 58 units, 170 units, 658 units & 465 units respectively. Further the consumption after change of meter is again very less and the new meter recorded just about 800 units in one year. The consumption of the consumer seems to be matching with the sanctioned load of 0.80KW except during 10/2010. 

Further the connection was used by the two migrant labourers as contended by the petitioner which means that the premises was not used by family and use was only for restricted hours and not round the clock. So the possibility of defect can not be ruled out and accumulation of reading also does not seem possible in view of the circumstances and load of the connection.

Further the consumption after replacement of disputed meter also matches with the previous pattern. The consumption of 658 and 465 units during summer season of 2011 are not considered exceptional consumption and consumption of year 2010 can be matched with that of year 2009. 

Decision
Keeping in view the petition, reply, oral discussions, and after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced by them and observations of Forum, Forum decides that the consumer account for the year 2010 be overhauled on the basis of corresponding consumption of the year 2009. Forum further decides that the balance amount recoverable/refundable, if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer alongwith interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.

 (CA Harpal Singh)     
 (K.S. Grewal)                    
 (Er.C.L.Verma)   CAO/Member           
Member/Independent         
 CE/Chairman    
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