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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-  116 of 2012
Instituted on :   28.12.2012
Closed on     :   26.02.2013

Sh. Sushil Kumar
S/o Late Sh. Amar Nath

H.No. 269/4, Street No.4,

New Town, Moga.                                                                   Appellant
                                                                                                       
                                 



Name of  Op. Division:  City Moga
A/C No:  NT-81/0059
Through

Sh. S.R. Jindal, PR
V/s
Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.

                       Respondent

Through

Er. Charanjit Singh Mann, ASE/Op. City Divn., Moga
BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having DS category connection bearing Account No. NT-81/0059 with sanctioned load of 14.860 KW running under AEE/Operation South S/D Moga.
The meter reader of the concerned area recorded reading of consumer's meter on dt. 13.9.2011 as 55789 and bill for 2301 units was issued to the consumer which he deposited. During the month of Oct.2011 the consumer noticed that the meter reading have suddenly jumped, so he challenged the meter by depositing Rs. 450/-as meter challenge fee vide BA-16 dt. 3.10.2011. The meter was replaced vide MCO No. 147/32 dt. 3.10.11 effected on 5.10.11 at final index reported as NV (not visible) and the new meter was installed outside the premises of the consumer. The replaced meter was sent to ME Lab. Moga vide store challan No. 19 dt. 1.12.11 and was checked for accuracy by Sr.Xen/Enf., Moga. The accuracy of the meter was found within permissible limit and final reading was recorded as 119159 Kwh where as the reason for change of meter in store challan was recorded as challenged/burnt.  As per report of ME lab the Internal Audit Party pointed out  that the consumer be charged with Rs. 3,77,760/- as per final reading of the meter recorded in ME lab. and  consumption of the new meter after deducting  amount already charged. The AEE/Op. charged the amount and asked the consumer vide memo No. 857 dt. 9.8.12 to deposit the same. The consumer did not agree to it and made an appeal in the ZDSC by depositing   Rs.18890/- vide stub No.92 dt. 27.8.2012 being 5% of the disputed amount.
ZDSC heard this case in its meeting held on 07.12.2012 and  observed from the consumption data of last 8 years that the consumption has been accumulated because the consumption is very less where as 3 nos. ACs   has been installed at consumer's premises and the working of the meter was found OK in ME Lab. So the ZDSC decided that the amount  charged to the consumer as per final reading in ME lab is correct and recoverable.
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 dt.15.1.13, 29.1.13, 12.2.12 & finally on 26.02.2013 when the case was closed for passing speaking orders.

Proceedings:  
1. On 15.1.2013, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority vide letter No.569   dt. 14-1-2013  in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op.  City Divn. Moga   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 29.1.2013, No one appeared from petitioner side.

Representative of PSPCL stated that  reply submitted  on 15-1-13  may be treated as their written arguments.

Representative of PSPCL is directed to supply consumption chart of the consumer for last three years, copy of MCO & ME checking report. The present connected load of the consumer be also got checked and submit the report on the next date of hearing. 
3. On 12.2.2013, Representative of PSPCL  submitted authority vide letter No. 1891 dt. 11-2-13 in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. City Divn. Moga and the same has been taken on record.

In the  proceeding dated 29-1-2013, representative of PSPCL was directed to supply consumption chart of the consumer for last three years, copy of MCO & ME checking report. The present connected load of the consumer be also got checked and submit the report on the next date of hearing . Representative of PSPCL has submitted copy of MCO, ME Lab Report, Consumption chart and checking report dated 11-9-12 carried out after the alleged dispute, which has been taken on record.  One copy of the same has been handed over to the PR.

3. On 26.2.2013, PR contended that applicant consumer is having sanctioned load of 14.860 KW for domestic purpose, whereas load checked at present was only 9.446 KW at site on 11/9/2012 after the alleged period of dispute.  

That meter reader recorded reading on 13-9-2011 as 55789 and after that when we noticed that meter showing abnormal reading, we challenge the meter by depositing Rs. 450/- on 03-10-2011.

The meter was checked in ME Lab. on 1-12-2011 and found all the seals intact but  the charges  were intimated on 9-8-2012 after 8 months from the ME Lab.  checking report. It is very much strange that in ME Lab meter was shown burnt /N.V. , hence the report of the ME Lab is doubtful because how the working of burnt meter report can be given. 

That consumption pattern of the petitioner for the last 5 years attached with petition as annexure-B showing no variation what so ever.  That after the change of meter  on 5-10-2011 the consumption pattern is  the same as recorded  in the previous/corresponding period.  The consumption of 8/2012 has been wrongly shown as 3544 units whereas bill was served for 1914 unit. 

That ZDSC in the decision dated 7-12-2012 observed reading/consumption of June 2010, 2011 & 2012 pertaining to the period 14-3 to 15-5 which is not a peak months of summer .

That average consumption from 2007 to 2012 has no great variation which is  as under :-


2007-08
=
1228 units bi- monthly. 


2008-09
=
1388 –do-  


2009-10
=
1206 –do-


2010-11
=
1345 –do-


2011-12
=
1460 –do-

That it is incorrect &  wrong that  the petitioner with the consent of meter reader has accumulated  consumption of 63370 units (119159-55789).  The petitioner has consumed 39760 units in the last 5 years  which is within the permissible limit , where as it is not possible to conceal  such a huge consumption of 63370 units which was due to software problem in the meter that meter jumped and the meter was removed as burnt/N.V.  

P
Keeping in view the facts explained above the defendants has no right to penalize the petitioner in any way which is beyond the justice, hence the same be withdrawn.

Representative of PSPCL contended that  the meter was checked in the ME  Lab.  on 1-12-11 in the presence of the consumer when the result of the meter was found within permissible limit and  final index of the meter was recorded as 119159.  This is clear case of accumulation of  units and rightly decided by ZDSC 
PR further contended that the statement given by the defendant  is not  correct and beyond rules because he has stated that the reading has been accumulated with the consent of meter readers the question is      what action  against the meter reader has been  taken has not been shown to the court nor meter readers  relevant record has been  put up before the  court for investigation.  Hence the amount is not 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 appellant consumer is having DS category connection bearing Account No. NT-81/0059 with sanctioned load of 14.860 KW running under AEE/Operation South S/D Moga.

The meter reader of the concerned area recorded reading of consumer's meter on dt. 13.9.2011 as 55789 and bill for 2301 units was issued to the consumer which he deposited. During the month of Oct.2011 the consumer noticed that the meter reading have suddenly jumped, so he challenged the meter by depositing Rs. 450/-as meter challange fee vide BA-16 dt. 3.10.2011. The meter was replaced vide MCO No. 147/32 dt. 3.10.11 effected on 5.10.11 at final index reported as NV( not visible)and the new meter was installed outside the premises of the consumer. The replaced meter was sent to ME Lab. Moga vide store challan No. 19 dt. 1.12.11 and was checked for accuracy by Sr.Xen/Enf., Moga. The accuracy of the meter was found within permissible limit and final reading was recorded as 119159 Kwh where as the reason for change of meter in store challan was recorded as challenged, burnt.  As per report of ME lab the Internal Audit Party pointed out  that the consumer be charged with Rs. 377760/- as per final reading of the meter recorded in ME lab. and  consumption of the new meter after deducting  amount already charged. 

PR contended that  applicant consumer is having SL load of 14.860 KW for domestic purpose, whereas load checked at present was only 9.446 KW at site on 11/9/2012 after the alleged period of dispute.  

That meter reader recorded reading on 13-9-2011 as 55789 and after that when we noticed that meter showing abnormal reading, we challenge the meter by depositing Rs. 450/- on 03-10-2011.

The meter was checked in ME Lab. on 1-12-2011 and found all the seals intact but the charges were intimated on 9-8-2012 after 8 months from the ME Lab.  checking report. It is very much strange that in ME Lab meter was shown burnt/ N.V , hence the report of the ME Lab is doubtful because how the working of burnt meter report can be given. 

That consumption pattern of the petitioner for the last 5 years attached with petition as annexure-B showing no variation what so ever.  That after the change of meter on 5-10-2011 the consumption pattern is  the same as recorded  in the previous/corresponding period.  The consumption of 8/2012 has been wrongly shown as 3544 units whereas bill was served for 1914 unit. 

That ZDSC in the decision dated 7-12-2012 observed reading/consumption of June 2010, 2011 & 2012 pertaining to the period 14-3 to 15-5 which is not a peak months of summer .

That average consumption from 2007 to 2012 has no great variation which is  as under :-


2007-08
=
1228 units bi-monthly. 


2008-09
=
1388 –do-  


2009-10
=
1206 –do-


2010-11
=
1345 –do-


2011-12
=
1460 –do-

That it is incorrect & wrong that the petitioner with the consent of meter reader has accumulated consumption of 63370 units (119159-55789).  The petitioner has consumed 39760 units in the last 5 years which is within the permissible limit, where as it is not possible to conceal such a huge consumption of 63370 units which was due to software problem in the meter that meter jumped and the meter was removed as burnt/N.V.  

Keeping in view the facts explained above the defendants has no right to penalize the petitioner in any way which is beyond the justice, hence the same be withdrawn.

Representative of PSPCL contended that  the meter was checked in the ME  Lab.  on 1-12-11 in the presence of the consumer when the result of the meter was found within permissible limit and  final index of the meter was recorded as 119159.  This is clear case of accumulation of  units and rightly decided by ZDSC 

PR further contended that the statement given by the defendant is not correct and beyond rules because he has stated that the reading has been accumulated with the consent of meter readers the question is what action against the meter reader has been taken has not been shown to the court nor meter readers relevant record has been  put up before the  court for investigation.  Hence the amount is not recoverable.
Forum observed that the consumer challenged the working of the meter when he observed that  meter reading have jumped suddenly and deposited the meter challenge fee on dt. 3.10.11 and the meter was replaced vide MCO dt. 3.10.11 effected on 5.10.11 the final index of the meter was recorded as NV on the MCO. The challenged meter was sent to ME lab vide store challan No. 19 dt. 1.12.11, where it was checked by Sr.Xen/Enf. Moga and reported its accuracy within permissible limits and final index of the meter was recorded as 119159 kwh. The reason for change of meter/ detail of checking in store challan was mentioned as challenge/burnt. 
Forum observed that the meter was tested for accuracy in the ME lab and though the ME lab reported its accuracy result within permissible limits and final index of 119159 kwh was noted down in the ME lab whereas initially the consumer challenged the meter noticing jumping of reading and final index was not recorded while replacing the meter because display was not visible and it was mentioned as NV which means that some fumes were generated inside the registering part which blocked its display and defect developed might have disturbed the reading register.
Forum further observed that as per consumption data put up by the respondent the consumption of the petitioner for the year 2009, 2010, 2011 & 2012 is 8626 units, 7199 units, 8052 units and 8806 units respectively. The consumption of about 8800 units in the year 2012 after the replacement of the challenged meter does not show any significant increase in the consumption in comparison to consumption of previous years and all bi-monthly bills of new meter almost matching with corresponding consumption of last year and the consumption after the replacement of meter does not support the claim of accumulation. Further the load of the consumer is same for the last many years. So the allegation of accumulation does not seems to be justified and the reading recorded in ME Lab  is due to the result of some defect in the meter.  Keeping in view the yearly consumption of around 8000 units it seems practically impossible to accumulate consumption of nearly 63000 units which cannot be accumulated in a period of one or two years in view of the consumer's consumption pattern. Hence the amount claimed is not chargeable.

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 appeal is allowed.  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                                            

