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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED        

        FORUM FOR REDRESSAL OF GRIEVANCES OF CONSUMERS      

    P-1 WHITE HOUSE, RAJPURA COLONY ROAD, PATIALA

Case No. CG- 51 of 10
Instituted on 19.10.10

Closed on 13.12.10

Sh. Prem Singh Sethi, H. No. 116, Harinder Nagar,  Patiala                                                                         

                                                                                                 Appellant
Name of DS Division: Commercial, Patiala
A/c No. FA-32/376
Through 

Sh. Prem Singh Sethi, Petitioner
V/s 
PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LTD.
          Respondent
Through 

Er. Sanjeev Sood, ASE/Commercial, Patiala
Er. Satish Kumar Gupta, AE
1.0 : BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is running an electric connection under Domestic Supply category in the name of Sh. Prem Singh Sethi, H. No. 116, Harinder Nagar, Patiala with sanctioned load of 3KW.   
The bill for 5/08 was issued to the appellant consumer for 2138 units. The appellant consumer submitted an application stating therein that his meter has jumped and deposited Rs. 450/- on 2.5.08 as meter challenge fee. The meter of appellant consumer was changed on 22.7.08 vide MCO No. 191/76352 dated 2.5.08 and sent to ME Lab vide Challan No. 1 dated 28.7.08. The working of disputed meter was checked in ME Lab and reported the meter as OK.   
On 17.9.08, the appellant consumer requested for adjudication of his case in the DLDSC.

DLDSC heard this case on 21.10.09 and finally on 10.6.10 when it was decided as under:-            

"Before the Committee, Sh. Prem Singh Sethi appeared. In compliance to instructions given in the last meeting, two meters installed in the premises of consumer were checked vide LCR No. 67/1117 and 68/1117 dated 9.5.10. Disputed amount related to A/c No. FA-32/376. As per checking report 67/1117, reading of meter was 7066. Committee examined the consumer's case, consumption data and ME report and decided that contention of consumer that his meter has jumped, is not proved, so the amount charged to the consumer is recoverable."
Not satisfied with the decision of DLDSC, appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum.

Forum heard this case on 19.10.10, 3.11.10, 15.11.10, 29.11.10, 7.12.10 and finally on 13.12.10 when the case was closed for speaking orders.

2.0:
Proceedings of the Forum

i)
On 19.10.10, telephonic message received from Sr. Xen/DS intimating that they have not received the notice of hearing for today. 
Forum directed him to collect the same and submit the reply on the next date of hearing.

ii)
On 3.11.10, Sr. Xen/DS vide his memo No. 1134 dated 27.10.10 authorized Er. Satish Kumar Gupta, AEE/West (Commercial) to appear before the Forum in this case. He submitted reply. One copy thereof was handed over to the petitioner.

iii)
On  15.11.10, PSPCL's representative submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sr. Xen/DS and the same was taken on record.
PSPCL's representative stated that their reply be treated as their written arguments.

Forum directed PSPCL's representative to check the consumption data for the period March 07 to March 10 as has been furnished by the petitioner. He was further directed to submit consumption data till date on the next date of hearing.

Petitioner submitted their written arguments, taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to PSPCL's representative.
iv)
On 29.11.10, CR (Corporation representative) produced the checking report of ME Lab dated 28.7.08.

Forum observed that the same is not legible so the original report be produced before the Forum on the next date of hearing.

v)
On 7.12.10, CR submitted ME report of dated 28.7.08 as per directions of Forum of dated 29.11.10. This report shows that though the report for the working of meter was reported to be OK but possibility of jumping of meter can not be ruled out as pointed out by CR.

Forum directed CR to sort out the differences with the consumer for the excess consumption of 2122 units.

vi)
On 13.12.10, ASE/DS authorized Er. Satish Kumar Gupta, AE/ Commercial to appear before the Forum on his behalf and authority letter was taken on record.
Forum vide its order dated 7.12.10 had directed both the parties to sort out their differences for excess consumption of 2122 units and today both have agreed to the charges and there is no dispute for this consumption now.

Petitioner informed the Forum that disputed amount is for 2138 units and requested that Forum may decide the matter on merits.

The case was closed for speaking orders.
3.0:
Observations of the Forum

After the perusal of petition, reply, proceedings, oral discussions and record made available to the Forum, Forum observed as under:-
a) The appellant consumer challenged the bill of 5/08 issued for 2138 units with the plea that their meter has jumped and deposited Rs. 450/- as meter challenge fee.
b) The disputed meter was changed on 22.7.08 and sent to ME Lab. for testing.

c) ME reported the working of meter as OK.

d) DLDSC heard this case on 10.6.10 and decided that amount charged to the consumer is recoverable.
e) In the petition, the appellant consumer alleged that on 21.4.08, the meter had jumped and bill for a period of 13.3.08 to 13.5.08 was issued for 2138 units (for Rs. 9210). He further contended that bill for the period 13.5.08 to 9.7.08 was issued for Rs. 11,500/- and bill for 9.7.08 to 10.9.08 was issued for Rs. 13,410/-. He informed that on his verbal and written requests, his case was submitted to DLDSC and he was called to appear before the Committee   on 21.10.09 and 10.6.10. He informed that letter of Rs. 11,750/- alongwith a handwritten letter was received by him on 17.9.10 to deposit the bill within seven days. He supplied the consumption data from 2007 onwards and contended that from this, it appears that such a high consumption of 2138 units was never recorded and this was due to jumping of meter.
f) Forum examined the consumption data of the consumer for the years 2005 to Sept. 2010 as supplied by AEE/Comml (West) Patiala and found that consumption of 2138 units was never recorded. Maximum consumption of 1133 was recorded in 9/05. During oral discussions on 7.12.10, PSPCL's representative stated that although the report for the working of meter has been reported to be OK but possibility of jumping of meter can not be ruled out. The contention of consumer that meter had jumped appears to be correct. Moreover, PSPCL's representative during oral discussions on 7.12.10 opined that possibility of jumping of meter cannot be ruled out. In view of the above position, Forum feels that it would be fair and appropriate to revise the disputed bill of consumer for 5/08 on the basis of consumption of corresponding month of preceding year 2007 or succeeding year 2009 (higher of the two may be taken to revise the bill for 5/08).
Decision
Keeping in view the petition, reply, written arguments, oral discussions, and after hearing both PC and PO, verifying the record produced by both the parties and observations of Forum, Forum decides to revise disputed bill of consumer for 5/08 on the basis of consumption of corresponding month of preceding year 2007 or succeeding year 2009 (higher of the two may be taken to revise the bill for 5/08). Forum further decides that amount if any, recoverable/refundable from/to consumer be recovered/refunded alongwith interest/surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.

(CA Rakesh Puri)           (CS A. J. Dhamija)
              (Er. K.K. Kaul)

 CAO/Member

  Member (Independent)
     CE/Chairman
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