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PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG-16 of 2011

Instituted on :  23.02.11

Closed on 22.06.2011

M/S Impact Agencies Pvt. Ltd. G.T.Road, Bye Pass, Sherpur Chowk, Ludhiana.


                 

 

Appellant

Name of OP Division:        Agar Nagar Division, Ludhiana
A/C No. CS01/0383L
Through

Sh. Naveen Bhakoo, PR

V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation  Ltd.


Respondent

Through

Er. Pardeep Gupta,AEE/Op. Agar Nagar Divn. Ludhiana.
BRIEF HISTORY

i) 
The appellant consumer is having electric connection bearing  A/C No. CS-01/0383L with sanctioned load of 18.70 KW in the name of M/S Impact Agencies Pvt. Ltd. G.T., Bye Pass, Sherpur Chowk, Ludhiana.
ii)
The bill dated 17.9.10 send to the consumer includes an amount of Rs.1,64.981/-  on account of average for the period 7/08 to 5/2010 based on the corresponding consumption for the period 7/2009 to 05/2008 as pointed out by the Internal Audit Department of PSPCL.
iii)
The bill shows 'D' code during the month of Sep.2009. Meter was replaced vide MCO No. M/09/13937 dt. 3.12.09 and effected on 17.12.09. 

iv)
The consumer extended its load from 18.70 KW to 39.70 KW during 9/2010. The consumer deposited 20% of the disputed amount and filed the case in CDSC.

CDSC decided the case on 20.12.2010. Decision of the CDSC is reproduced below:-

"The account of the consumer for the period 7/08 to 5/10 was overhauled due to defective meter and consumer was asked to deposit Rs.1,64,981/- as average charges. The consumer submitted petition and stated that the supply from the existing connection is being used by M/S Impact Bajaj, Authorised Dealer of Bajaj Auto Limited. The representative of the consumer pointed out that due to shifting of office of their company along with other allied staff to Sherpur Chowk alongwith electric appliances like ACs, Computers, Printers, Fax etc. the consumer for disputed meter was reduced. He further stated that as per the Electricity Act- 2003 their account cannot be overhauled for two years especially when the consumer if paying the energy bills regularly as raised by the department. The consumer further mentioned that the account should have been overhauled for a period of six months period preceding the defect.
Sr.Xen. in his reply has intimated that consumer never intimated about the shifting of office and reduction in load. He also made clear that account has been overhauled for the defective period of the meter. Keeping in view, the  consumption recorded with the meter before the meter became defective.

Sh. Naveen Bhalla AGM finance of the firm appeared before the Committee and average charges levied for defective period of meter were explained to him by the PO. The meter of the consumer is defective from 7/08 onward which is very much evident from the consumption data, as abnormally low consumption has been reported for the period 7/08 to 5/10. the committee also noticed that after the replacement of meter the consumption of the consumer was recorded at the same level/magnitude which was before 7/08 which also proved that meter of the consumer was defective from 7/08 to the date of replacement of meter in 5/10. However, the committee observed that the Meter Reader did not report 'D" code which is meant for defect in Lab. meter although the consumption was considerably low from 7/08 onward. Therefore, after detailed deliberations, the committee came to the unanimous conclusion that amount charged to the consumer for defective period of the meter is in order and recoverable."
v)
The consumer is pleading that he has three show rooms at Sherpur Chowk, Ferozepur Road and at Rai Kot. The office of their MD alongwith allied staff keeps on shifting between branch office     Ferozepur Road to Head office Sherpur Chowk.
Not satisfied with the decision of CDSC, appellant consumer filed an appeal in the forum.

Forum heard this case on 10.3.2011, 30.3.2011, 27.4.2011,18.5.2011 and finally on 22.6.11 when the case was closed for  speaking orders.

Proceedings:   
1.  On 10.3.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of the reply and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

2.  On 30.3.2011, PR submitted power of attorney duly signed by Director of  M/S Impact Agencies Pvt. Ltd. Ldh. and the same was taken on record.

PR submitted four copies of the written arguments  one copy thereof was handed over to the representative of PSPCL.

Representative of PSPCL stated that their reply may be treated as their written arguments.

3.   On 27.4.2011 PR contended that :-

1. He has three show rooms at Sherpur Chowk, Ferozepur Road  & at  Rai Kot and their administrative office and Directors office shifts during the period. 

2. As per para -5 of PSEB reply dated 10.3.11 PSEB admitted that meter reader did not report  D code, although the consumption was considerable low from July,2008. It clearly shows that there was no error in the Meter. 

3. As per clause 70.4.3 of Elecy.  Supply Regulations, if  error was upto 20%, then over hauling of account shall be carried out for a maximum period of 6 months proceeding the billing month of detection of defect/error in the meter. 

4. Calculations are only paper calculations and have no technical support.

5. He has not been provided with any ME Lab. test report. 

CR contended that  this is a commercial connection  having authorized dealer ship of Bajaj Auto which runs through out the year. There was abnormal low consumption recorded  for the period 7/2008 upto the date of replacement of meter (Jan.2010). The consumption of the consumer before the defect in the meter i.e. 7/08 and after the replacement of meter was almost same. So the only fall in the consumption has been observed in the period which has been overhauled. 

Forum directs Sr. Xen/Op. Aggar Nagar to produce the following record on the next date of hearing i.e. on 18.5.2011:

1. Original ECR of the official who declared the meter defective at site.

2. Copy of the original MCO vide which the meter was replaced.

3. Original copy of notice issued to consumer for joint checking in the ME Lab./whether the consumer was associated in Joint checking in ME Lab.

4. Original copy of challan vide which meter was taken to ME lab. and copy of report of ME Lab. vide which meter was accepted in ME Lab. 

5. Original meter reading record of the consumer for the period March, 2008  to March, 2011. 

Forum further directs Sr.Xen/Op. Aggar Nagar to submit reply of the following points and name of official ( if any ) responsible for it.

i) Why supplementary bill was not issued for such a heavy amount of Rs. 1,87,180/-

ii) Under what regulation consumer account has been overhauled for more than six months.

iii) Regarding custody of the meter removed from site of consumer till date.

4.  On 18.5.2011, Representative of PSPCL submitted three copies of the reply to the points raised in the proceeding of the Forum dated 27.4.2011 and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the Petitioner. 

As these documents requires study by the Forum so the case was adjourned to 22.6.2011.

Sr.Xen/Op. Aggar Nagar Ludhiana directed to appear in person for oral discussions on 22.6.2011

5.  On 22.6.2011, PR contended that  as per Internal audit report half margin No.11 dt. 21.7.10 our account has been charged for arrear amount of two years i.e. from July2008 to May,2010 by taking average consumption of May,2007 to May,2008. Our humble request is that as per the record produced by PSPCL our meter, our account shows D Code in Sep.2009 bill and then meter was changed. Our account should be charged only for that specific period from 21.9.09 to 21.11.09. 

He further stated that in the last hearing dated 27.4.2011 the Forum directs Sr.Xen/Op. A.N. to submit the reply of the following points:-                                     

i) Why supplementary bill was not issued for such a heavy amount of Rs. 1,87,180/-

ii) Under what regulation consumer account has been overhauled for more than six months.

iii) Regarding custody of the meter removed from site of consumer till date.

Our account should be charged on actual facts regardless paper calculations.

Representation of PSPCL contended that the meter was defective as per key exception report during 11/09. As per ME report also, the meter was declared as dead with respect to reading whereas meter pulse was working. The audit party overhauled the account of consumer for the period 7/08 to 5/10. It is submitted that there is abnormal low consumption recorded during this period. The consumption of the consumer before the period of overhauling and after the replacement of meter is almost same. The month wise  consumption recorded during the year 2011 is as under:-


Jan.2011 - 2052 units


Feb.2011- 1988 units


March,11, 2216 units


April,2011, 1916 units


May,2011, 2108 units


June,2011, 2990 units

This was commercial show room which runs throughout the year. Therefore, the fall in consumption during the period 7/08 to 5/10  has been overhauled, as per consumption recorded in the previous year i.e. 7/07 to 5/10. As told by the consumer that they have shifted their administrative office during this period of low consumption seems to be incorrect as no documentary proof or no prior intimation has been given to the PSPCL. 

PR contended that as per PSPCL prior intimation/prior notice was not given by the customer before partial shifting of its office. It is respectfully submitted  that there was no remarks on the back side of the bill or in any other ruling of PSPCL wherever it is directed to the customer to inform to PSPCL before shifting of this office if there is any clause/remarks we want to know the clause from  PSPCL. 

It is again respectfully submitted that we have extended our electric load from 18.70 KW to 39.70 KW in the month of Sep.2010. We again want to bring to your kind notice that we cannot compare the new data with the old data as it is for 39.70 KW instead of 18.70KW. We have not received  ME Lab. test report from PSPCL side we have also not received any supplementary  bill after ME Lab. test report of PSPCL.

Representative of PSPCL contended that the account of the consumer has been charged/ overhauled on the basis of previous year consumption when the load was 18.70KW and not on the basis of future consumption enhanced load. 

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit so the case was closed for 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:-

i) 
The appellant consumer is having electric connection A/C. No. CS-01/0383L with sanctioned load of 18.70 KW in the name of M/S Impact Agencies Pvt. Ltd. G.T. Road , Bye Pass, Sherpur Chowk, Ludhiana.

ii)
The bill dated 17.9.10 send to the consumer includes an amount of Rs.164.981 on account of average for the period 7/08 to 5/2010 based on the corresponding consumption for the period 7/2009 to 05/2008 as pointed out by the internal audit department of PSPCL.

iii)
There was substantial fall in the consumption of consumer for the period 7/08 to 5/2010 as compared with the consumption for the period 9/06 to 5/08.
It is observed that consumption recorded during this period (7/08

5/10)  is not actual  but less due to defecting meter. 
iv)
Consumption of the consumer after extension in load from 18.70 KW to 39.70 KW during 9/20100 during the period Jan.2011 to June,2011 varies from 1916 units to 2990 units.

Corresponding consumption based on the consumption of 1/11 to 6/11 on the basis of old load ( 18.70 KW) works out to be 1042 units per month(Av.2212 units x 18.70 KW/39.70 KW).
  Decision:-

Keeping in view  the petition, written arguments, oral discussions, after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced and above observations of the Forum.  Forum decides that the account of the consumer be overhauled for the period from 7/08 to 5/10 by taking 1042 units as average monthly consumption and amount be worked out accordingly.

Forum further decides that balance amount recoverable/refundable if any, be recovered/refunded from/to the consumer along-with interest/ surcharge as per instructions of PSPCL.
(CA Parveen Singla)           (K.S.Grewal)                     (Er. C.L.Verma)

 CAO/Member                Member/Independent           CE/Chairman                                            

Case No16 of 2011

