PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION. LTD.

               CONSUMERS GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM

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

Case No. CG- 19 of 2010

Instituted on :  
Closed on : 
Nahar Sugar & Allied Ind. Ltd. Amloh                 

 Appellant


Name of OP Division:          Amloh
A/C No. 

Through

Sh. R.K. Grover, PC        

V/S

Punjab State Power Corporation  Ltd.


Respondent

Through
Er.Balwant Kumar,ASE/Op.
BRIEF HISTORY
The appellant consumer has a domestic connection with Account No.     with Sanctioned Load        KW under Operation Sub Division,          under Operation Division        . On his request dated         his meter was checked ( as supply being defective) and found block of meter is burnt. After deposit of requisite charges his meter was replaced vide MCO No. 15/63830 on 16.12.09. The computer raised the bill @2700 units on the basis of previous year consumption and charged Rs.13,880/-. The consumer challenged the amount in DDSC by depositing 50% of the amount and DDSC in its 

meeting dated           decided that  the  amount  is chargeable. 
Not satisfied with the decision of DDSC, appellant consumer filed an appeal in the forum.

Forum heard this case on 10.3.2011, 30.3.2011, 28.4.2011, , and finally on 3.5.2011when the case was closed for passing of speaking orders.

Proceedings:          

1.     On 10.3.2011, PC submitted Power of Attorney in his favour duly signed by Sr.Manager of firm and the same was taken on record. 

ASE/Op. vide his memo No. Nil dated Nil  has authorised Sh. Ajaib Singh, RA to appear before  the Forum and the same was taken on record.

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, Representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. Amloh and the same was taken on record and in which he intimated that their reply may be treated as their written arguments.

Sh. Raman Kumar Grover submitted Vakalatnama in his favour duly signed by the authorised signatory of M/S Nahar Sugar & Allied Ind. and the same was taken on record.

PC submitted four copies of  rejoinder along-with written arguments and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the representative of PSPCL.

 3.    On 28.4.2011, ASE/Op. Division, Amloh  has sent a letter in which he has informed that he is unable to attend the proceeding today due to sudden death of his father-in- law and requested for adjournment.

Secretrary/Forum is directed to send  a copy of the proceeding to the petitioner.

4.   On 3.5.2011, ASE/Op. Amloh contended that the decision of ZDSC dated 15.11.2010 is quite descriptive and detailed and my oral discussions be treated as per the contents of decision of  ZDSC and the amount charged to the consumer is recoverable.

Petitioner contended that we have already submitted our written statements and written arguments in detail  explaining  and refuting the charges leveled against the firm with regard to load surcharge. The grounds of refutation has already been submitted however,  as an oral arguments, the views are submitted as under:

1. That there are three sources of supply i.e. PSEB supply, DG set Supply and TG set supply, for the sugar plant. Sugar Plant load can only be fed with two no. TG set of 3125 KVA each.  Sugar manufacturing is a continuous process industry. DG set supply is kept as stand by when the supply to Graining station is disturbed  by any fault in TG set. PSEB supply  is mainly used for residential colony, tube well, ETP, workshop, welding sets and lighting. At the most PSEB load is fed from the DG set in case of non availability of PSEB supply. For  these three different sources of supply, provision of change over switch is a necessity.

2.
 Since the release of our connection in 1994, no checking agency has ever pointed out that change over switches requires sealing by PSEB. 5 no. checking reports of Enforcement officers are enclosed (copy handed over to representative of PSPCL.) 

3. We cannot think of  running of sugar mill load of about 5 MW from PSEB supply as there is a lot of danger and risk in providing extra loop for the same and it may damage our system totally. As the PSEB 

transformer capacity is only of 750 KVA, the huge load of sugar plant can  never be put on the PSEB supply, nor it is possible at all.

4. Checking report of Enforcement staff dated 28.2.2004 and 5-6.5.2004 alleges that as change over switch has not been sealed by PSEB, so they are in the sole control of the consumer. It is submitted that change over switches has not been sealed even till date and we never objected to  the sealing of change over switches, which employs that sealing of these change over switches is not necessary.

On asking by the Forum to ASE/Op. Amloh, whether these change over switches  are sealed till date. To which ASE/Op. confirmed that these Change Over Switches has not been sealed till date. 

ASE/Op. submitted that these Change Over Switches are required to be sealed by the SE/Enf. and SE/Op. as per instructions of the Board. 

On asking by the forum to ASE/Op. Amloh whether SE/Enf. and SE/Op. has  ever been requested to seal these change over switches. ASE/Op, confirmed that SE/Enf. and SE/Op. has never been  requested to seal these change over switches. 

On asking by the Forum to ASE/Op. Amloh that whether sealing of these change over switches are necessary. ASE/Op. offers no comments.   

5.  TG Set no.3 of 3750 KVA was solely sanctioned for the induction furnace in 2002 and its panel is not in any way connected with the other Two TG sets or any other panel and also with the PSEB supply. Its panel is directly connected with the 2500 KVA transformer which steps up the supply of 415 volt to 11 KV and it is further transmitted by 11 KV over head line of about 1 KM to the induction furnace area. It is pertinent to mention here that in this area there is no PSEB supply available. So alleging of load surcharge for TG set no. 03 is totally wrong and  illegal.

On asking by the Forum to ASE/Op. Amloh whether the panel of TG set No. 3  is connected to TG-I, TG-II and PSEB  in any way.

ASE/Op. Amloh confirmed that panel of TG Set No.3 is not connected to TG-I,TG-II & PSEB  in any way.

6. It is not at all possible to run the sugar plant of about  5 MW load from PSEB supply so the load surcharge levied on us is totally arbitrary as till to day our plant is running in the same manner as it was running in 2004 and no checking agency after 2004 has pointed out regarding mixing of supplies of TG sets and PSEB.

On asking by the Forum to petitioner regarding his request dated 30.3.2011 for cross examination of officers of checking agencies (Enforcement), Petitioner submitted that since all officers who conducted the checking have retired so our request dated 30.3.2011 may be treated as withdrawn and he has submitted the same in writing also.

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:-

1. The appellant consumer has a domestic connection with Account No. PC-26/1053 with Sanctioned Load 8.58KW in Operation Sub Division Phillaur under DS Division Goraya.

2. On the request of the consumer on 11.12.2009 to SDO Phillaur, his meter was checked by Sh. Resham Singh, JE who reported the meter block as burnt. The meter was replaced vide MCO No. 15/63830 dated 11.12.2009 on 16.12.2009 as per MCO ( Means correct meter was installed on 16.12.2009) & reading of defective dismantled meter shown  as 14266 units.

3. Forum observed that as per previous bill dated 25.2.2009, the reading recorded on 26.11.2009 of the previous meter is 14260 kwh & meter status is OK.

4. The new installed meter recorded 285 units from 16.12.09    ( i.e. date of effection of MCO) to 26.1.10 ( date of bimonthly reading) so the period the old meter remain defective is from 26.11.09 to 16.12.09(21 days), but the computer has charged @2711 units for 60 days on the basis of consumption  of previous year.

5. Forum observed that as per rules consumer may be charged for the period, the defective meter remain installed at the consumer premises which in this case  is. from 26.11.09 to 16.12.09 and chargeable units are  @ 2700 units  x 21 = 945 

                                                                  60

       
      units plus 285 units recorded by the new meter from   

              16.12.09to26.1.2010.   
              Thus  consumer  may be charged for ( 945 + 285) = 1230     

              units instead of 2700 units.

 Decision:-

Keeping in view  the petition written arguments oral discussions after hearing both the parties, verifying the record produced and above observation. Forum decides that the consumer should be charged for 1230 units instead of 2700 units for the Bill issued on 22.2.10. Forum further decided that the amount if any recoverable/refundable from/to the appellant consumer be recovered/refunded along with interest/surcharge as per instructions of the PSEB/PSPCL.

(CA Rakesh Puri)          ( Post Vacant)                 ( Er. Satpal Mangla )

 CAO/Member                   Member/Independent      CE/Chairman                                            

