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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- 30 of 2011
Instituted on 18.3.2011

Closed on 16.6.2011
Smt.Shakuntla Arora W/O Sh.Jind Lal Arora, Village Mansoorwal Dona, Near Urban Estate, Kapurthala.                                  Petitioner
Name of DS Division: Sub-Urban Divn.Kapurthala
A/c No. GC-23/67
Through 

Sh.Krishan Kumar, PR
                                      V/s 
PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LTD.
     Respondent                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  Through 

Er. Avrinder Singh, ASE/OP, Divn., Sub-Urban,Kapurthala.                                                         

1.0 : BRIEF HISTORY

The appellant consumer is having a domestic connection A/c No. GC-23/67 in the name of Smt. Shakuntla Arora W/O Sh.Jind Lal Arora, Village Mansoorwal Dona, Near Urban Estate, Kapurthala. The sanctioned load of the consumer was 12.12KW which was extended by the consumer to 29.02KW on 28/8/09.
That the JE concerned at the time of taking readings of the petitioner meter reported that the meter of the consumer may be replaced with electronic meter because the load of the consumer was above 20KW.

That as per the report of JE concerned the meter of the consumer was replaced with electronic meter vide MCO No.53/81062 dt.12.11.2009. The removed meter was sent to ME Lab for testing on 8.4.2010 where Enforcement Wing alongwith ME staff checked the meter and found the meter dead stop. As per report of ME Lab, the account of the consumer was overhauled by the Audit Party for the period 7/09 to 11/09 & the consumer was asked to deposit Rs.56,291/-.
The consumer deposited 20% of the disputed amount and filed the case in CDSC.

CDSC heard this case on 15.10.10 and decided that the amount charged on a/c of audit from the consumer for the months of 8/09 to 11/09 is correct and chargeable and the average of 1069 units charged for the month of 7/09 is not recoverable. The account of the consumer be overhauled accordingly.:-   
Not satisfied with the decision of the CDSC, the appellant consumer filed an appeal before the Forum and the Forum heard this case on 6.4.2011, 4.5.2011,24.5.2011 and finally on 16.6.2011, when the case was closed for speaking orders
2.0: Proceedings of the Forum:

i) On 6.4.2011, no one appeared from PSPCL side, Forum informed the Chief Engineer/Op. North regarding non appearance of concerned Sr.Xen/Op. before the Forum.

Sh. K.K. Sharma submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Smt. Shakuntla Arora, and the same was taken on record.

Secretary/ Forum was directed to send the copy of the proceeding to the concerned Sr.Xen/Op.Suburban Kapurthala with copy to Chief Enginer/North, Jalandhar.

ii) On 4.5.2011, representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter dated Nil in his favour duly signed by Sr.Xen/Op. and the same was taken on record.
Representative of PSPCL submitted four copies of reply and the same was taken on record. One copy thereof was handed over to the PR.

iii) On 24.5.2011, representative of PSPCL submitted authority letter  in his favour duly signed by ASE/Op. Suburban Divn. Kapurthala vide Memo No. 5216 dt. 23.5.2011 and the same was taken on record.
Representative of PSPCL stated that the reply submitted on 4.5.2011 may be treated as their written arguments.

PR submitted four copies of the written arguments and the same was taken on record. One coy thereof was handed over to the representative of PSPCL.
iv) On 16.6.2011, PR contended that  the meter of the consumer was replaced in her absence. The meter was not packed and sealed in the presence of consumer or her authorized representative.  No notice was received regarding checking of the removed meter in the ME Lab. Neither the consumer nor her authorized representative was present in the ME Lab. 
at the time of checking of meter. No consent was given by the consumer or her representative to check the meter in ME Lab. in their absence. No show cause notice was issued to the consumer before raising the demand. As such the demand raised by the PSPCL is illegal. As such the amount is not chargeable and prayed for refund the same.

Representative of PSPCL contended that as per instructions of PSPCL, all  electro mechanical meters are to be replaced with electronic meters especially for consumer having load more than 20 KW. All three phase meters are sealed and packed at site as the same are to be checked by the Enforcement wing in ME Lab. He further stated that notice was not required as the representative of consumer had already given the consent regarding checking of meter by the Enforcement in the ME Lab.  He further contended that there is no provision for giving a show cause notice before the notice for demand is raised, as the calculated amount is as per checking of meter in the ME Lab. and  as per rules and regulation about charging the amount wherever there is short assessment. The amount charged is as per the instructions and is chargeable because there is substantial fall in consumption during the period for which the amount has been charged. The said amount was charged to the consumer  as per half margin issued by the audit party.

PR further contended that the meter was in running condition till the date of replacement of meter. The code shown in the bills was OK. He further contended that in the undertaking of the representative of the consumer in the subject it has been intimated that defective/burnt meter shall be got tested in the ME Lab. How the department can declared the meter defective/burnt before checking. 

Representative of PSPCL contended that it has already been made clear that meter was declared dead by the Enforcement wing after checking in the ME Lab. There is no such equipment  available with the meter reader in which he may declare the meter dead or running slow. 

Both the parties have nothing more to say and submit.

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, Forum observed as under:-
i) The meter of the consumer was replaced with electronic meter vide MCO No.53/81062 dt.12.11.09 as the load of the consumer was above 20KW. As per consumption chart of year 2009, meter was not dead stop whereas in ME Testing Lab, it was found to be dead stop. 
ii) Consumption recorded during 8/2009 to 11/2009 has been observed as on the lower side as compared to the consumption recorded during 09/2008 and 11/2008. The appellant consumer extended her load on 28/8/09, which indicates that the meter was not recording the correct consumption during the said period. The consumption recorded during the period 8/2010 to 11/2010 was 9908 units
  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 account of the consumer be overhauled for the period 8/09 to 11/09 period based on the consumption of 8/ 2010 to 11/2010.

         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 Parveen Singla)       (K.S. Grewal)                     ( Er.C.L. Verma )

  CAO/Member                    Member/Independent        CE/Chairman                   

CG-30 of 2011

