Case No.CG-56 of 2011 (26.5.2011)  Malwa Industries, Jagraon.

            PROCEEDINGS

PRESENT:

PETITIONER SIDE: Sh. Amarjit Singh,PR

PSPCL SIDE:    Er. Gurpreet Mohinder Singh Sidhu, Sr.Xen/Op. Jagraon.         

PR submitted authority letter in his favour duly signed by Sh. Surinder Singh, Prop. M/S Malwa Industries, Jagraon which was taken on record.

PR contended that he has a MS connection under Suburban S/D Jagraon  with sanctioned load of  93.91 KW and he has been charged with PLV/WOD violation and he has no knowledge of this instructions and he has not been got noted by any official of PSPCL regarding this instruction so the amount charged is wrong and illegal. PR requested for refund of the same. 

Sr.Xen/op. contended that this case was decided by DDSC on dated 8.7.2010 and committee decided that the amount is chargeable to the consumer. He further stated that consumer was informed of the instructions of PLV/WOD by JE concerned on phone. Hence the amount is chargeable.

Forum observed that:
i)
The appellant consumer is having a MS connection with Account No. MS 24/33, S.L.=93.91 KW in the name of M/S Malwa Industries for manufacturing of Plastic Sheets under SDO/Op. Suburban S/D Jagraon/Op. Divn. Jagraon.

ii)
ASE/MMTS, Zirakpur down loaded the data of the consumer on 6.2.2009 and intimated to SDO/Op. Suburban S/D Jagraon vide his memo No. 66/68 dated 12.2.09 to charge Rs.17,248/- on account of WOD violations.

iii)
SDO/Op. Suburban issued notice No. 212 dated 9.3.09 to the consumer for depositing Rs.17,248/- on account of MMTS report dated 6.2.09, which the consumer challenged in DDSC.

iv)
Sr.Xen/Op.Jagraon allowed the case in DDSC vide his office Memo No. 1817 dt. 26.3.09. The petitioner deposited Rs.3450/- vide R.No.18 dated 8.4.09 on account of 20% of disputed amount.

v )
DDSC decided the case on 8.7.2010 against the petitioner. As per decision, the petitioner contended that  he never knew about the instructions of WOD & it has never been got noted from him. Also as per decision, consumer attended the meeting but the consumer contended in the petition that he was never called in the meeting of 8.7.2010 of DDSC and also he was not issued any notice by AEE/Suburban, Jagraon for attending the meeting of DDSC on 8.7.2010.

vi)
Petitioner contended in the petition that the amount of penalty of Rs.17248/- has cleverly been recovered from him by charging in the monthly bill of 5/09 while his case was still to be decided by DDSC & further no credit of Rs.3450/- ( deposited on account of 20% of disputed amount) has been given.

· On being asked by the Forum from Sr.Xen/op. Jagraon whether instructions of WOD were got noted from the consumer.

Sr.Xen/Op. is unable to produce any record in respect of this.

· On being asked by the Forum from Sr.Xen/Op. Jagraon whether the consumer has violated PLV/WOD prior to this DDL or after this DDL.

Sr.Xen/op. stated that DDL of MS consumer is usually being not done, but as per his knowledge consumer has not deposited any amount prior or after DDL of dated 6.2.2009 on account of PLV/WOD violation.

· On being asked by the Forum from Sr.Xen/Op. Jagraon, whether any notice was issued to the consumer regarding decision of DDSC.

Sr.Xen/Op. stated that consumer was informed about the decision vide AEE/Suburban Memo No. 410 dated 29.3.2011. 

· On being asked by the Forum from Sr.Xen/Op. Memo No. 410 dt. 29.3.11 of SDO/Op. Suburban Jagraon, indicates that disputed amount has already been recovered through regular energy bill payable by 8.6.09, while the case was decided on 8.7.10 by DDSC.

Sr.Xen/Op. stated that it is due to shortage of staff in Suburban

 S/D and also to some extent negligence on the part of 

Revenue Wing.

· On being asked by the Forum from Sr.Xen/Op. Jagraon why Rs.3450/- deposited on account of 20% of disputed amount were not adjusted while recovering  amount of Rs.17248/-.

Sr.Xen/Op. stated that it is due to shortage of staff in Suburban

 S/D and also to some extent negligence on the part of

 Revenue Wing.

Keeping in view the above discussions and record made available Forum decides that Rs.17248/- is not recoverable from the consumer. 
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