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Before Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Co. Limited Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Pune Zone,

925, Kasabapeth Building, IInd flr. Pune-11








          Case No.13/2011

Date:  27/07/2011
In the matter of  



                   - Complainant

Shri. R.L.Lakhawade  


 V/S

M.S.E.D.C.L. Nagarroad Division
                   - Opponent 

Quorum 

                 
     Member/Secretary

 Mr. L.G.Sagajkar


                        Member                               Mr. Suryakant Pathak

1) Shri.R.L.Lakhawade (Petitioner for short) obtained supply of electricity to his floor mill from   Distribution Licensee Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Co. Ltd. (Respondent for short) with consumer No. 170014786760. He submitted application for replacement of stopped meter on dt. 13/10/2010 & 27/10/2010 & 18/11/2010 to respondent but meter was not replaced. He therefore made grievance to the Internal Grievance Redressal Cell (IGRC) on dt.28/02/2011. Before hearing at IGRC the respondent replaced the meter on dt.18/03/2011. The IGRC gave decision that meter was replaced on 18/03/2011 and for delay in replacement meter for 5 months the necessary enquiry be conducted against staff/officer and action should be taken as per MSEDCL rules. The petitioner therefore approached this forum claiming to correct the average bill and for taking action against officers and compensation due to   mental agony.
2) The respondent filed its written statement contending that application was received from petitioner for replacement of meter but due to other works such as recovery of arrears theft campaign, line faults there was delay in replacement of meter. During that period for which meter was stopped, the bill was raised holding the consumption as 760 units which was subsequently corrected holding the consumption as 370 units per months based on the consumption recorded by new meter for Rs. 12,090/- on 07/07/2011 
3) On the date of hearing petitioner’s representative Mr. Rajesh Rambhau Lakhawade was present. He submitted an application in respect of the grievance No. 4/2008 which had already been decided by this forum and the decision given by this forum was confirmed by the learned electricity ombudsman, contending that the said decision be reviewed. So far as the present case is concerned he argued that meter was replaced after constant follow up i.e. after 5 months which caused him harassment and therefore he be paid compensation and action should be initiated against concerned employee. He gave in writing that the complainant does not want to dispute the bill dt.07/07/2011 which has been given for the period for which meter had stopped recording the consumption. 

4) Shri. Pawar, Jr. Engineer, Yerwada section & Shri.Potkule, A.A. Nagarroad S/Dn. were present for respondent. Shri. Pawar Jr. Engr. contended that application was submitted by the petitioner for replacement of meter to sub division office instead of section office therefore the delay was caused in replacing the meter, Shri. Potkule, A.A. submitted that after replacement of meter the average was corrected as per verification report and as per trend of consumption shown by new meter.
5) On rival contentions raised following points arise for consideration     
1) Whether the bill revised by the respondent requires correction.

2) Is petitioner entitled for compensation 

3) Is petitioner illegible for refund of amount in case No. 4/2008
          The points are answered as per final order for reasons given below.
6) Point No. 1 : As per Second proviso to Reg. 15.4 of Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Electricity Supply code and other conditions of supply) Regulations-2005 (MERC ESC Reg 2005), in case of meter stopped recording the consumer will be billed for the period for which the meter has stopped recording, up to maximum period of 3 months based on the average meter consumption for twelve months immediately, preceding the three months prior to the  months in which billing is contemplated. From the calculations it is cleared that according to second proviso to Reg. 15.4 of MERC ESC Reg. 2005 The bill should have been raised for the period for which meter had stopped recording consumption, holding the consumption per months as 635 units but the bill for the said period has been raised holding the monthly consumption as 370 units which is too less than permitted by regulation. By such calculation the consumer has been in fact benefited and no loss has been caused to him, hence this forum does not want to interfere with the amount of bill claimed by the respondent. Further the petitioner has also given in writing that he does not want to dispute the impugned bill. 
7) Point No. 2: The petitioner has not adduced any evidence to show that any harassment was caused to him due to delay caused in replacing the meter which had stopped recording the consumption. During the period for which the meter had stopped recording the consumption the supply to the petitioner premises was not cut off and therefore there was no question of any mental agony. The respondent in this case has claimed the less amount for the electricity consumed by the petitioner than the amount to which it is entitled to as per provision contained in Reg. No. 15.4  of MERC ESC Reg. 2005 . The petitioner did not claim any compensation for the mental agony caused to him due to delay in replacing the meter either from respondent or IGRC , he for the first time claimed in this forum which is not within 60 days from the date of the replacement of meter. Hence in this circumstances the forum holds that there is no substance in the petitioners case for claiming compensation.

8) Point No. 3 :   The petitioner had made grievance No. 4/2008 . The same was disposed by this forum by an order dt.30/06/2008. Against said order the petitioner had preferred an appeal No. 59/2008 to Elect. Ombudsman which was decided by the learned electricity ombudsman by its order dt.06/10/2008. Since the said grievance was already decided by this forum which was confirmed by electricity ombudsman the application dt,18/07/2011 given by the petitioner can not be entertained as the same is barred by the provisions contained in Reg. 6.7 ( c ) & (d) of  Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman) (MERC CGRF Reg. 2006)




ORDER

1) The complaint/grievance and the application dt. 18/07/2010 made by the petitioner are hereby dismissed. 

Mr.L.G.Sagajkar          




Mr.Suryakant Pathak            

Member/Secretary





Member

Date: 27/07/2011
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