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RReeff..  NNoo..  MMeemmbbeerr  SSeeccrreettaarryy//MMSSEEDDCCLL//CCGGRRFF//BBNNDDUUZZ//                    DDaattee::      
  
CCaassee  NNoo..  551100                                                                                          HHeeaarriinngg  DDtt..  1155//1100//22001133  

                    
                                                                    

IInn  tthhee  mmaatttteerr  ooff    ffaasstt  mmeetteerr..  
  

Mr. Vipan K. Agrawal        -      Applicant  
      
    VVss..  
  
MM..SS..EE..DD..CC..LL,,    BBhhaanndduupp        --        RReessppoonnddeenntt  
  
PPrreesseenntt  dduurriinngg  tthhee  hheeaarriinngg  
AA  --        OOnn  bbeehhaallff  ooff  CCGGRRFF,,  BBhhaanndduupp  
1)      Shri. S.K. Choudhary, Chairman, CGRF, Bhandup. 
2)      Shri R.M Chavan, Member Secretary, CGRF, Bhandup. 
3)      Dr. Smt. Sabnis, Member, CGRF, Bhandup. 
  
BB  --        OOnn  bbeehhaallff  ooff  AApppplliiccaanntt  
11))      Shri. Vipan K. Agrawal                  - Consumer Representative.    

  
CC  --      OOnn  bbeehhaallff  ooff  RReessppoonnddeenntt  NNoo..  11  
1) Shri. P.S.Shirke, Dy. Executive Engineer, Respondent Pannalal Sub Division.  

 

 

  Shri. Vipan Kumar Agrawal is a single phase Residential consumer 

under Sr. No. 000050182541 at 403, New Usha Nagar CHS., Usha Nagar 

Bhandup (W).  

 As stated by the consumer, he is staying alone in the above 

Residence and having only four electrical gadgets i.e. Tube light, Ceiling Fan, 

Television and small Refrigerator. He is suffering with cancer degases in his 

large intestine. His limited use of electricity could be around 40 to 50  units per 

month. In the month of September 2012 he was billed for 189 units and 

subsequently for 171 and 170 units in the month of October & November 2012. 

so he complainant to the local office where they took the request application for 

change of meter and replace accordingly in December 2012. 
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 The consumer claimed that this new meter is also recording more 

than what he consumed and suspect for its fast running. 

 The consumer submitted the consumption pattern for 20 ½ years 

(i.e. December 1990 to March 2011) when there were four members in the 

house, during which he has consumed 25056 units which revealed merely 103 

units per month. On the contrary from April 2011 to September 2013 when he is 

alone the average monthly consumption came around 152 unit which is too high. 

He reiterated that when he was living with his mother alone from 1988 to 1990 

the consumption was around 35 units per month. Considering these facts he 

requested forum to issue of directives for thorough checking of meter newly 

provided at his premises and accordingly rectification of electric bills. 

           On behalf of Respondent utility Shri. P. S. Shirke Dy., Executive 

Engineer was present to represent the case. He submitted that his staff had 

visited the premises of consumer and all necessary testing had been carried out. 

He produced the meter accuecheck report which showed the result of 01.02% 

which is well - within permissible, limit of error.    

Considering the poor health condition of consumer, Forum asked the utility 

to provide the newly tested standard meter in series with the consumer’s meter 

and compare the consumption recorded by both. 

The respondent accordingly provided the tested series meter on 

17.10.2013 and took the regular daily reading of both meters It was continued for  

12 days, i.e. upto 28/10/2013 and revealed that both meters consumed 43 units 

during the period. Thus this makes it clear that consumers claim about fast meter 

is baseless and stands no more. 

The claim of consumer about fast meter is therefore not maintainable and 

hence rejected. 

ORDER 

As elaborated above, it is much clear that consumer’s meter is working 

within permissible limit of error and hence there is nothing to reduce or rectify the 

bills of the consumer hence prayer for excessive billing is deserved to be and 

hereby rejected. 
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No order as to cost. 

Both the parties should be informed accordingly. 
 

On request of complainant the date of hearing was postponed twice and 
hence time limit of sixty day could not be observed. 

  
  

CCoommpplliiaannccee  sshhoouulldd  bbee  rreeppoorrtteedd  wwiitthhiinn  6600  ddaayyss..  
  
  TThhee  oorrddeerr  iiss  iissssuueedd  uunnddeerr  tthhee  sseeaall  ooff  CCoonnssuummeerr  GGrriieevvaannccee  RReeddrreessssaall  FFoorruumm  
MM..SS..EE..DD..CC..  LLttdd..,,  BBhhaanndduupp  UUrrbbaann  ZZoonnee,,  BBhhaanndduupp  oonn  1155tthh  OOccttoobbeerr  22001133..   
  
NNoottee::  
11))  IIff  CCoonnssuummeerr  iiss  nnoott  ssaattiissffiieedd  wwiitthh  tthhee  ddeecciissiioonn,,  hhee  mmaayy  ffiillee  rreepprreesseennttaattiivvee  wwiitthhiinn  6600  

ddaayyss  ffrroomm  ddaattee  ooff  rreecceeiipptt  ooff  tthhiiss  oorrddeerr  ttoo  tthhee  EElleeccttrriicciittyy  OOmmbbuuddssmmaann  iinn  aattttaacchheedd  
""FFoorrmm  BB""..            

  
  
              AAddddrreessss  ooff  tthhee  OOmmbbuuddssmmaann  
                    TThhee  EElleeccttrriicciittyy  OOmmbbuuddssmmaann,,  
    MMaahhaarraasshhttrraa  EElleeccttrriicciittyy  RReegguullaattoorryy  CCoommmmiissssiioonn,,  
                660066,,  KKeesshhaavv  BBuuiillddiinngg,,  
                      BBaannddrraa  --  KKuurrllaa  CCoommpplleexx,,  BBaannddrraa  ((EE)),,  
                MMuummbbaaii      --  440000  005511  
  

  

  
22))  IIff  uuttiilliittyy  iiss  nnoott  ssaattiissffiieedd  wwiitthh  oorrddeerr,,  iitt  mmaayy  ffiillee  rreepprreesseennttaattiioonn  bbeeffoorree  tthhee  HHoonn..  HHiigghh  
CCoouurrtt  wwiitthhiinn  6600  ddaayyss  ffrroomm  rreecceeiipptt  ooff  tthhee  oorrddeerr..  

  
  
  
  

                                                         

                             
 

 


