HERTE TS foere faamor suet waifes
T THI HaroT 5y
MAHIA\DISCOM FRR AT, ey
22 25 JAN 2018
.56 B S/ T/, ol .84/ R029-2¢/ 30 T - WY <

AT HH .24 (30818-2¢)

fd,
v 2 MIDC g5 forerire
. &R 7. FeeTR

fawe
) SESR! Ea (5) ) TAT AT SRR, foweT usR
Wwﬁgﬁwwqﬂr&n

HE HIATCT, FIRI,

R FESRS SAfTEaT
o.3.fq.fe%. 90
TIFE0T fqsmT-3 ey

‘ HRT:- .87 TN TUS e
i R4 0.1 T, T hem,
3 4. 0. T, gL, ew gew,

HERT T faeqe Fammes amghy
(mﬂwﬁmmwaﬁg#wm)

S X ot T2 008 REfieT ¢.? T TRASER
=gt

—_—

‘ =t U, SRS , STe2ed, TTeh AR a1 B, ey wetter ot 7
X( /vt e st o

J,V&
/%&\\\\




et e TR A R¢.019-30%9 sy f. 0. 3R.R0RY T el

4t T FRY . 30k3 A 0F0¥RRAY TaR e Al wErA
e e T A1 HETRE e 23,0400 Jri et g el
. g el P e fo. e Aed P Iug0Rgoowcco AR
Continuous to Noncontinuous =1 Tefter Terediel Hieh THht famien 02.20.R0%R
F 32.03.30%3 mma"aﬁﬁmm@ 37T 37T ohell . = e 9OH
gE feieh 2¢.019.0%0 et 2l TR el T qad . T
T Terege ST S % R/ReR™ A CAC K| L L CCIREICL]
o Sreell . Tl 0LAR0%9 Tt aen A AT TG
mmﬁ%ﬁwi&mmﬁmoa.zo.?m 3 37.03.30%3 A1 HCAEIIA
A T, AR AU, ¥ 9¢.00 B TEH S foeoe gEmEtSTa e ST

TS, 37 T ST el 3T, SO A TRt et T e fer . frreaTel

&ﬁ?ﬁaﬁ.ﬂ%aﬂwﬁﬁr%hﬁmmﬂﬁwm e



emmmmrnmang,
-

AR 0,
v\j\.g,‘ 3TE ELECTRIG 2ol
2

# -
’

*u

Commission's Analysis and Ruling
The Petitioners applied for a change in the tariff to that applicable
for Non-Continuous supply in September-October 3023 MSEDCL
effect the change but only several months later, after approval by
its Head Office. The dispute before the EO, Mumbai was
regarding the date of applicability of the new tariff category. In
his Order dated 3 December, 20%% the EO directed MSEDCL. to

"Change the tariff category of the appellants from
Continuous (HT-I-C)to Non-Continuous (HT-I-N) with effect
from December 3093 and refund the differential amount collected
from the Appellants by adjusting in their bills within the period of
two months from the receipt of this order."

Instead of implementing the EO's Order within the stipulated
time. MSEDCL challenged it in WP No.¥%8&w/3084 in the Bombay
High Court . The High Court disposed of the matter on
\9, September, 024 citing the pendency of MSEDCL's Review
Petition in Case No.R¥ of 202y before the Commission, with
liberty to approach it afresh thereafter. The Commission has since
issued its Order in Case {¥ of 3084 ong] August, 3025

The Commission directs MSEDCL to comply with the E.O.
Mumbai's Order within a month including payment of applicable
interest for the delay.
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