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On verification of energy bills pertain to last few iti
years it is observed that we h ith
applicable to consumer on express feeder. e e
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Hence, vide our letter at reference one, it was brought to the kind notice of office of Superintending
Engineer O&M Circle Jalgaon that as per MSEDCL / MERC rules and regulations our supply is NOT from express
feeder but from Non express feeder as few other consumers are also availing the supply from the same feeder
where from we are receiving the electricity supply. {List of few consumers availing the supply from the feeder
wherefrom are receiving the supply is as below...

L. Jain Irrigation system, Bhambhori,
2. Mukund Industries, Bambhori.
3. TC park , Takarkheda

As per case No. 116 of 2008 dated 17th August 2009, there is concept of tariff applicable to consumer on
express feeder and consumer on Non Express feeder.

SOP regulation 2014 which has defined the express feeder and non express feeder. As per this definition since the
supply is also given to some other consumers from this feeder, we should not be considered as getting the supply
from Express feeder.

As such thought our supply is from Non express feeder, we had been charged with tariff applicable to
consumer on express feeder. As such erroneous tariff has been applied from August 2009.

As per condition No.3.4 of Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply Regulations, 2005 ...

3.4.1 The Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover charges for electricity supplied in accordance with
such tariffs as may be fixed from time to time by the Commission.

Similarly as per Section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003 the prices charged by Distribution Licensee for the supply of
electricity by him in pursuance of section 43 shall be in accordance with such tariff fixed from time to time and
condition of his licensee.

Similarly as per provision under section 62 sub section 6 of Electricity Act 2003 If any licensee or a
generating company recovers a price or charge exceeding the tariff determined under this section, the excess
amount shall be recoverable by the person who has paid such price or charge along with interest equivalent to the
bank rate without prejudice to any other liability incurred by the licensee.

However though there is separate tariff for consumer on Express feeder and consumer on NON Express feeder, we
have been charged with tariff applicable to consumer on express feeder,

Since we have been charged with erroneous tariff since the tariff applicable from 1st August 2009, we

made the request to the office of Superintending Engineer O&M Circle, MSEDCL, Jalgaon. Our request was

as below...

1. To refund the excess amount charged by them due to application of wrong tariff. The refund should

be from the period when the concept of Express feeder tariff and Non express tariff first came in
tariff order issued under Case No. 116 of 2008 dated 17th August 2009 .
2. We may please be considered to get interest as per provision of section 62 sub section 6 of electricity
act 2003 on excess amount wrongly been recovered from us.
We made the request to the office of Superintending Engineer Jalgaon Circle, MSEDCL vide our letter dated 18"
June 2018.
As we did not get any response / relief from office of Superintending Engineer Jalgaon Circle, MSEDCL even after
lapse of more than one month period and one billing cycle, we filed an appeal with IGRC office under MSEDCL
Jalgaon Circle. We made an appeal on 14" August 2018 to the office of IGRC MSEDCL Jalgaon Circle.
In-spite of lapse of more than 60 days we have not got any response / relief / order from IGRC, MSEDCL,
Jalgaon circle.
Hence we are filing this appeal with your kind authority. Our submission is as below,.,
1. Though our supply is from NON Express feeder, we have been charged with tariff applicable to consumer
on express feeder. Hence MSEDCL may please be directed to refund the excess amount which they have

wrongly charged to us from the beginning. ( Please see our details submission as above Ji
Qur above request is with reference to

* Condition No.3.4 :- Charges for Electricity Supplied : As per Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply) Regulations, 2005

*  concept of express feeder consumer and not express feeder consumer under the tariff of 2009

* SOP regulation 2014 which has defined the express feeder and non express feeder
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* Section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003 the prices charged by Distribution LicenseTe f.or the sup_ply of
electricity by him in pursuance of section 43 shall be in accordance with such tariff fixed from time to
time and condition of his licensee. o

* Maharashtra Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply Regulation, 2005 condition I\f:o‘
3.4 - Charges for Electricity Supplied Distribution Licensee is authorize‘d to recover cha!rg‘es or
electricity supplied in accordance with tariffs as may be fixed from time to time by the Cgmmmsmn.

* As per Sub section 6 of section 62 of Electricity Act, 2003, if any Iicense.e or a generating compz;\ﬁ
recovers a price or charge exceeding the tariff determined under this SeClIOI'T, the excess‘amount 5 .
be recoverable by the person who has paid such price or charge along with interest equivalent to the
bank rate without prejudice to any other liability incurred by the licensee. L _

e Writ Petion No. 3997 of 2016 — Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution company Limited V/s. Sh.d.pa
Steel & Power Limited and Two other, Hon High court have upheld the decision of Hon Electricity
Ombudsman that consumer is entitled to get refund along with interest for the period more than two

Id. y
We :::rr :Iease be considered to get interest as per provision of section 62 sub section 6 of electricity act

P

2003 on excess amount wrongly been recovered from us.

e 3. We may please be considered to get the cost of filing this appeal . . e
E“.'Q"‘;‘ 4. We may please be allowed to make the changes / correction if any required in our submission a
'\ make additional submission if requires. . PR
:\\ It is our humble request Hon authority to consider our above submission and pass the suitable order in
5. | matter at the earliest.
s THE AT fqavht wurtd f.09.83.0%¢ TS ATeh Greiter a19] Aige:-
v In respect of our connection in the name of M/S FOUNDATION BRAKE MANUFACTURING Put. Ltd. -

Consumer No. 13758900224 1 we have filed an appeal with your kind authority,

In our initial application we have submitted that we have been charged with wrong tariff. As our supply is from Non
Express feeder we should have been charged with tariff applicable to consumers on NON Express feeder.

Though we have been charged with express feeder tariff we had to face power interruptions on many occasion. The
statem.enl indicating that we had to face power interruptions is enclosed herewith along-with proof of electricity duty
paid on generation of electricity during power interruption period.

As such we have been charged with wrong tariff.

In respect of this please consider our additional submission.

The definition of Express feeder as per Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Standards of
Performance of Distribution Licensees, Period for Giving Supply and Determination of Compensation) Regulations, 2014 is
very clear. As per this definition if feeder emanating from Licensees sub-station to con
only this can be considered as express feeder. In our case there are some other co
supply from this feeder. Hence this feeder can-not be treated as express feeder con
been charged with tariff applicable to consumer on NON EXPRESS FEEDER.

As such erroneous tariff have been applied to us, Hence we are re
charged by MSEDCL along-with interest,

Our request is with reference to following provisions.
Section 62 of Electricity Act, 2003. Is related Determination of Tariff,
determine the tariff. It is always the responsibility of the Licensee to im
Commission in true spirit. There is provision under Electricity Act 200
Electricity Act 2003 protecting the rights of the consumer in case the Li
The provision under section 6 of section 62 of Electricity Act 2003 is as
If any licensee or a generating company recovers a price of charges exceeding the tariff determined
under this section, the excess amount shall be recoverable by the person who has paid such price or charges
;Iong-wlth interest equivalent to the bank rate without prejudice to any other liability incurred by the
censee,

nect to a single supply then
nsumers who are getting the
sumer. Hence we should have

questing to get refund of excess amount

As per this section Commission shall
plement the Tariff order issued by the
3 under sub section 6 of section 62 of

censee failed to follow the Tariff order.
below...
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Thus as per sub section 6 of section 62 of Electricity Act 2003 it is very clear that we are entitled to get the
refund of excess amount charged by MSEDCL along-with interest for the period during which tariff have been
wrongly charged to us.

Further to submit that there is NO provision under the Electricity Act 2003 restricting the period for
getting any refund amount. On the contrary section 62 is very clear indicating that consumer is entitled to get
refund ( along-with interest ) for excess amount wrongly charged by the licensee.

Considering this provision we are entitled to get refund along-with interest without any time limitations.
Further to submit that as per Section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003, the prices charged by Distribution Licensee

for the supply of electricity by him in pursuance of section 43 shall be in accordance with such tariff fixed from
time to time and condition of his licensee.

By charging extra amount than what they are entitled, MSEDCL has failed to follow the provision of
Electricity act 2003.

As per Maharashtra Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply Regulation, 2005 condition
No. 3.4 — Charges for Electricity Supplied Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover charges for electricity
supplied in accordance with tariffs as may be fixed from time to time by the Commission.

Thus MSEDCL has failed to follow this condition as they have charged extra / higher amount than what
they are entitled. Thus this is default on the part of MSEDCL to follow MERC directives.

Further as per sub section 4 of section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003 Licensee shall not show undue
preference to any person or class of person or discrimination against any person or class of person. MSEDCL
have charged the tariff of Non express feeder to some consumer on NON Express feeder and express feeder
tariff other consumers. Thus there deiscreation.

Further to submit that in writ Petition No. 3997 of 2016 — Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
company Limited V/s. Shilpa Steel & Power Limited and Two other, Hon High court have upheld the decision of
Hon Electricity Ombudsman - Nagpur that consumer is entitled to get refund along with interest for the period
more than two year old.

Our case is similar to case of Shilpa Steel & Power Limited in respect that we have also been charged with
wrong tariff and extra / higher amount have been recovered from us. Hence considering the decision of Hon
High court, we shall be entitled to get refund along with interest without restricting the refund for two year.

Further to submit that in Appellate Tribunal for Electricity (Appellate Jurisdiction ) in case No. 197 of 2009
has confirmed that Electricity Act is a complete code. Any legal bar or remedy under the act shall manifest
exist in the Act itself. There is no such bar with regard to limitation in the Electricity act. The Hon Supreme
Court has held in a number of decisions that the limitation Act will not apply to the quasi- judicial authorities
like state Regulatory commission. It has further held by Hon'ble Supreme Court that the state authorities
ought not to take such technical plea to defeat the legitimate rights of the consumers. The tariff fixation is
continuous process and is to be adjusted from time to time. Therefore Limitation Act cannot be applied to the

K enforcement of tariff which constitutes a part of regulatory exercise. In this judgment of Hon Tribunal they
B have mentioned the decision of Hon. Supreme Court in Madras port Trust V/s Himanshu International. In this

' decision Hon Supreme court have mentioned that it is unfortunate that a public authority like Port Trust
~ shoul rality and justice, take up such a plea ( Barred by limitation under section 10 mm
W t claim of citizen. It is high time that Government and Public autho; o e

e purpose of defeating mate claim
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Thus in case, any provision under Maharashtra electricity Regulatory Commission ( Consumer Grievance
Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman ) Regulations, 2006 is inconsistent with the provision of Electricity
Act, 2003, the provision under Electricity Act, 2003 should be prevailed. There is provision under section 62 of
Electricity Act 2003 clearly indicating that excess amount shall be recoverable by the person who has paid such
price or charges along-with interest equivalent to the bank rate. Hence this provision should prevail and our
refund should not be limited to two years.

Thus our request is based on

a. Tariff issued by Hon. MERC clearly indicating separate tariff for consumer on express feeder and
consumer on Non Express feeder.

b. Definition of Express feeder as per SOP regulation effective from May 2014,

c. Specific provisions under section 6(62) of Electricity Act 2003 - regarding refund of excess amount wrongly
charged by the licensee - Provision as below..,

ElectricityAct , 2003 Sub Section (6) of Section 62. Determination of tariff.-

If any licensee or a generating company recovers a price or charge exceeding the tariff
determined under this section, the excess amount shall be recoverable by the person who has
paid such price or charge along with interest equivalent to the bank rate without prejudice to any
other liability incurred by the licensee.

(Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006

e. Section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003 indicating that the prices charged by Distribution Licensee for the
supply of electricity by him in pursuance of section 43 shall be in accordance with such tariff fixed from
time to time

ElectricityAct,2003_Section 45. Power to recover charges..-

Subject to the provisions of this section, the prices to be charged by a distribution licensee for the
supply of electricity by him in pursuance of section 43 shall be in accordance with such tariffs
fixed from time-to-time and conditions of his license.

f.  Maharashtra Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply Regulation, 2005 condition No. 3.4 -
as pr this condition Charges for Electricity Supplied Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover charges
for electricity supplied in accordance with tariffs as may be fixed from time to time by the Commission.
3.4 Charges for Electricity Supplied
3.4.1 The Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover charges for electricity supplied
in accordance with such tariffs as may be fixed from time to time by the Commission

g. Section 4 of section 45 of Electricity Act, 2003 — stating that the Licensee shall not show undue preference
to any person or class of person or discrimination against any person or class of person.

Electricity Act, 2003
Sub section 4 of Section 45. Power to recover charges..-
Subject to the provisions of section 62, in fixing charges under this section a distribution licensee

shall not show undue preference to any person or class of persons or discrimination against any
person or class of persons.

h. Hon High court decision in writ Petition No. 3997 of 2016 — Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
company Limited V/s. Shilpa Steel & Power Limited and Two other = Copy enclosed

i.  Appellate Tribunal for Electricity (Appellate Jurisdiction ) in case No. 197 of 2009 — Copy enclosed

j.  Hon.Supreme Court decision in case of Madras port Trust V/s Himanshu International, — Copy enclosed

k. Condition No. 1.4 of Maharashtra electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal
Forum & Electricity Ombudsman ) Regulations, 2006 stating that in case of any inconsistency with these

Regulations, the Standard of performance of Distribution Licensees and Electricity supply code shall
prevail.

Thus provisions under Maharashtra Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply Regulation,

2005, Order passed by Hon Appellate Tribunal - Electricity, Order passed by Hon High Court, Order passed
by Hon Supreme Court,
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Hence we have legitimate right to get refund of amount wrongly recovered from us due to application of wrong
tariff.

Based on our above submission our request to Hon. CGRF is as below...

1. MSEDCL concerned billing authority may please be directed to arrange to Refund the excess amount
along-with interest which they have recovered due to applicability of wrong tariff.

2. As the definition of express tariff is clear as per SOP Regulation effective from May 2014, our refund may
be considered from May 2014 to October 2016. ( From new tariff effective from Nov 2016 there is no
concept of express feeder tariff and Non express feeder tariff. )

3.

To pay the cost of Rs. 5000/- (Five thousand only) for filing the appeal and cost incurred to get the justice
in this matter.
For your reference please find enclosed herewith photo copy of following documents.

1. 4. Hon High court decision in writ Petition No. 3997 of 2016 — Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution

company Limited V/s. Shilpa Steel & Power Limited and Two other

2. 5. Appellate Tribunal for Electricity (Appellate Jurisdiction ) in case No. 197 of 2009 — Copy enclosed

3. 6. Hon. Supreme Court decision in case of Madras port Trust V/s Himanshu International. — Copy enclosed
Submitted for Kind consideration please.

F.000%%% f£.08.2%.308¢ HF TAATE HATIE WEX FHeredl WA ATed W(ACTE A A@ET Herer
L GIGIH

: In respect of our connection in the name of M/S FOUNDATION BRAKE MANUFACTURING Pvt. Ltd. -
-y Consumer No. 137589002241 we have filed an appeal with your kind authority. We have submitted our say in this
,.- matter. Now in response to submission made by MSEDCL please consider our additional submission as below...

Out submission before you is as below...

MSEDCL has taken the reference of letter / Circular under which it is mentioned that consumer should
approach to IRGC within two years from cause of action is the letter written by Superintending Engineer ( TRC ) to
all the Chief Engineer and Superintending Engineer of MSEDCL. This letter communicating that Maharashtra
Electricity Regulatory Commission ( Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations,
2006, section 3.3 provides for publishing of rules and procedure for Redressal of Grievances by every Licensee.

Further it is communicated that “ As per approval accorded by the competent authority updated Rules &
Procedure for Redressal of grievance is enclosed herewith and same is uploaded on MSEDCL website.

At the Preamble of this Rules and Procedure it is mentioned that as provided under MERC ( Consumer
Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006 MSEDCL has established Consumer
Grievance Redressal Forums at all zonal level. Such Forum shall follow the Principles of Natural Justice inter-alia
includes the following i) It shall Protect the interest of consumers. ii) It shall facilitate and expedite the Redressal of
grievances.

However under the point No. 1 of this Rules and procedure under the Head Internal Grievances Redressal Cell
( IGRC) it is mentioned that IGRC shall not admit any grievance unless it is filed within two (2) years from the date
on which the cause of action has arisen.

By taking the reference of this sentence, MSEDCL has submitted that our claim should not be considered
considering this as two year old. In this reference our further say is as below...

1. As mentioned in the preamble of this Rules and Procedure it is mentioned that Forum shall follow the
Principles of Natural Justice inter-alia includes the following i) It shall Protect the interest of consumers.
However MSEDCL under this regulation have restricted the legitimate rights of the consumer which they
have under the Electricity Act 2003. Further to submit that as per (Consumer gﬂmmw Forum &

HESE ¥ s
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Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006 - ( Original Regulations ) which is approved by Hon. MERC, there
Is no restriction on IGRC to restrict the claims only for two years.

Further to submit that Rules & Procedure in MSEDCL for Redressal of Grievances issued by MSEDCL under the
signature of Superintending Engineer ( TRC ) vide their letter No. SE/TRC/CGRF/C-23/14828 Dt. 18/06/2018
communicating these Rules and Procedure is issued without the approval of MERC and without following the

procedure laid down in section 3.3 of Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission ( Consumer Grievance
Redressal Forum & Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006.

Thus this letter / Circular should not have sanctity to overcome the original Rules and Procedure
already in existence which are approved by Hon. Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission under the

Head Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission ( Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity
Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006.

As per Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission ( Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum &
Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2006, there is no limit for the consumers to approach IGRC for Redressal
of their grievances. Thus the Circular issued by MSEDCL may please be treated as not valid.

Our dispute is related to Non application of correct tariff by the billing section of MSEDCL. As there is
separate tariff for consumer on express feeder and consumer on NON express feeder, we should have been
billed as consumer on non Express feeder. It was the responsibility of the MSEDCL authority to implement the

tariff properly and correctly. By applying wrong tariff, MSEDCL authorities have failed to follow the order of
Hon. Commission and we are the sufferer of it.

It is to submit that there is stringent provision under section 142 of Electricity Act 2003 for Non-
Compliance of directions of Appropriate Commission. As per this section in case of non compliance of any
direction of the commission by the person he shall pay by way of Penalty which shall not exceed rupee one

lakh for each contravention and in case of a continuing failure with an additional penalty which may extend to
rupees six thousand for every day during which the failure continues.

As a good consumer we are not interested in imposing penalty on MSEDCL authority but expecting the
fair treatment to their consumers. Hence considering the Directives of Hon. Commission MSEDCL should have
corrected the billing record and excess amount recovered from us should be refunded to us. For the non

compliance of order, we as a consumer should not be a sufferer and when we are demanding our legitimate
claim then it should not be restricted to two year only on such false ground.

Further as per sub section (5) section 126 of Electricity Act 2003 ( related to unauthorized use of
Electricity ) if the assessing officer reaches to the conclusion that unauthorized use of electricity has taken

place, the assessment shall be made for entire period during which such unauthorized use of electricity has
taken place.

Under the provision of sub section (5) section 126 of Electricity Act 2003, MSEDCL authorities are doing
the assessment and recovering the charges for more than two year. However in case of consumer, MSEDCL
has made the rule restricting consumers rights. This is against the principal of Natural Justice. As such the rules
made by the MSEDCL issued by Superintending Engineer — TRC is not only against the provision of Electricity
Act 2003 but also not following the principal of Natural justice and protecting the interest of consumer.

Here to Note that basic Principal of MERC ( consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Electricity
Ombudsman) Regulation 2006 is to follow Principal of Natural Justice inter alia it shall protect the interest of

consumer. Contradictory to this MSEDCL has unauthorized way formed the regulations which are not
following the Basic Principal of Regulations formed by Hon MERC,

Further to submit that even Hon. Appellate Tribunal electricity, Hon high Court, and Hon Supreme Court have
in their judgment confirmed that Electricity Act 2003 is complete in all respect and there should not be
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restriction of any limitation on it. As per section sub section 6 of section 62 of Electricity Act 2003, consumer

have right to get refund of excess amount along-with interest wrongly charged by licensee due to application

of wrong tariff. Hence section 62 is very clear and not imposing any restriction of time limitation.

Thus the Rules and Regulation issued by MSEDCL under the signature of SE TRC, should not be considered as valid.

Hence our refund should be considered for entire period during which MSEDCL billing authority have applied

wrong tariff. It is once again to submit that this is as per provision under sub section (6) of section 62 of Electricity
Act 2003.

With reference to the submission of MSEDCL dated 15" December 2018 our reply is as below...

As mentioned in reply of MSEDCL, we are getting the supply from Paldhi Substation. We are getting supply from
this feeder from 09" March 2017. As mentioned in the reply of MSEDCL some other consumers are also getting the
supply from this feeder. Hence as per definition of Express feeder as per SOP regulation 2014, our supply can-not
be considered as supply from Express feeder. In MSEDCL reply they have mentioned that there is no load shedding
on this feeder, however we have already submitted the documents indicating that on many occasions we had
power failure and hence supply was not continuous. Hence we should not have been billed as consumer on
express feeder.( It may please be noted that this period is after our billing dispute period )

Further to submit that our billing dispute is for the period May 2014 ( When definition of Express feeder
introduced in SOP regulation 2014 ) to October 2016 ( From November 2016 New tariff came force in which
there is parity of tariff on consumer on express feeder and consumer on Non Express feeder ). During this period
our supply was from 33kv old MIDC substation, Dharangaon feeder. From this feeder the supply was also given
to Low Tension consumer residing in Mahabal area as well as consumer in Big Bazar and MIDC area. As such
again to submit that, as per SOP definition our supply is not from Express feeder. As well on many occasions we
had to face power interruptions during this period. As such neither we had the supply from Express feeder nor
do we get uninterrupted supply. As such we have wrongly been billed as consumer on express feeder. ( please

see our documents as we submitted during the hearing held on 7" December 2018 indicating we had to face
power interruptions on many occasions ).

Further MSEDCL in their reply submitted that for consumer on express feeder have to submit undertaking
if they wish to avail continuous supply or non continuous supply. In this reference we submit that as our supply is
from NON Express feeder, hence there was no need for us to submit any such Undertaking. For reference please

find enclosed herewith Photo copy of applicable provision of applicability of tariff. From this tariff copy, it is clear
that for consumers on Non Express feeder there is NO tariff for continuous supply.

MSEDCL in their reply have mentioned the MERC SOP 9.2 provision under which consumer has to apply
for change of tariff. Our case was not of change of tariff and hence this provision is not applicable to us.

MSEDCL in their reply mentioned that there is change in the name of our company. However we submit
that there should not be any effect of this change of name on applicability of tariff.
As per our submission we made on 7" of December 2018, we have submitted that our billing dispute should be
considered for the period May 2014 to October 2016. During this period as Per Definition of SOP regulation
2014, our supply was Not from express feeder. However we have been charged with tariff of Express feeder
consumer ( continuous supply ). Thus our case is of application of wrong tariff. Hence as per Sub Section 6 of
section 62 of Electricity act, we may please be considered to get refund of excess amount wrongly charged by
the MSEDCL along-with Interest.

In this reference we request your kind authority to also consider our earlier correspondence in which
we have submitted documents to substantiate our say.

Submitted for your kind consideration please.
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With reference to above subject , and letter under ref.no. 1 the say of this office regarding M/s
Foundation Brake Manufacturing, Bhambhori, Jalgaon as per the letter under ref. No.3 From the Superintending
Engineer (Tariff Regulatory Commission) letter no.14828 dated 18.06.2018.

The applicant may approach to the appropriate office of the Distribution Licensee or IGRC apd file the
grievance as per the prescribed format. The IGRC shall not admit any grievance unless it is filed within Two (2)
years from the date on which the cause of action has arisen.

For your kind information and n.a.please.

foreor et Wit wew wratear At s a FEE armw}.w_mﬁw
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I WET T ST TR U 30T Helet 3R, TTe HTh WIEie FHOT ;-

We acknowledged the receipt of your Grievance Internal Grievance Redressal Cell (IGRC), Jalgaon on 16 th
Aug 2018 and submit in reference to the captioned matter that the cause of action of your Grievance arose on Aug
2009. You were supposed to file your Grievance within 2 years from the date of cause of actionbut you have field
instant Grievance after 6 years without assigning any justifiable reason for the delay caused, therefore your
Grievance can not be admitted in view of Rule 6.6 of Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer
Grievance Redressal & Electricity Ombudsman ) Regulations,2006. *

Therefore this forum has no jurisdiction to entertain your Grievance as per Rule 6.8 (d) of Maharashtra
Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal & Electricity Ombudsman ) Regulations,2006.
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