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Before the 

MAHARASHTRA ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
World Trade Centre, Centre No.1, 13th Floor, Cuffe Parade, Mumbai 400005. 

Tel. 022 22163964/65/69 Fax 22163976 

Email: mercindia@mercindia.org.in 

Website: www.mercindia.org.in 

 
 

Case No. 89 of 2011 

 
In the matter of 

Complaint filed by Shri Santu Sambhaji Khandekar, against MSEDCL, under Section 

142 of the Electricity Act, 2003, alleging non-compliance of the Order dated                                                

31st December, 2010, passed by the CGRF, Kolhapur Zone, in the matter of delay in 

providing electricity connection. 

 
Shri V. P. Raja, Chairman 

Shri Vijay L. Sonavane, Member 
 

 

Shri Santu Sambhaji Khandekar                             …Complainant 

 

V/s 

 

Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Company Limited                 …Opponent 

 Through its Executive Engineer, Sangli Division 

   

 

ORDER  
 

       Dated: 2nd September, 2011 

 

 Shri Santu Sambhaji Khandekar, the Complainant, filed a complaint, on Affidavit, on 
20th April, 2011, against Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Company Limited 

(“MSEDCL”), the Opponent, under Section 142 of Electricity Act, 2003 (“EA 2003”), 
alleging non-compliance of an Order dated 31st December, 2010, passed by the Consumer 

Grievance Redressal Forum (“CGRF” or “Forum”), Kolhapur Zone, in the matter of delay 
in providing electricity connection to the consumer. 

2. The prayers made by the Complainant, are as under:   

“ 

1) ¯ÖÏ×ŸÖ¾ÖÖ¤üß µÖÖÓ−Öß ´ÖÖ.�úÖê»ÆüÖ¯Öæ̧ ü ´ÖÓ“Ö µÖÖÓ“Öê †Ö¤êü¿ÖÖ“Öê Ÿ¾Ö ü̧ßŸÖ ¯ÖÖ»Ö−Ö �ú ü̧�µÖÖ“Öê †Ö¤êü¿Ö ¾ÆüÖ¾ÖêŸÖ ×Æü ×¾Ö−ÖÓŸÖß.  
 (Direct the Opponent to immediately comply with the Order passed by the Hon’ble 

CGRF, Kolhapur Zone)  
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2) •ÖêÂšüŸÖÖ µÖÖ¤üß †£Ö¾ÖÖ ÃÖÖ×ÆüŸµÖ ˆ¯Ö»Ö²¬Ö −ÖÖÆüß †¿Öß �úÖ ü̧�Ö´Öß´ÖÖÓÃÖÖ ×Æü ÷ÖÏÖÆü�úÖ»ÖÖ ¤êüŸÖÖ µÖê�ÖÖ ü̧ −ÖÖÆüß. 
�éúŸÖß ´ÖÖ−Ö�êú ×¾Ö×−ÖµÖÖ´ÖÖŸÖß»Ö ŸÖ ü̧ŸÖã¤üà“Öê ¯ÖÖ»Ö−Ö Æêü ê �ú ü̧Ö¾Öê“Ö »ÖÖ÷Öê»Ö. •Ö ü̧ �Ö ü̧Öê�Ö ü̧“Ö �úÖÆüß †›ü“Ö�Ö 
†ÃÖê»Ö ŸÖ ü̧ �éúŸÖß ´ÖÖ−Ö�êú 2005 “µÖÖ �ú»Ö´Ö 15 −ÖãÃÖÖ ü̧ ¯ÖÏ×ŸÖ¾ÖÖ¤üß µÖÖÓ−Öß ´ÖÖ. †ÖµÖÖê÷ÖÖ�ú›æü−Ö µÖÖ ²ÖÖ²ÖŸÖßŸÖ 
ÃÖæ™ü ×´Öôû¾Ö�Öê ²ÖÓ¬Ö−Ö�úÖ ü̧�ú †ÖÆêü, µÖÖ“Öß •ÖÖ�Öß¾Ö ¯ÖÏ×ŸÖ¾ÖÖ¤üß µÖÖÓ−ÖÖ ¤êü−ÖêŸÖ µÖÖ¾Öß ×Æü −ÖḮ Ö ×¾Ö−ÖÓŸÖß. 
(It is humbly prayed that the Opponent should be made aware of the fact that the 

Opponent cannot put forth reasons to the consumer like Seniority list or non-availability 

of the material. The Opponent has to comply with the Regulation 15 of MERC (SOP) 

Regulations, 2005 and has to take permission from the Hon’ble Commission for 

exemption from the said obligation). 

3) ÷ÖÏÖÆü�ú ŸÖ�ÎúÖ ü̧ ×−Ö¾ÖÖ ü̧�Ö ´ÖÓ“Ö ¾Ö ×¾ÖªãŸÖ »ÖÖê�ú¯ÖÖ»Ö ×¾Ö×−ÖµÖ´Ö, 2006 “µÖÖ �ú»Ö´Ö 22 ´Ö¬Öß»Ö ŸÖ ü̧ŸÖã¤üß−ÖãÃÖÖ¸ü 
†×¬Ö×−ÖµÖ´ÖÖ“µÖÖ �ú»Ö´Ö 142 −ÖãÃÖÖ ü̧ �úÖ ü̧¾ÖÖ‡Ô ¾ÆüÖ¾Öß ×Æü ×¾Ö−ÖÓŸÖß. 
(Initiate proceeding under Section 142 of E.A. 2003, in line with Regulation 22 of the 

Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and Electricity Ombudsman Regulations, 

2006.) 

4) ‡ŸÖ ü̧ −µÖÖµÖÖ“Öê †Ö¤êü¿Ö¾ÖÖ¤üß µÖÖÓ“µÖÖ ¾ÖŸÖß−Öê ¾ÆüÖ¾ÖêŸÖ ×Æü ×¾Ö−ÖÓŸÖß. 
(Pass any other order as the Commission may deem fit in favour of the 

Complainant). 

5) •Öºþ ü̧ ŸÖ ü̧ µÖÖ×“Ö�êúŸÖ ¤ãü¹ýÃŸÖßÃÖ ¯Ö ü̧¾ÖÖ−Ö÷Öß †ÃÖÖ¾Öß ×Æü ×¾Ö−ÖÓŸÖß. 
(Permit to amend and alter the petition if required). ”  

 

3. The facts of the matter submitted in the complaint, are as under: 

i. The Complainant, Shri Santu Sambhaji Khandekar, a beneficiary of Govt.’s 
Jawahar Yojana, had applied to the Opponent (MSEDCL) for an electrical 

connection of 3HP for its new agricultural pump, located at Gat No. 402, at Sangli 
District.  

ii. The Complainant has submitted that it had paid Rs.4,000/- against the Challan No. 

1618 dtd. 15
th

 May, 2009, given by the Opponent, the payment being 

acknowledged vide Receipt no.5309946 dtd. 22nd June, 2009. Subsequently, the 

receipts for purchase of the necessary equipments/ materials required (at 

Complainant’s end for the electricity connection), alongwith other requisite 
documents, were submitted to the Opponent, on 25

th
 June, 2009.  

iii. The Opponent conveyed to the Complainant that as per practice, after availability 

of the requisite materials, the supply would be provided considering the Seniority 

List with MSEDCL. 

iv. In line with the MERC (CGRF & EO) Regulations, 2006, the Complainant filed a 

grievance with the Internal Grievance Redressal Cell (IGRC) at Sangli Circle 
Office, Kolhapur, on 1st January, 2010. IGRC passed its Order on 20th March, 

2010, directing the Opponent to provide electricity supply as per the SOP 
Regulations, otherwise to provide compensation to the Complainant for the delay. 

v. The Complainant did not get the supply for a long time thereafter, and thus 
aggrieved, filed a grievance with the CGRF, Kolhapur Zone, on 14

th
 October, 

2010. The CGRF passed its Order dtd. 31
st
 December, 2010, in the matter, 

combined with seven(7) other cases of similar nature, and heard around the same 
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time. The CGRF’s Order directed the Opponent as follows, among other directions 

in the Order:      

1. ¾Ö ü̧ −Ö´Öæ¤ü ŸÖŒŸÖÖŸÖß»Ö ³Ö ü̧¯ÖÖ‡Ô ü̧Œ�ú´Ö ×¾Ö.¯Ö.−Öê †¤üÖ �ú ü̧�µÖÖ“Öß †ÖÆêü. 
(Respondent should pay the compensation amount as given in the table in the 

Order.) 

2. ŸÖÃÖê“Ö ×¾Ö.¯Ö.−Öê ÃÖ¤ü ü̧ †Ö¤êü¿ÖÖ“µÖÖ ŸÖÖ ü̧�Öê̄ ÖÖÃÖæ−Ö 90 ×¤ü¾ÖÃÖÖÓ“Öê †ÖŸÖ ÃÖ¤ü ü̧ ÷ÖÏÖÆü�úÖÓÃÖ ¾Öß•Ö •ÖÖê›ü�Öß 
¤êü�Öê“Öß †ÖÆêü. 
(Accordingly, Respondent is directed to provide electricity connection within 

90 days from the date of the Order.) 

3. ÃÖ¤ü¸ ×¾Ö»ÖÓ²Ö ³Ö ü̧¯ÖÖ‡Ô“µÖÖ ü̧�ú´Öê“Öê ¤üÖê−Ö ×²Ö»Öà÷Ö ÃÖÖµÖ�ú»Ö´Ö¬µÖê ÃÖ´ÖÖµÖÖê•Ö−Ö �ú¹ý−Ö ˆ¾ÖÔ× ü̧ŸÖ ü̧Œ�ú´Ö 
ü̧Öê�Öß−Öê ÷ÖÏÖÆü�úÖÓÃÖ ªÖ¾Öß. 

(The compensation for delay in supply should be paid within two billing 

cycles.) 

vi. The Complainant has submitted that he was orally informed by the Opponent that 

for supply to him, a nine(9) pole line would be required, and the 

material/equipment for the same not being available, there would be delay in 

giving electricity connection. 

The Complainant, alleging that the Opponent has not complied with the CGRF’s 

Order, and that there seemed to be no intention of complying with the said Order, and 
thus aggrieved, has filed the present complaint before the Commission. 

  

4. During the hearing, held before the Commission, on 11th July, 2011, no body appeared 

on behalf of the Petitioner, while Shri V. R. Kamble and Shri A. K. Kulkarni, from 

MSEDCL, appeared on behalf of the Opponent. The Opponent submitted that it has 

complied with the CGRF Order dtd. 31
st
 December, 2010. The Opponent also 

submitted a letter dtd. 8
th

 July, 2011, wherein it was stated that the Complainant had 

made the payment on 22nd June, 2009 for getting an electricity connection for his 

agricultural pump set, and that, the electrical connection for the same was released on 

5th July, 2011. Two Affidavits both dtd. 7th July, 2011, made by the Complainant and 

the Opponent, were also attached with the letter, conveying as follows:  

 

a) The Complainant stated that the Opponent have erected a 10 poles LT line through 

which the electricity connection for agricultural pump set has been released on 5th 

July, 2011. Similarly, as per the directions in CGRF Order, the Opponent has 

agreed to pay the compensation for the delay, which is acceptable to the 
Complainant. The Complainant, therefore, requested withdrawal of his complaint 

as it is satisfied with the Opponent’s compliance.  

b) The Opponent stated that having erected a 10 poles LT line, it has, on 5
th

 July, 2011 

provided the electricity connection for agricultural pump set. Further, it has agreed 

to pay the compensation through the electricity bills in future. The Opponent 
therefore requested acceptance of the Complainant’s request to withdraw the 

complaint.  
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In view of the above statement of the Complainant requesting for withdrawal of his 

complaint on being satisfied with the Opponent’s compliance, Case no. 89 of 2011 stands 

dismissed as withdrawn. 

                          

 

  

   Sd/-                                                                  Sd/- 

(V. L. Sonavane)                          (V. P. Raja)    

  Member                                Chairman    

 

 

 

 

 

   
                                                                        

                                                                        


