BEFORE THE OMBUDSMAN

(Appointed by the Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission under Section 42(6) of tre
Electricity Act, 2003)

M 606, ‘'KESHAVA’, Bandra Kurla Complex, Bandra (East), Mumbai 400 051
MELERC Tel. / Telefax 022-2659 2965
OMBUDSMAN

Date: 29" June, 2005

MINUTES OF THEMEETING

Present : 1) Sri W.G Gorde, Ombudaman
2) Sri S N. Yadwad Secretary
On kehalf of the Appellant:
1) Shri Rajendra Nahar
2) Shri P. D. Nagarkar
On kehalf of the Respondent:
1) ShriM. A. Baig, E. E, M.SD.C.L., Beed
2) ShriK. V. Deshpande, A. E., M.SD.C.L., Beed
M/s. Canpex Chemicals Pvt. Ltd., the Appdlant filed the representation on 19" May, 2005 s=king

exemption from payment of demand charges snceNovember, 2004. T he Appdlatt isamedun scdeinddrid
unit locatedat village Ambhora, Td. Ashti, Dist. Beed who is a consumer o MaharaditraSateHedriaty Board
nowknown as MaharashtraSate Digribution Co. Ltd. (hereinafter called as Respondent).
2. TheAppéellant in itsrepresentation has raised issues of low supply voltagesandfrequant interryption of
power supply affecting the functioning of itsindudtrial unit. T hishas alegedly resited in non-ilizaion of
sanaioned maximum demand and has therefore sought exemption from payment of demand chargesfrom
November 2004 levied by the Respondent.
3. T he Respondent filed hisreply on 28" June 2005 claimingthat interruptionson thefesder weemanly
due to planned load shedding T he Appellant’ sindustrial unit islocated in arud aeaandissrvedfromtherud
feecer. Theeisnoexemption fromload sheddingto such units served onmrd festh. TheRepoondnt systhet
the Appellant can avail power thrOLﬂh separate 11 KV feeckr by paying the relevant g underORCschane
4, Thematter was heard on 29" June 2005. T he Appellant was representedby Si RjendraNehar. Mr.
M. A. Baig, Executive Engineer andMr. K. Y. Deshpande, Assstant Engineer, represented t he Regoondant.
5. On going through the case it revealsthat the Appellant had filed his gievanceon 18" Jnuay, 2005to
the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, C/o. Sperintendent Engineer of the Respondent, Beed The
Respondent, however, replied to the Appellant rejecting hisrequest but didnot formardthe copy of thegievance
to the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forumwhichislocated at Laur nor ddit advissthe Appdlant to goproach
the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Latur. Asaresult, the grievenegoplication ddna resch theForum
eventill thisdate. It isclea that the Respondent failed to advise the Appdlant properly.
6. Regdation 16 of Méharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Conaumer Qievanee Redressd Forum
& Ombudsman) Regulations 2003 gipulates that the consumer hasto maeawritten represntetion tothe Forum
andif aggrieved by the orde of the Forum, can approach the Office of the Ombudsman. In this cese, the
Appellant’ sgrievance to the Forum although submitted to the Respondent’ s offios hasnot reededthe Foum.
Consequently, thereisno order from the Forum.
7. In view of aove, it will not be proper to go through the merit of the case. TheAppdlant isacissdto
approach the Forumin thefirst instance, for redressal of its grievance andthen, if nesessary, gproach thisoffice
later. Till then, thecase isadjourned. Both the patiesbeinformed accordingly.
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