BEFORE THE OMBUDSMAN

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

== 606, ‘'KESHAVA', Bandra Kurla Complex, Bandra (Eag), Mumbai 400 051
MELERC Tel. / Telefax 0222659 2965
OMBUDSMAN

REPRESENTATION NO. 29 OF 2005
In the matter of Sanction of Addtiona Load

M /s. SavitaRatesh Sharmag Bhiwendi............... Appdlant
Versus

M.SE.D.CL., Bhiwandi...................... Respondent

Present:

1. SriW.G. Gorde, Ombudsman

2. Shri S N. Yadwad, Secretay
On behdf of the Appdlant:

1. SwriM.M.Akhtar

2. ShriPravin T hakkar
On behdf of the Respondent:

1. ShriS B. Lipare

2. SwiR K. Vasdya

Date: 21st September, 2005
Snt. Savita Ratesh Sharma (hereinefter cllled as the Appéllant) locaed at House
No. 1158, C-4, Shdar, Bhiwandi, Did. Thane is a consumer of Mahareshtra Sate
Eledricity Distribution Co. Ltd., Bhiwandi. The Appellant has 13 H.P. as sanctioned
load, which is used to gperate her knitware industry and had applied for additiona power
of 12 HP. to the Maharashtra Sate Hectricity Distribution Co. Ltd., Bhiwand
(hereinafter called as Respondent) on 20" December, 2004. The sad appllcatlon IS not
yet sanctioned. The Appdlant had goproached the Consumer Grievance Redressal
Forum with a request to dired the Respondent to sanction addltlonal load as requested.
The Forum considered the matter and issued the order dated 28™ June, 2005 that the
consumer should be sanctioned additiona load only after augmentation of supply
network wherever necessay. Being aggieved with the order of the Forum, the Appéellant
filedits representation against thesaid order seeking redress in the matter.

2. In the representation, the Appellant says that she has dready applied to Dy.
Exeautive Engneer for addtiona load on 20™ December, 2004 and dsoto the Executive
Engineer. However, his application was turned down vide letter dated 16" M ay, 2005.
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3. The Respordent filed its reply vide letter dated 17thAungt, 2005. Thedetailsof
supply podtion in Bhiwandi area are gven in the reply and are on the same lines as
deposed by the Chief Engneer, M.SE.D.C.L bdore the Forum It says that thereare 5
EHV sub gationswith atota instaled capacity of 500 M VA. The requirement of the
areabeing 650 M VA, theeisashortage of aound 150 M VA. It further says that out of
39 EHV feders, some ae express feeders for drinking wate schemes, MIDC aress,
which are, totaly dedicated feeda's for anergency services of society. Some feederslike
MIDC and H.T consumas ae still under loaded and can gve supply to consumers on
H.T side The Respondent reiterated its stand, erlier teken before theForumthat since
EHV sub stations are not commissioned and augmented, the time limit prescribed in the
Sandard of Performance for gving dectricity supply is not applicable. At present,
sandion and relesse of 3 phase L.T. connections are stopped and only singephase
connections are considered.

4. The Respondent by its letter dated 13" September, 2005 reiterated its stand
communicated earlier vide its submission filed on &" September, 2005 in the metter of

Representation No. 23 of 2005 of M/s. Pooja Texiles versus Maharashtra State
Eledaricity Distribution Co. Ltd. No additiond submission is made on behdf of the

Respondent in the present case. The mater was heard on 14" September, 2005. The
Appdlant submitted a later during the hearing explaning his stand while requesting
sandion of additional load. It is mentioned that the unit is located on ChavendraFeeder

of Kamba sub stati(r?n. It is dleged that the Respondent hes sanctioned new L.T.
connections upto 18" August, 2005 and that the Respondent is avoiding to furnish the

information on such sanctions.

5. To this, theRespondent was asked to comment on the location of Appélant’s unit

and the cgacity of Chavendra Feader of which the present case is expected to be
consdered. Representatives of the Respondent, strangdy, codd not gve ay

information on the issues except to agree with the submission of the Appdlart that the
unit is located on Chavendra Feeder of Kambasub station. Therefore the pant whether
this Feeder is over loaded or not and whether any new aonnections or additiona load can

be considered on this Feeder are aucid to procead with this cese. The Respondent was
directed to furnishthis information by 19" September, 2005.

6. The Respondent furnished the information as reguired above on 1d" September,
2005. The informaion is common for dl the 9x cases now being considered in apped
before the Ombudsman against the order of Consumer Grievance Redressa Forum,
Bhandup. It is seen that M /s Dream Tex (Unit) and M /s. Imfa Textiles are located on
Katd 1 Feader of Kambasub station. It is aso evident from the submission that the
Respondent has connected 1 H.T. connection and 8 L.T. connections during the period
from 27" M ay, 2005 to 29" June, 2005. Similarly, 17 new L.T. comections have been
relessed on Chavendra Fesder of Padghasub station from 15" January,, 2005 to 20™ Jure,
2005 where the other three units namely Renu Shama, Vikas Textiles and SavitaSharma
unde apped ae located. The agument of the Respondent, earlier, duringthe hearing
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that it has stopped granting and releasing new L.T. connections is thus devoid of any
merit.

7. On going through the submissions of both theparties, the following issues aisein
this case for consideration:

a) Asauming but not holding that there is arequirement of augmentation of
distribution mains or commissioning of a new sub staion, whether the
time limits prescribed for granting comnections in the M aharashtra
Eledricity Reguldory Commission (Sandads of Performance of
Distribution Licensees, Period of gving supply and determination of
Compensation) Regulation, 2005, are gpplicable or not.

b) Wheher in this case there is a requirement of augmentation of
distribution mains or conmissioning of a new sub station as claimed by
the Respondent.

8. The issues framed above are exadtly the same as those considered in the case of
Representation No. 23 of 2005 of M/s. PoojaTextiles versus M .SE.D.C.L., Bhiwandi.

The sad case was disposed off by the order dated 19" September, 2005 with the
condusion that the time limits prescribed in the M aharashtra Eledricity Regulatory
Commission (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensess, Period of gving
Supply and determination of Conpensation) Regulations, 2005, do apply irrepective of
whether the augmentation of the distribution mains and / or of the sub stations are
requred or not. Time limits for gving supply in such cases, wauld be & presaibed in
the Regulations. It is, therefore not possible to accgpt the stand of the Respondent
regading non gpplicability of the time limits prescribed in the Reguations in case of
augmentation to thesub stations and / or to the Feeders.

9. The submissions mede by the Respondent videletter dated 19" September, 2005
indicste tha both the Katai 1 and Chavendra Feeders of Kamba sub stations have
exceeded the current rating.  As such, the Feeders may require some augmentation. In

that case, time limit for providng new connection / additiond load would be three
months instead of one month. The Respondent is required to consider the applications in

accordancewith theRegulaions.
ORDER

1 The observations mede by the Forumbased on the Respondent’ s submission thet
the consumer shoud be gven new comnection only dter the augmentation of
supply network is not in accordance with theM aharashtra Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensees, Period of
gving Supply and determination of Compensation) Regulations 2005. Therefore,
the order of the Forum in this behdf is set aside.
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The Respondent is directed to expedtiously decide the gplication of the
Appdlant for additiona load in accordance with the provisions of the Electricity
Act, 2003 and theM .E.R.C. (Sandards of Perfarmanceof Distribution Licensess,
Period of gving Supply and detemination of Compensation) Regulations, 2005
and the M.ER.C. (Electricity Supply Code and Other Conditions of Supply)
Reguations 2005.

Complianceof theorder should bereported within aperiod of 2 months.

S/
(W.G. GORDE)
Ombudsman
S/
(S N. YADWAD)
Secretay
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