BEFORE THE OMBUDSMAN

(Appointed by the Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission under Section 426
of the Electricity Act, 2003)

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

REPRESENTATION NO. 6 OF 2005

In the matter of burningof meter with a
Demand for necessary adion and notional
compensation

Mr.Ajay Modi, Patner of

M/s AIM Exhaust System

GaaNo. 34,5,6,

Shedd EstaeNo.9,

Navghar, Vasa (E)...... Appdlant

Veraus

TheSuperintending Eng neer,

M aharashtra SateElectriaty Boad,

‘Degpashres Bldg,

Vasd ......... Respondent

Present:

1. Sri W. G. Gorde, Ombudsman

2. Sri SN. Yadwal, Secreary
On behdf of the Appdlant

3. SriAjay |.Modi

4. SriTusharl. M od
On behdf of the Respondent
Shri D.S Tayade, Ex. Engneer (O)
Shri S A. Kgae, Ex. Engneer (T)
Shri A. M. Rameka, Ex. Engneer (O&M)
Shri SS. Gangurde, Jr. Engneer

N O

Dated: 10" June, 2005

M/s Aim Bxhaust Systemis aL.T. consumea of M .SE.B. having connected load of
50 H.P. with the Consumer No. IP22578. Shri Ajay M odi, partner of M /s Aim Exhaust
System (heesfter caled as Appdlant) filed this representation againg the order passed by
the Consumer Grievance Readressa Forum, Kayan on his gievance against M .SEB.
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(hereefter cdled a Respondent) regarding compensaion for the loss sudaned by the
consumer and othe reliefs like action to be taken against the M .SEB. Employees, M eter
M anufacturer and finding reason for explosion in the meter, etc. The Forum, by its order
dated 25" February, 2005 declined to grant full compensaion sought by the consumer and
only alowed notiona compensation of Rs. 10,000/-. Reason for fire was attributed to some
manufacturing defed or faut in some of the components of the meter. The Forum aso
ordeed the M.SEB. to procure meters with IS mak or meters conforming to certan
spedafications; but did nat make any order regarding action against the employees or the
mete  manufacturer. Being aggyieved by this order, the Appdlant has filed this
representation on 19" April, 2005whichis reggered a Seria No. 6 of 2005.

2. TheAppélant in this representation has gated his case as under:

The Appélant has a factory unit no. 2 cdled ‘Aim Exhaus Systam’ located at Gaa No.
3,4,56, Sheeta Estate No. 9, Navghar, Vasa (E). He has acomected load of 50 H.P.inthis
unit. It is gated that the Appédlant has two nore units locaed at Vasa having eectrica
power with different consumer numbers. The Appellant gates that his factory was closed for
the Diwali holidays. On 11" November, 2004 & 5.00 p.m., hehad shut downthe man T.P.

switches of al ma:hineﬁs as well as M.C.C.B. on the C.T. mder box On reopening dter
Diwali holidays, on 16" November, 2004, his workers noticed burnt parts and ash of the

metea lyingon thefloor and the meter was found burnt due to fire in the meter box. Based
on the information gven by the amal hatd owner opposite his factory gate, the Appdlant
states that the explosion took place on the evening of 12" November, 2004 between 6.00 ad
6.30p.m.

3.  TheAppélant approached the dfficias of the Respondent on 16™ November, 2004
for restoring powe supply, who assured to do the needfu on payment o the cost of new
mete subject to availability. It was told that the new meter was not readily availablein the

stodk and it wouldtake 3 to 4 days to get anew meter. Not satisfied with this, the Appdlant
gpproached senior officias of theRespondent for quick replacament of the mder to avoid the

production loss. Accordingto theAppédlant, powver supply was restared on 17" November,
2004 at around 5.45 p.m. after replacingthe meer. It is further stated that the Respondent
did not investigate and inform the reasons for exploson and burning of the meter. The

Appdlant further saystha, for ensuringsafety, he carried out replacement work of ceble and
othe equipments & his cost. He subsequently approached the Consumer Grievance Redressd

Forum, Kayan on 3 January, 2005 with arequest to find out the cause of explosion and
burning of the meter. The Appdlant dso sought guarantee for the new meter and other
equipments and clamed compensation of Rs. 1,23,000/- for damage of eectrica gadgets,
cable, etc which includes anotiond compensation of Rs. 10,000-. The Appdlant aso sougt
action against the menufacturer of the meter and employ ess of the Respondent.

4, TheAppédlant hasfiled this representation to seek rdief a under:
a) Reason for explosion required to be obtained from M .SEE.B.
b) To take action aganst M .SEB. manpower and menufacturer of
mete on the ground that meter is not upto the mark in respea of
IS merkingand other quality standard.

Page 2 of 10



C) Replacement of entire betch of meters that M .SE.B. suppliedin the
year 2000, solely in the interes of al consumers of M.SEB.,
Veasd (E).

d) Guaratee of the new meter being IS mark, C.T., and M .C.C.B.
fromM .SEB. dongwith meter healthiness report.

6§ Tad dedricity gadgetscost Rs 95,000/ -

f) Labour dhargesof Rs. 18,000+

g Notiond compensation of Rs. 10,000+

h) Action against M.SE.B. and the meter manufecturers

5. In the written statement submitted on 7" M %/ 2005, the Respondent states that upon
recdving the informetion from theAppellant on 16" November, 2004, its officids visited the
conumer’s premises and observed that except burning of the meter, there was no other
damege. It, further, states that the meer was replaced on 17" November, 2004 and the
power supply restored at 14.59 hours. The Appelant was alowed to procurehis own meter
to avoid delay in replacement since the Respondent did not haveany nev mete in stock. The
Respondent has, referred the letter dated 16 November, 2004 from the Appdlant which is

submitted s an anexurel with the written statement and is rgaken on record. The letter
mertions that the meter has been burnt off conpletely on 12" November, 2004 when the

factory was closed. It futher mentionsthat the Appdlant had checked wirings as well as
outdde building s cable work and that there is no sign of any short circuit and damege of
cable and wirings. All the main switches as well as MCCB of C.T. meter box were shut
down whileclosingthe factory on 11™ November, 2004.

6. The Respondent states that the Appéllant later on approached the hicher authorities
and informed that his pand boardis completely burnt and falsely complained agginst the Dy .
Exeautive Engneer. This is contradictory with the contentsin the letter of the Appélant

submitted on 16" November, 2004 which does not mention of any damage except the burnt
out meter. The Respondent states that it had subsequently carried out investigations and has

drawn spot panchnama of the inddent on 11" January, 2005. Photographs weredso t&ken to
meake the facts more clear. The Respondent brought to the notice the fdlowingdiscrepancies
and contradictionsin Appédlant’scomplant:

a Phato of the meter box shown burnt, shows the Serid no. 325 whereas meter
box Serid no. 254 exigs a the consumer’s premses (Consumer No.
IP22578). This box is not replaced after the incidence. The photographs
provided by the Appdlat is of adifferent box. The Respondent states that
only 3 phase maer of the consumer was found bumt while singephase meter
instdled onthe same panel is not damaged.

b) TheRespondent has contradicted the clamof the Appéllant on replacement of
cable from main bus bar to the meter box by copper cable. It states that the
existing cadde from the feader pillar to the meter box is an duminium cable of
70 s3.mm x 3, core It is not replaced by the Respondent. Thereforethe
clamof theAppéelant on replacement of cableisfase.

C) Colour of the meter box in the photogaphs submitted by the Appédlant is
diffaent than the one existing a the consumer premises.
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7. The Respondent submitted a copy of the statement dated 12" January, 2005 of one
Shri Bhaget, Electrica Contractar of M/s. jta Electrica Corporation. It is taken on
recad. The statament mentions that after 15° November, 2004, he has only replaced
10sgnm copper cable of machine and no other work is atended by him. His staement
further saysthat he has gven ahill of Rs 18,500/- on demand from the Respondent to show
only the cumulative bill for genea supervision work for the whole year and tha he has
gven the bill withaut writing any details which were late on filled by the Respondent.

8. The Respondent further dates thet the present grievance about the buming of meter
dueto fireor explasion isnot covered under theRegulations and is not withinthe purview of
the Forum. According to the Respondent, the Forum has acted without jurisdidion in
gating nationd compensation of Rs. 10,000- and deciding the quality of maerid by
direding the Respondent to proaure IS marked or meters with certain specifications. The
Respondent submitted copies of the gatements of Engneas, Lineman and MRl data
showing no voltages surgesin thevicinity. All thesedocuments aretaken on record.

0. The Respondent further dates thet the value of earth resistance messurement test
doneat theinstalaion of the Appelant was satisfactory. A copy of Soragedata of ameter
of another consumer viz M/s. Aakar Corporation No. 1P21642 connected on the same
transformer was furnished which is taken on record. The “Event Cumulative Log’ of this
datafor theperiod of January 2003 to January 2005 reads as under:

Event Count Time

High Voltage Event 0 0 days 00.00.00

Above data establishes that this meter was nat subjeded to high vdtage to cause burning
during this period.

10.  Thematter was head on 24™ M &/, 2005 when the Appellant submitted argander on
the points highlighted in the Respondent’s submission. The Respondent dso made an
additionad submisson during the hearing.  All the documents are taken on record The
Appdlant in its rgoinder raised certain issues on admissibility of the documents submitted
by the Respondert after the order of the Forum. The Appdlant says that M.SEB. has
fasified and fabricated the statements of the Engneers, helper and the eectrica contractor.
It aso mertions thet the documerts likestatements of the engneers, the dectrica contractor,
etc dd not formpart of the proceedings of the Forum. It has mentioned that provisionsunder
the Indian Evidenae Act do not alow submission and acceptance of additiona doauments
during apped whenthey were not submitted as apart of orignd applicaion.

11.  Shri Mod, represetative of the Appelant duing the heaing reterated the
background of the case and explaned the sequence of events that ocaurred dter buming of
the meter. He mentionad that he has one more unit a the same location where similar
incident heppened in Decenber 2003. The mete was burnt and it was replaced but no
investigation was carried out to find the cause of burning of the meter. Snce this is a
repested inddent in his own factory within a short span, heisconcerned about the sefety of
equments and peasonne. He alleged that the Respondent, athough replaced the meter on
17" November, 2004, did not investigate the cause of explosion and burning of meter. He
was not sdisfied with the casud approach of the Respondent’s offidas, which compelled
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him to approach the seniar officids for getting the meter replaced and restoraion of power
supply.

12.  On query, the Appélant explained that he manufactures autonobile dlencersin the
factory unit. There are vaious types of machines including shearing meching tube bending
machine, power press, drill machine, M IG weldng machine, eic. There were 15 workersin
the factory. However, few of them ldt with fear after the incidence happened. He is,
therefore, goprehensive of the quality of meter instaled in his unit. Inview of this, he had
requested the Respondent to find out the cause of explosion and burning of the mete. The
Appdlant further mentions that severd meters of datgpro makeinstaled in the areaburnt or
gone out of order in the recent past andthis neads to beinvestigated. He warts the guarantee
for new meter and equipments. Further, he reiterated that the ertire bach of meters
manufactured in the year 2000 by Datgpro company should be withdrawn, pending
investigations and adtion should betaken against the manufacturer of themeter.

13. Upon query, the Appdlat confirmed thet he replaced the main cable from thefeeder
pilla to the meter box by 70mm coppe cable dongwith other cables and equipments as

detdled out in his representation. He has pad the cost of materid and labour for this
purpose.

14.  The Respondent during the hearing stated that it did nat have the meter in stock on
16" November, 2004. On theinstrudions of the Chief Engneer, they located one meter of

the ‘permanently disconnected consumer’ and replaced the mete at the Appédlant’s premises
after testing of tha meter. Upon asking as to whethe it coud provide details of the test

carried out on the meter, the Respondent agreed to do 0.

15. The Respondent was asked to re-confirm whether its officias visited the site ad

verified the damage on 16™ November, 2004. It was stated that the offidals visted the
Appélant’s premises on that day and noticed that except the meter, no other cable or

equipments were damaged. The Appédlant a this stage furnished a copy of the verification
report signed by the offidal of the Respondent. The report shows that the main cable was
replaced and was verified by the officid. Appaently, this is ntrary to what the

Respondent explained in the written statement and aso during the hearing. Doubt, therefore,
arises as to which equipments and cables wereredly replaced in theunit. It is, thaefore,

necessary to bring out the facts in this context. Secretary to Ombudsman was, therefore,
direded to visit the site and Respondent’s dffice, if necessary and carry out the spot
inspection and fumish report. Hearing was ajourned to 7" Jure, 2005 to fadlitate the
inspection. The spat inspection was carried out by the Secretary on 25" M ay, 2005

16. The matter was aggin head on 7" Jure, 2005 wherdn the Appdlant was asked to
clarify certan events like filing of firg information report, payment of bills towards
replacement of the cables and equipments as well as insurance clam lodged, if any, to clam
the damages. The Appédlant confirmed that HR was lodged with the police by its letter
dated 29" November, 2004 which was actudly receipted by the police station on 2
December, 2004. The dday o about two weeks in lodgng FIR, was atributed by the
Appdlant to the reluctance of the pdice staion to acknowledge the complaint. The
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Appdlant gated to have lodged aclam with theinsurance corrpan%/ towards damagesdue to
burning of the meter and equipments. Copy of the letter dated 14" December, 2004 and the
claim form dated 28" December, 2004 submitted to the Insurance Company do nat show

detals of damages, except the mertion about theexplosion and firein the meter.

17. TheAppdlant on query replied tha factory unit isin regdar productionand produce
around 1000 silencer units per month. It works on sinde shift basis. It was dso stated that
the unit hasturnover closeto Rs. 1 Croreper annum.

18.  Ontheissue of thevisit of Respondents’ offidas on 11 January, 2005, the Appdlant
stated that M .SEB. officias did not take any permission to visit the unit and that no
permission from Ex. M agstrate was obtaned for this purpose as required under provision of
Section 163 (1) of The Electricity Act, 2003. The Appélant mentionad that around 15
offidas of the Respondent vigted the factory without pemission and threatened the
Appdlant. The Respondent duringthe hearing denied the dlegetions mede by the A ppdlant.
It reuted that the officias threatened the Appdlant in any way and insistedthat 8 dfficids
visited and conduded the inspection and verification work. They stated that due intimation

was gven to the Appélant who was present at the time of their visit. TheAppdlant then
aged that the shart intimetion was gven to them athough 24 hours notice was required

unde therues.

19.  On query, the Respondent mentioned tha the burnt meter a the Appéllant’s premises

was replaced on 17" November, 2004 by anather meter which was duly tested in the
laboratory. Copy of thetest report and the extract of issue regser were furnished in support

of their say. The meter was teded and found to bein orde as per the tet report. The
Respondent at this stage was again asked to explain the sequence of events on 16™ November
particularly on the status of the cables and the ather equpments. It was stated that cover of

the meter box was found open and some parts o the burnt meer were in place while some
parts were seen on thefloor. He mentioned that except damage to the meer and ELCB no

othe damage was seen. In fact, on the next day, the meter was replaced and the power was
recommissioned with the same cades and connedions.

20.  On the iswue of the test report sim% by the official of the Respondent, it was
mertioned that he signed the test report on 27" December, 2004, in token of verification of

conrected load in the unit and theinstdlation. Verificaion does not rdaetoreplacement of
the cables and equipments shown in thelast column of the said certificate which are entered
by the Electricd Contragor. It was raterated that except the meter, no other cable or
equipments were changed on 17" November a the time of recomnissioning power supply.
The ted report no. 2978 Form D-1 of the Licenced Hectrical Contractor inrespect of fixing
70 sgmm copper cableis fdse.

21. A point was raised duringthe earlier hearing about the quaity o the meter, which got
burrt on 16" November, 2004. The Respondent produced the copies of issue details of the
burnt meter, which show that the meter was duy tested and then issued for instalaion in
September, 2001. Copy o the test report of the meterinstdled at the Appédlant’s premises
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on 17" November, 2004 was aso produced, showing tha the meter was duly tested and
found O.K.

22. At this stagg, the issues rased by the Respondent andthe Appellant on the point of
jurisdiction and admissibility of evidence were taken up for consideration. The Respondent
made out the point that the list of activities for which compensation is permissible under the
Sadards of Performance of Distribution Licensee Regulations 2005, does not cover the
cases of bunt meters. The Appdlant stated tha any documents or evidence, which was not
furnished before the Forum, shoud not, now be allowed during apped under the provisions
of the Evidence Ad.

23.  Inview of this, it isnecessary to examinethe points raised by the Respondent and the
Appélant before taking up the main issues for consideration. As regards to the point of
jurisdiction raised by the Respondent, it is true that list of activities mertioned in the
Sandards Of Perfarmance Regulaions, 2005 does not indicate burning of meters as one of
the activity for which the compensation levels are prescribed. Various activities mentioned
in the Reguations in this context relate to provision, restoration and quality of supply,

reconnection of power, dc. These ae essertidly timerdated activities for rendering
services within prescribed time limits. These do nat cover various situations leading to loss

or damage suffered by the consumer as envisaged unda Reguation 82 (3) of M ahaashtra
Eledaricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & Ombudsman)
Reguations 2003 wherein gppropriate compensation can be awarded. The Forum has,

therefore, full jurigdiction in consdering such issues of compensation. The point raised by
the Respondent inthis behdlf is devoid of any meit.

24. The Appédlant has raised the issue of admissibility of doauments and evidence
produced by the Respondent during the gpped. Provisons inthe Maharashtra Eled ricity

Reguatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressd & Onbudsman) Regulations 2003
inthis context aevey clea. Reguation 16.10 reads as under,

“16.10 The Ombudsman shall be guided by such factors which in the opinion of the
Ombudsman are necessary in the interest of justice and shal ensure trangparency while

exercising its powe's and discharging its functions. Provided however, that the Ombudsman
shall not be bound by the Code o Civil Procedure, 1908 (5 of 1908) ar the Indian Evidence

Act, 1872 (1 0f 1872).

25. It isevident from the above that the Ombudsman is nhat bound by provisions of the
Code of Civil Procedure 1908 or the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 in respect of conduct of
proceedings In fact, both the Appdlat and the Respondent were gven opportunity to
produce additiona documents or evidence in order to bring out fads more clearly even
during the hearing sage. The Appéllant has not submitted anything to support his staement
that the Respondent has fdsified and fauricated the staements of the Engnea's, helper and
thedectricd contractor. The point raised by theAppdlant is therefore not vaid.

26. Afte ddiberating on the issues of jurisdiction and admissibility of addtiond
evidence, fdlowingissuesare framed for consideration of the case:
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a Wheher theburning of meer has caused damageto other equipments and cables.

b) Wheaher any compensation as clamed by the Appdlant is paydde by the
Respondent.

c) Wheaher the mete instdled in the Appdlant’s premises was of substandad
quadlity that led to its burning.

d) Wheher the meter replaced on 17" November, 2004 was of an approved make
andtypeand was properly tested

€) Wheher any action is warranted againg the officias of Respondent and the
manufacture of meters.

27.  Inthis conrection,it is rdlevant toperusetheinitid report filed by the Appdlant with
the Executive Engnesr, M .SE.B. on 16™ November, 2004 which is on record. The report
states that dectricd 3 phase mete has been blag off and completely burnt when thefactory
was closed for Diwdi holidays The main switches as wdl as CT. Meter box were
shutdown. The Respondent confirms in the samereport that he had checked wirings & well
as cable work outsde the building and thet therewas no sign of any short circuit or damage
of cable ad wirings. There is no resson to dispute the contents of this report. The

statanents of the Jr. Engneer, hdlper and the Dy. Ex. Engnex clearly show that except 3
phase meter which was found burnt, there is no damage to ather equipments and cables a

including asnge phase meer installed onthe same board.

28. Thereport of the Secraary clearly shows that the equipments and accessaries like

plywood board, meter box, M.SE.B.’s incoming cables, as well as the cables from the
consumer’s T.P.switches to production mechines are thesame as before and are not replaced.

It is concluded in the siteinspection report that the meter must have burnt inside the meter
box with closed doors. There is no dent or damege to the meter box Thereis no trace of
spreading of smoke or hea from the meter outsde the meter box. Theeis nopossihlity of

burnt meter piecesto fal down dongwith the fixing nuts and bolts on the met on the floor
without bumingthemat. There were no such signs. Phatographs submitted by the Appéllant

show a different meter bax number than the one, which is existing a theinstdlaion site.
This shows that the photograph relates to some other meter box. The origind meter box is
still & siteand is in order. The report further say's that the man cablefrom theM .SE.B.’s

pilla to the meter box isthe old dluminum cadle and not the new copper cable as clamed
by the Appdlant. Thereis no evidenceto suggest that the man cable meter box, board and

othe equipments were replaced. The gatement of Sri Bhaget, the eectridan of Sangta
Eledricd Corparation, confirms that he has not carried out any wark except replacement of
10mm copper cable of the machine within the premises of the Respondent. He has gven a
cunulative bill for generd supervision work for the whole year. The entire evidence on
record shows that except the 3 phase meter there was no damage caused to any other
equipmentsor cables. Theclam o the Appélant about damages is therefore dsproved.

29. In view of the &ove, there is no case for compensation to be awarded to the
Appdlant. There is no loss o damage suffered by the consume as contemplated in
Reguation 8.2(3) of the Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Cammission (Consumer
Grievance Redressd Forum and Ombudsman) Regulations, 2003. Therefore the notionad
compensation ganted by the Forum to the Appdlant a their workers have been mentaly
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distubed is devod of any meit. No such notiond compenseation therefore could be
conddered and awarded.

30.  As regards the reasons for burning of the meter, report from the Electrica Inspector
and the storage data of the mder of M/s. Akar Corporation connected on the same
transformer are the only relevant documents on record. They show tha there are no
indications of any short circuit or voltage surge and theefore the exad reasonfor buming of
the meter could nat be ascertained. Executive Engned, Testing Division, Kalyan states in
his letter that the meter was fully burnt and no testing could becarried out and no conclusion
on the resson of burning could be deaived. MRI records of a mete instaled at the
distribution transformer centre submitted by the Respondent show that there was no surge or
over voltagein the consumer’s premises during that period which may lead to burningof the
mete. Totdity of the evidence does nat bring out clear reasonfor theburningof themeter.

31. It ispertinet to notethat the meer in the premises of the Appelant was rarely read.
In fact, billing record from the C.P.L. indicates that for 16 consecutive months i.e from
September 2001 to January 2003, the premises were shown as locked and for many other

months, the readings were not taken with the ramark that readings not availade. It isbarely
on 2 or 3 occasions that the meter readings weae recorded. The factary unit was regular in

production as reparted by the Appdlant duringthe hearing. Inview o this, thereis no way
to ascertain the condition of the meter in absence of any such visits to the premises by the
Respondent’s offidals. Moreove, the C.P.L. detalls indicate tota consumption of only 775

KWH in 3 months from Septanber 2001 to Novemrber 2004 i.e. less than 20 units per
month. The Respondent and the Appellant were asked to explain this ridiculoudy low

consumption as compared with the comected load of the consumea’s factory in regar
production of around 1000 silencers per month and a turnover of around Rs. One Crore per
annum. Both the Respondent and the Appellant were silent on this issue. The phenomenon is
obsaved to have continued till themeter was bumt destroying thelast meter reading.

32. Inview of the above, C.P.L. of the second adjacent unit of theAppédlant is dotained
on record. In that unit dso, no consumption has been shown since dae of connection until
February 2003 followed by a meagre consumption of around 100 units on an average per
month till the said meter was repartedly burnt in December 2003,

33.  Seguence of events seen from the record leads to the conclusion of utter negect on
the part of the Regpondent’s officias in the mater. Ridicuously low billings till the date of
burning of the meter indicate a possibility of clear maldide on the pat of theRespondents’
offigas. Itis essentid thet the Respondent must investigete the matter and initiate suitable
action against the concerned offiads for this apparently acrimina negect.

34.  Asregardsto qudity of meter tha burnt in November, 2004, records produced by the
Respondent show that themeter was instaled inthe Appédlant’s premises in September 2001
whidh was duly tested in the Iaboratory Smilarly, the meter now replaced was also tested
before its instalation on 17" November 2004. ~Therfore, there appears no reason for
doulting the quality and standard of meer. However, it will be worthwhileto act on the
suggestion of the Forum and aso the prayer of the Appédlant that the Respondent should
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- 10-

proaure the meters only with IS mak to meintan the quaity and reliability. The
proauremert of the metas with proper spedfications and 1S mak woud ensure the
ressonable guarantee and reliability of performance of such meters.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

ORDER

Basad on the repart of the Eledricd Inspector, there was no indicaion of any short
circut near the mder box. Dataretrieved by MRI and furnished by Respondent shows
that there was no over voltage or surge during the period. Thus, burning of the meter
cannot be atributed to over voltage or short cirauit in end around the meter box. Serious
negect of Respondent officids led to lack of monitoringof themeter and its performance
that could have gven clues regarding working of the meter and the instalaion. The
Respondent is directed to furthe investigate the possble cause keeping in view of the
obsavations madein paraggph 31to 33.

As regards the quality and standard of the mete instaled at the pramises o the

Appdlant, it is seen that the meter was of approved meke andtype and was duly tested
before its instdlation, dthough it did not have any 1S mark. Therefore, qudity and

standard of the meter cannot be doubted & this sage.

In view of the order a Serial No. 2 above, therequest of the Appelant to replacethe

entire batch of meters supplied by M /s. Dataproin the year 2000 is nat reasoneble and is
therefore rgected. The Respondent shoud heregfter procure the meters with IS mark to

ensure reasonable amount of guarantee and reiability in operation.

The clam of the Appélant in respect of the damages is completdy disproved and

therefore no compensationis pay adle onthis acoount. Thereisaso nobasis for awardng
any notiond compensation. The order of the Forum to this extent is haeby set aside.

The order should be complied immediatdy and the conpliance reported within a period
of two morths.

S
(W.G.Gorde)
Ombudsman
S
(SN.Yadwad)
Sretary.
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