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1.0 

2.0 

a) 

b) 

3.0 

a) 

Judgment 

The grievance of the complainant is that the Respondent's demand to the complainant 

in respect of the amount of Rs. 88.806.00 towards electricity charges is illegal. 

The folowing facts may be said to be not in dispute. 

There is an electric connection given by the Respondent 7 Distribution Licensee to the 

premises D-2, Ground floor, Municipal Staff Quarters, D.B. Marg, Mumbai Central. 

Mumbai 400 008. 

The said premises belongs to the Municipal Corporation. One Shri Khot, being officer 

of the Municipal Corporation was occupying the said premises. He left the premises 

and on his vacating report, the Respondent / Distribution Licensee had disconnected 

the supply of electricity to that premises on 31/01/2013. At that time, however, the 

meter was kept at the site and reading thereof was 2645 units as per the record of the 

Respondent. 

The complainant is officer of Municipal Corporation and the Municipal Corporation had 

allotted the said premises as residence to the complainant. The said allotment was 

w.e.f. 30/05/2017. On 30/11/2021, the complainant approached to the Respondent 

with the allotment letter issued by his employer i.e. Municipal Corporation. 

Accordingly, the complainant requested the Respondent to continue the electric 
Thereafter, the 

supply to the said premises as he was allotted the said premises. 

Respondent started giving bills to the complainant. 

The case of the complainant may be stated as under : 

According to the complainant, though the said residcntial quarter was allotted to him 

by the Municipal Corporation w.e.f. 30/05/2017, it was in unfit condition and it was 

not suitable for occupation. According to him, the said accommodation required 
internal repairs. The repairing work was started but the department concerned was 
very slow in completing the repairing work. Moreover, global pandemic corona was 
started from March 2020. Further the complainant's son was preparing for board 
examination. For all these reasons the complainant could not occupy the said 
premises for a considerable time. Only on 30/11/2021, the complainant applied to 
the Respondent to connect the electric supply to the said premises. The complainant 
also applied for change of name of consumer in his name. The Respondent made the 
change of name in favor of the complainant accordingly on payment of the required 
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d) 

4.0 

a) 

AHCE 

TRUE 

CGRF, 

Deymny he bills were oxaoeated He appr 0c hed to the Rospondent 's oficials, 
but they did not cure the ptoblem. 

Sill connplainant paid bills partly as per 
ConsmDion of ßuio Duiulau month is luhe case of he cOmplainant 

it ne TeCCved clen bll lo he DeIOd iom |7/17/2021 to B/01/2022 for RS 
0,/00.00. Accoduo to Ihe complabant his billl amount was muclh higher than the 

ONSUmpion of he cecui ily. lhecfore on 0/02/2022, the coplainant nadc 

(0lCspOndene witlh the Respondent's Cstomer Cte Ward and put up his gy ievance 

bOUt sld higlh bill le couested them to ive he Clale bill. On 22/12/2022, the 
COmplahant abo llàde u DDcaion to the Respondecnt seckig infomalion under 

the Right To Into)aion Act ) iespcct of he said billing with a view to know whethcr 

any pio dues wee pendg. On 22/ 12/2022 he also nade complaint application to 

ItIs also subittod by the complaihant hat due to non paymcnt of thc aforesaid high 

amount of bill, ho Respondent has disconnetod he supply to the said premiscs from 

22/11/2022, 

The futher case of the complainant is that the Respondent did not pt ovide any 

lediessal to the aiol(sald gieance of high billing. On the contrary, the Respondent 

ISsucd a bill of Rs. 88,806.00 foI the period fron 19/12/2022 to 17/01/2023. 

Accoi ding to the complainant such demands of high bill made by the Respondent arc 
illegal. Thereíore the complainant has requested to this Forum that the Respondent 
be directed to withdraw the said demand and to issue proper bill on the basis of the 

The Respondent has appeared and filed its reply. The Respondent has opposed the 
aforesaid grievance of the complainant. The case of the Respondent may be stated as 
under:: 

COPY 

ACCOr ding to the Respondent the earlier consumer was one Shri Vijay Khot under a/c 
no. 815-291-021. As he vacated the premises, the said a/c was closed, however the 
meter was not removed as per prevailing practice. Then onwards the meter was 

intermittently read as extra meter by the meter reader in various months on 31 
oCcasions related in the system. The final reading as such was taken in January 2013, 
when the earlier consumer Shri Vijay Khot vacated the premises and at that time the 
reading was 2645 units. This reading was maintained till 24/04/2017 i.e. up to the 
date of alotment of the premises to the complainant Shri Irfan Pathan. The said 
allottee i.e. Shri Irfan Pathan did not turn out to the Respondent / Distribution 
Licensee for change of name. However, it seems that he has restored electric supply 
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the GRC of ho Customer Care Ward. 

actual consumption made by the complainant after occupying the premises from 
30/11/2021. 



b) 

c) 

d 

by nserting iUsC mto buanh ul out of the meler Theteafto in futher months Ihe 
readings taken were 6109. 6448 nils in November 2018 and februaty 2019 

Tespectively. Later in the yea 2020 and 2021 the meter reading activity was restricted 
due to cOtona pandemic As the account was closed, the clectic bill for the meter 
was not gcneratcd by the system maintancd by the Respondent. The extr act of OLCC 
Teport for vanoUs meter Icadings and tcading dates is atlachcd by the Responden 

with its reply vide Exhibit 'C. 

In later times, it was realized that some of the new allottees did not approach to the 

Kespondent for change of name procedure after ocCupying the premises and started 
USing electric supply by inserting fuse on their own. The allottee of the said premises 
1.e. the complainant also misused the electricity without intimation to the 

Respondent. In order to avoid such incidences, now a days, preventive action was 
taken by the BEST Undertalking and the Procedure Order no. 252 dtd. 26/02/2019 war. 

issued by Respondent / BEST. According to this PO the meters were being removed for 
outgcing consumers after paying final bill. Prior io that the aforesaid practice was 
prevailing regarding keeping the meter on the site and only fuse used to be removed / 
disconnected. 

In the year 2021, the complainant approached for change of name vide his application 
dtd. 30/11 /2021. As per the said application, the change of name was effected. As 
per the 0LCCs extract the meter consumption during the period from January 2013 to 
April 2017 was negligible. Thereafter from the date of allotment of the premises to 
the complainant on 30/05/2017 the meter was registering progressive units. Hence 
units consumed through the meter was billed after the date of allotment i.e. 
30/05/2017. The accumulated units since date of allotment were divided equally as 
227 units per month in the correspondence period and slab benefit was also given to 
the complainant. The bill generation for the period from April 2017 to December 2021 
is Rs. 46,625.00. Therefore, the Respondent asked the complainant to pay the said 
charges. 

The complainant later on approached to the Respondent and pleaded that he has 
oCCupied the premises in the year 2021 though the premises was allotted to him in the 
year 2017 and he was paying the rent of the quarter from the date of allotment. The 
complainant further requested to consider the bills on the pretext that he did not 
occupy the premises due to its dilapidated condition, his children's education and 
corona pandemic etc. He requested to reduce the bill amount. According to the 
Respondent, the aforesaid request of the complainant was not acceptable and 

therefore the demand made by the Respondent as above is correct. The 
representative of the Respondent has submitted that the present application is liable 
to be dismissed. 
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SUMER 

b) 

6.0 

VANCE 

5.0 We have heard the sub)sous 0l Dabos and notcd theit submissions as above. 

View of the above subissions of the parties and case pleaded by them, the following 
ponts dI 1Se for detemination, o) which we rccord our findings as under, for the 
Ieasons to follow 

REDRES 

Sr. 

1RUE COPY? 

Secretary CGRE BEST 

No. Points for determination 

Whether (he demand made by he 
Respondent to the conplainant to 
pay the amount of Rs. 88,806.00 

is legal and valid ? 

What order is required to be 
passed to disposed off the 
present application ? 

We have noted the admitted facts herein earlier. 

What appears is that the complainant was allotted the said premises W.e.f. 
30/05/2017. The case of the complainant is that he did not actually occupied the 
premises till 30/11/2021 as it was not in habitable / good condition and as he was busy 
with the studies of his son and also due to covid epidemic. Admittedly on 30/11/2021 
he approached to the Respondent / Distribution Licensee to change the name of 
Consumer in his favour in respect of the said consumer account and to restore the 

electric supply to the premises. It is also not disputed that on such application, the 
Respondent changed the name of consumer in favour of the complainant and also 
restored the supply from 31/11/2021 and also started giving bills to the complainant 
thereafter. 

It is also not disputed that the Respondent has been giving the bills as stated above and 
ultimately the Respondent asked the complainant to pay the aforesaid amount of Rs. 
88,806.00. It is not disputed that this amount was not paid by the complainant and 
therefore, the Respondent has disconnected the supply and also removed the meter 
from the premises w.e.f. 22/11/2022. 

Findings 

(Milind Karanjkar) 

Negalive 

The Respondent will have to be directed to 
withdraw the aforesaid demand of amount 

of Rs. 88,806.00 and to issue modified bills 
to the complainant on the basis of the 
actual consumption recorded by the meter 
from 30/11/2021 till the date of removal 
of the meter and also' to reconnect the 
supply after receiving the dues as per the 
modified bills as is being directed in the 

operative order being passed herein 
below. 

Secretary 
CGRF BEST 



The dispute lies nthe contentions of the rival parties as notod carior 
Complainanl savs thal the bill given for Rs. 88,806.00 tor the period from 30/11/2021 
to 17/01/2023 was not as pet the actual consunplion of the clectricity. According to (he complainant. he startcd consuming the clectnaty n the said premises only from 

premises was disconnected fiom 31/01/2013. On 31/0172013 the final roading or. 
2645 units in the sajd meter and the meter wa5 kept at the premises though supply was disconnected by removing the fuse. According to the Respondent in case of non 

30, 11/2021. On lhe other hand, the Respondenl says that the clectric supply to thc 

Secretary 
CGRE, BEST, 

and accordingly the meter was kept at the premises. ll 24/04/2017, the reading was negligible. However, after 24/04/2017 i.e. date of allotment of the premises to the COmplainant, the OLCC system of the Respondent was recording that there was COnsumption of electricity through this meter. Though the Respondent had already disconnected the premises in the vear 2013, from April 2017 the consumption of electricity from this meter was being recorded. According to the Respondent, it was only because the complainant was occpying the premises and consuming electricity because on 24/04/2017, the premises was allotted to the complainant by his employer Municipal Corporation. According to the Respondernt, the said consumption of electricity from 24/04/2017 as shown in the OLCC system of the Respondent was made by the complainant and nobody else. Therefore according to the Respondent it is the Complainant who is liable to pay for such consumption from 24/04/2017 onwards as shown by OLCC system. 

TRUE COPY 

Occupation of the premises or vacating of the premises, this was the prevailing practice 

We have examined the submissions of the parties. What we find is that from 31/01/2013, the Respondent has disconnected the supply to the premises. If it is the case of the Respondent that their OLCC system shows that from 24/04/2017 to 30/11/2021 the consumption was being recorded through said meter and if it is further case of the Respondent that only on 30/11/2021, the electric supply was restored to the premises on the application of the complainant, it will have to be assumed that the Respondent wants to say that the complainant has consumed the electricity from April 2017 to 30/11/2021 unauthorizedly. If the Respondent wants to say that the complainant has consumed the electricity during the said period unauthorizedly, then the Respondent should have taken steps in respect of theft of electricity. In such case, the Respondent should have adopted the procedure laid down in section 126 of Electricity Act, 2003. However, no such steps have been taken by the Respondent. The Respondent simply charged the complainant for the consumption as per nomal procedure by issuing enhanced bills for the period from April 2017 to December 202I for Rs. 46,625.00 and later on this amount was enhanced to Rs. 88,806.00 by including the bills for consumption during the period upto December 2022 and for nonpayment of the said amount the Respondent has disconnected the supply and also renoved the 
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e) 

) 

meter. We think that such procedue adopted by the Respondent is not in consonance 

Therefore, the non-payment of thc amount demanded by such illegal way, cannot with the provisions of Electricity Act, 2003 as well as MERC Regulations, 2020. 

become a valid rcason for the Responden! lo disconnect the supply to the premises of 

the complainant. 

Il is further to be noted that adniicdly (hcie is a dispute as to when actually the 

complainant occupicd the 
30/11/2021 issucd by the Mumcipal Coporalion stating that tho premises has bcen 

allotted to the complainant w.e.f. 

OcCupying the premises. 

the occupation of the complainant. This lctter has been produced by the Respondent. 

It appearS that this letter has becn addressed by the Head Clerk of MCGM to the Supdt. 

Customer Care (D) ward. On perusal of this letter no doubt it appearS that in this 

letter the fact about the allotment of the premises to the complainant w.e.f. 

30/05/2017 is mentioned and also it is stated that since then the complainant is 

premise 

EVANGE REDRE 

issued as per the format available with the MCGM and therefore it cannot be inferred 

from it that the actual Occupation of the premises was taken by the complainant from 

30/05/2017. The complainant is consuming the electricity in this premises through the 

TRUE COPY\ 

Thc Respondcnt is rclying on the letter dtd. 

ieter nstalled therein only from 30/11/2021 and not prior to it. We have examined 

hs submssion of the complainant. What we find is that the case of the Respondent is 

hot that it started supplving the electricity to this premises from 30/05/2017. 

Therefore this letter is not relevant to ascertain that the complainant started 

consuming the electricity from 30/05/2017 onwards. As the Respondent's case is that 

the complainant has unauthorisedly used the electricity from 30/05/2017, the 

Respondent cannot charge the complainant as per the normal procedure of billing 

without following the procedure laid down in section 126 of Electricity Act, 2003. 

Secretary 
CGRE, BEST 

30/05/2017 and from thal date the premises is in 

It may be noted that there is a dispute between the parties as to since when the 

complainant actually started consuming the electricity in the said premises and it is the 

case of the complainant that after the change of name from 30/11/2021 and after the 

Respondent restored the supply from 30/11/2021, the complainant had made complaint 

to the Respondent that he was receiving the high bills than the actual consumption. In 

this regard the complainant has produced a copy of the grievance application dtd. 

'G' annexed to pleading of the complainant. On receiving 
22/12/2022 vide Exhibit 

such complaint, it was for the Respondent to check the meter to ascertain as to why 

the meter was showing the reading inspite of the fact that the Respondent had already 

disconnected the supply from May 2017 till 30/11/2021. The meter was not checked by 

the Respondent. On the contrary, the Respondent has removed the meter for non 

payment of the bills by the complainant. Without testing the meter, it is unfair on the 

SAL FO 
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The complainant has submitted that this letter has been 
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1.0 

a 

b) 

C) 

2.0 

part of the Respondent to hage the tomphnant lor the allegcd consumption of th 

clectnity durino the peiod from May 2017 lo 30/1/2021. 

For all he aforesaid reasons, we hold that the demand made by the Rospondont for 

Rs. 88,806.00 as noted calicr is illegal and invalid and thercfore we have recordod 

ncgative findings on point no. (1). As we have TCcorded ncgative findings in DoInt no 

(1), we hold that the Respondent will have to be dirccted by this Forum to withdraw 

the said demand and to issue modified bills to the complainant for the period from 

30/11/2021 till the date of removal of the meter on the basis of the actual 

consumption recorded from 30/11/2021 till the removal of the meter and to restore 

the electric supply to the complainant after payment of the dues as per the modified 

bills. The Respondent may be directed to make compliance of this order regarding 

modification of the bills within one month from the date of receipt of this order and to 

restore he supply within 15 davs from the date of clearance of the dues by the 

complainant as per the modified bills. Accordingly we have answered point no. (2) and 

pass the following order. 

The grievance no. D-483-2023 dtd. 29/03/2023 is allowed in following terms : 

The Respondent is directed to withdraw its demand of Rs. 88,806.00 made to the 

complainant and to issue modified bills on the basis of the actual consumption 

recorded during the period from 30/11/2021 till the date of removal of the meter. The 

Respondent shall comply with this direction within one month from the date of receipt 

of this order. 

ORDER 

The complainant shall pay the dues of the electric charges as per the modified bills 

which shall be given to him by the Respondent as per the direction given in clause (a) 

herein above. 

After the complainant clears the dues as per the modified bills as directed in clause 

(b) herein above, the Respondent shall restore the supply to the premises of the 

complainant within 15 days. 

Copies of this order be given to all the concerned parties. 
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