
 
Page 1 of 18 

120 of 2025 Dinesh Babu 

 

BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN (MUMBAI) 
(Appointed by the Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission  

under Section 42(6) of the Electricity Act, 2003) 

 

 

REPRESENTATION NO. 120 OF 2025 

 

In the matter of alleged high billing  

 

Dinesh Babu M ………… ……. …. ………………… ……………… ………. Appellant 

(Cons. No. 170621410965) 

 

 V/s. 

 

Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Co. Ltd., Bhosari Dn. ………. ……. Respondent 

(MSEDCL) 

 

Appearances: 

 

 Appellant : Dinesh Babu M 

 

 Respondent :  1. Atul Deokar, Executive Engineer, Bhosari Dn. 

                                       2. Somnath Mane, Addl. Executive Engineer, Bhosari II Sub. Dn.  

 

 

Coram: Vandana Krishna [IAS (Retd.)]  

  

Date of hearing: 28th January 2026 

 

Date of Order   : 9th February 2026   

 

 

ORDER 

 

This Representation was filed on 26th December 2025 under Regulation 19.1 of the 

Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum & 

Electricity Ombudsman) Regulations, 2020 (CGRF & EO Regulations 2020) against the Order 

dated 18th December 2025 passed by the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, MSEDCL, 

Ganeshkhind Urban Circle, Pune (the Forum) in Case No. 33 of 2025. The Forum, by its order, 

partly allowed the grievance of the Appellant but did not reduce the alleged high bill. The 

operative part of the order is as below: 
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“2. The Respondent is directed to give a written explanation to the Complainant for 

closing of the online Complaint raised by him within 8 days without fail.  

3. The Respondent is directed to follow the Complaint handling mechanism very 

strictly with Regulations in future.” 

 

2. Aggrieved by the order dated 18.12.2025 passed by the Forum, the Appellant filed this 

representation. An e- hearing was held on 28th January 2026 through video conference. Parties 

were heard at length. The Respondent’s submissions and arguments are stated as below: - [The 

Electricity Ombudsman’s observations are recorded under ‘Notes’.] 

(i) The Appellant is a residential consumer of the Respondent. The particulars of the 

electricity connection are set out in Table–1. 

Table 1: 

 

(ii) The Appellant raised multiple complaints alleging unduly high recorded consumption 

and frequent power interruptions. Each complaint of power interruption was attended 

to and supply was restored within the timelines. The interruptions were caused due to 

distribution line faults and fuse failures affecting the entire surrounding area and not 

the Appellant alone. This was a peri-urban area, earlier covered under the infrastructure 

of rural areas, typically villages. However, subsequent inclusion of this area within the 

municipal corporation limits, and rapid construction growth of housing complexes has 

led to stress on the distribution system. The Respondent has undertaken infrastructure 

augmentation on a war footing and the interruption levels are expected to reduce within 

six months to one year. 

Name of 

Consumer
Consumer No. Address

Sanctioned 

Load
Date of Supply Tariff Category

Dinesh Babu M. 170621410965

Gat No. 97, 98, B-903, 

Radhe Harmony, 

Dhyakarwasti, Haveli, 

Pune, Pimpri Chinchwad 

(M. Corp)

3 KW 22.07.2022 Residential
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(iii) The Appellant sent several emails to the Respondent without clearly identifying a 

specific grievance. Upon scrutiny, it was understood that the grievance pertained to 

allegedly high electricity bills for June 2025 (176 units of Rs. 1830/-) and August 2025 

(189 units of Rs.2040/-), which the Appellant believed were inconsistent with his past 

consumption pattern. He alleged that these were due to meter reading errors or meter 

defect. According to the Consumer’s Personal Ledger (CPL), all bills issued to the 

Appellant were based on actual energy consumption from the date of connection i.e. 

22.07.2022 to Nov. 2025 as tabulated in Table 2. 

Table 2: 

 

(iv) The Appellant’s meter (Sr. No. 03449017) was replaced by a new smart meter (Sr. No. 

M42515397016 of Genus make) on 27th June 2025 in accordance with the Maharashtra 

Electricity Regulatory Commission (Supply Code & SOP Regulations, 2021). It is 

significant that the consumption before and after replacement remained almost 

Year

Month Cons.
Meter 

Status
Cons.

Meter 

Status
Cons.

Meter 

Status
Cons.

Meter 

Status

Apr 38 Normal 42 Normal 124 R.N.T.

May 33 Normal 38 Normal 198* Normal

Jun 0 Normal 125 Normal 94 Normal 176 Normal

Jul 0 Normal 65 Normal 110 Normal 143 Normal

Aug 2 Normal 13 Normal 132 Normal 189 Normal

Sep 0 Normal 21 Normal 59 Normal 166 Normal

Oct 0 Normal 23 Normal 74 Normal 140 Normal

Nov 0 Normal 182 Normal 149 Normal 213 Normal

Dec 0 Normal 225* Normal 109 Normal

Jan 50 Normal 200* Normal 149 Normal

Feb 19 Normal 171 Normal 98 Normal

Mar 9 Normal 136 Normal 126 Normal

Total Cons 80 1232 1180 1225

Avg./Mth 9 103 98 153

2025-262022-23 2023-24 2024-25

1. In May 2025, the Appellant was billed for 198 units for two months, after refunding 

124 units pertaining to April 2025 of Reading Not Taken(RNT) billing.
Note

2. The consumption recorded during December 2023 and January 2024 was 225 units 

and 200 units respectively, which falls during the winter season.



 
Page 4 of 18 

120 of 2025 Dinesh Babu 

 

identical, averaging 160–170 units, thereby conclusively demonstrating that neither the 

old nor the new meter was defective. As per Regulation 18.4 of Supply Code & SoP 

Regulations, 2021, no billing revision arises where meter accuracy is established. The 

smart meter enables daily monitoring of consumption through the Mahavitaran Mobile 

Application, empowering the consumer to analyze and regulate usage. Despite this 

facility, the Appellant has not monitored his daily consumption and continues to raise 

repeated complaints without showing any specific billing discrepancy. 

(v) On 30 September 2025, the site was inspected by the Assistant Engineer. The meter 

bearing No. M42515397016 of Genus make, was found to be in proper working 

condition, recording 494 kWh at the time of inspection. A photograph of the meter 

reading was taken and placed on record. 

(vi) The monthly electricity bills issued to the Appellant are correct and based strictly on 

actual meter readings, in accordance with Regulation 15.1 of the Supply Code & SoP 

Regulations, 2021. The Appellant has been billed as per the applicable Tariff Order 

issued by the Hon’ble Commission, through the Respondent’s centralized billing 

system, which is uniformly applied to all consumers within the same tariff category. 

The Respondent had explained in writing that digital meters accurately record energy 

consumption and that billing is automated and non-discretionary, as envisaged under 

Regulation 14 and Regulation 15. 

(vii) The Appellant raised preliminary complaints at the Consumer Facility Centre, (Service 

Request ID No. 0000037782077), which were registered under the “High Bill” 

category, and were closed on 22nd August 2025 with advice for approaching the Field 

Office regarding meter related complaint. The second complaint, (Service Request ID 

No.0000037804013) was closed on 25 August 2025 after verification and confirmation 

that the meter was running correctly and there was no scope of bill revision. 

(viii) Thereafter, the Appellant approached the Forum on 17th September 2025, primarily 

challenging the electricity bills for June and August 2025. After due hearing and 

examination of records, the Forum passed a reasoned and speaking order on 18th 

December 2025. The operative portion of the order is reproduced in the first paragraph.  
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(ix) Sudden increase in electricity consumption may arise due to several factors attributable 

to the consumer’s premises, including but not limited to: 

a)  Unauthorized extension of load to third parties. 

b) Unauthorized tapping of supply; 

c) Defective internal wiring or malfunctioning electrical appliances; and 

continued use of old, inefficient, or outdated electrical devices. Wirings, etc. 

(x) The meter is installed in the designated meter cabin of the Appellant’s residential 

complex. The Respondent’s role in this regard is advisory in nature. If the Appellant 

experiences higher consumption, it is incumbent upon the Appellant to assess and 

implement consumption-reduction measures at his own premises. Electricity meters are 

installed for the accurate recording of actual consumption, and there is no scientific 

basis, technical possibility, or operational tendency for a digital/static meter of a reliable 

and approved make to record abnormally high consumption in a particular billing 

period while functioning correctly in all other periods.  

(xi) Without prejudice to the foregoing, the Respondent relies upon Regulation 4.4.1 of the 

Supply Code & SOP Regulations, 2021, which provides as under: 

“4.4: Charges for Electricity Supplied. 

4.4.1 The Distribution Licensee is authorized to recover charges for 

electricity supplied in accordance with such tariffs as may be fixed from 

time to time by the Commission.” 

(xii) The static meters presently deployed by the Respondent are designed and engineered 

to withstand voltage fluctuations and spikes within the electrical system. Each meter is 

subjected to rigorous testing as per applicable Indian Standards at the manufacturing 

stage prior to approval for installation and mass deployment. In view thereof, the 

allegation of meter “jumping” is categorically denied. 

(xiii) In light of the facts, it is evident that there is no billing error, meter defect, or deficiency 

in service on the part of the Respondent. The Respondent, therefore, prays that the 

Appellant’s representation be rejected. 
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3. The Appellant’s submissions and arguments are stated as below: - 

(i) The Appellant is a residential consumer. The present grievance pertains to a persistent 

high billing dispute and the systemic procedural failure of MSEDCL to address the 

issue in accordance with law and established procedure.  

(ii) The Appellant has received abnormally high electricity bills for the months of June 

2025 (176 units of Rs. 1830/-) and August 2025 (189 units of Rs.2040/-). These bills 

are grossly disproportionate to his normal and historical consumption pattern and are 

therefore unjustified. The Appellant has a bona fide belief that the excessive billing has 

arisen due to erroneous meter readings and/or a technical defect in the electricity meter. 

(iii) In an attempt to resolve the issue, the Appellant approached MSEDCL through its 

internal grievance redressal mechanism on multiple occasions. However, each 

complaint was closed mechanically and without any meaningful investigation, 

defeating the very purpose of the consumer grievance framework. 

• Ticket No. 0000037782077: Filed under the category of “High Bill.” The complaint 

was arbitrarily closed on 22.08.2025 with the untenable and fabricated remark 

“raise the complaint in relevant category”, despite the complaint clearly falling 

under the high-billing category. 

• Service Request ID No. 0000037804013: Closed on 25.08.2025 with the vague and 

baseless statement “Your bill is not subjected to any revision,” without providing 

any reasoning, calculation, meter data, or inspection report. 

(iv) The Appellant repeatedly requested for a physical inspection of the electricity meter, 

which is the only effective method to verify the correctness of the meter and resolve 

the billing discrepancy. These requests were completely ignored by MSEDCL. 

(v) The conduct of MSEDCL reflects a continuous pattern of negligence, marked by: 

• Premature and arbitrary closure of genuine complaints 

• Failure to conduct even a basic investigation 

• Refusal to carry out a physical meter inspection 

• Non-application of mind while disposing of grievances 
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(vi) This amounts to a serious procedural lapse and denial of effective grievance redressal. 

The Appellant has placed on record all relevant email correspondence and complaint 

records as documentary evidence substantiating this failure. 

(vii) The Appellant filed a grievance application before the Forum on 17.09.2025 to direct 

MSEDCL to immediately conduct a thorough physical inspection of the electricity 

meter installed at his residence, to provide a detailed and documented explanation with 

calculations justifying the unusually high bills for June and August 2025, to revise and 

adjust the impugned bills so as to reflect his actual and reasonable consumption, and to 

explain the unjustified closure of his earlier complaints without any proper 

investigation. The Forum did not understand or address the basic issue. 

(viii) The present dispute is no longer a matter of interpretation but of objective impossibility. 

The Appellant and his family were out of station from 09.01.2026 to 20.01.2026 (12 

days), during which period the premises remained completely vacant. Despite this 

admitted absence, the Licensee has raised a bill for 124 units for January 2026, which 

mathematically presupposes normal usage during a period of zero occupancy. This fact 

alone conclusively establishes that the billing is erroneous and inconsistent with actual 

supply and consumption. 

(ix) The premises experienced prolonged outages exceeding 9 to 13 hours, in clear violation 

of the MERC Standards of Performance, which mandate restoration within 4 hours in 

urban areas. The temporal proximity between statutory complaints and prolonged 

outages raises serious concerns regarding the Licensee’s conduct and warrants strict 

scrutiny. 

(x) This dispute spans over seven months, during which the Appellant has repeatedly 

approached the Licensee, the CGRF, and statutory authorities. Despite this, no Root 

Cause Analysis, no physical meter inspection, and no transparent explanation of billing 

calculations has been provided. The Appellant has been compelled to independently 

analyze consumption data and digital logs solely due to the Licensee’s failure to 

discharge its statutory obligations, causing sustained mental harassment and 

professional loss. 
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(xi) The doctrine of res ipsa loquitur squarely applies. A consumer cannot be billed for 

normal consumption during a period of documented vacancy and prolonged power 

outages. The Licensee’s explanations are inconsistent with its own records and with 

basic principles of electricity supply. Further hearings would serve no purpose except 

to prolong the hardship of the consumer. 

(xii) The Appellant has referred to the consumption pattern reflected in Table 2. The 

historical trend indicates tolerable consumption of 166 units in September 2025 and 

140 units in October 2025. However, the recorded consumption of 213 units in 

November 2025 is incorrect and inconsistent, particularly in view of frequent power 

supply breakdowns and the Appellant’s job profile/other visits, which requires him to 

remain out of station for several days during the month. 

These figures are representative samples, and the actual consumption pattern 

ought to be consistent on a month-to-month basis. Accordingly, the Appellant’s 

consumption should reasonably be around 126 units per month, as correctly billed 

in January 2026 (126 units), and not at inflated or erroneous levels exceeding 126 units 

per month.  

(xiii) The Appellant prays that the Respondent be directed to   

a. Revise the impugned electricity bills by taking the January 2026 bill (126 units) 

as the correct benchmark; declare the disputed bills issued from July 2025 

onwards as erroneous and unsustainable; revise the same by adopting 126 units 

per month as the reasonable consumption; and refund the excess amounts 

recovered i.e. Rs.3540/-, along with applicable interest.  

b. Pay maximum punitive compensation and Standards of Performance (SoP) 

penalties for power outages exceeding the permissible limits, and 13 acts of 

contempt and mental agony, in accordance with the MERC Standards of 

Performance Regulations. 

 

4. During the course of the hearing, the Respondent was directed to re-inspect the 

Appellant’s installation and submit an inspection report and to place on record the captured 
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data of daily electricity consumption on a sample basis, particularly in view of the Appellant’s 

claim that he was out of town for certain days in January 2026. 

In compliance with the said direction, the Respondent, by its email dated 28.01.2026, 

submitted the captured daily consumption data, which has been tabulated in Table 3. From this 

table, it is evident that the Appellant has been billed on the basis of actual recorded 

consumption.  

Table 3 
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A distinct drop in consumption to about 0.7 units per day is observed during the 

period from 10.01.2026 to 19.01.2026, which corroborates the Appellant’s contention that 

he was out of station during this period, and only a refrigerator may have been in 

operation. 

Further, power failures exceeding 250 minutes daily were recorded, out of which, on 

16.10.2025, 06.11.2025, 20.11.2025, 27.11.2025 and 30.12.2025, electricity consumption is 

seen to have dropped significantly.  

Instances of comparatively higher daily consumption during the winter months (such as 

January) may be attributed to general consumer practices in the Pune region, where the use of 

temporary electric heaters is commonly observed due to prevailing cold conditions. Such 

discretionary daily usage patterns are determined by consumers themselves and may result in 

higher consumption on particular days, thereby impacting the overall monthly electricity bill. 

For example, the highest consumption of 8.3 units was recorded on 3rd January 2026. 

It is observed that whenever there were planned outages or breakdowns in the said area 

(earlier classified as a rural region and now rapidly developed into residential complexes 

following the merger of these villages into the Pimpri-Chinchwad Municipal Corporation) the 

power supply was restored on a war-footing basis. However, daily consumption levels were 

correspondingly affected in instances where non-availability of power exceeded 250 minutes. 

The Respondent has also initiated a system improvement plan for this locality, by installing 22 

KV switching station which will reduce the length of 22 KV Feeder.  It is expected that the 

overall reliability of supply will improve substantially over the next six months to one year. 

The Respondent, by email dated 03.02.2026, submitted the inspection report dated 

02.02.2026 carried out in the presence of the Appellant, the details of which are as under: 

Table 4: 

Electric 

Gadget 

Tube 

Light 
Fan TV Refrigerator Computer Geyser 

Washing 

Machine 

Misc. 

Points 

No. 5 3 1 1 1 1 1 
As per 

requirement 

Meter 

Reading, 

Make & 

Sr. No. 

 Genus make energy meter, Sr. No. M42515397016, rating 5–30 A, meter reading 

1085 kWh. Maximum Demand recorded: 1.336 kVA; Voltage: 244 V; Current: 

0.73 A; Power Factor: 0.8 
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Analysis and Ruling 

 

5. Heard the parties and perused the documents on record. The Appellant is a residential 

consumer as detailed in Table 1.  

 

6. The Appellant contended that he received abnormally high electricity bills for June 

2025 (176 units – ₹1,830) and August 2025 (189 units – ₹2,040), wholly inconsistent with his 

previous consumption pattern, indicating excess billing due to erroneous meter readings and/or 

meter defect. Despite repeated complaints to MSEDCL, the grievances were disposed of 

mechanically without any physical meter inspection. The Appellant’s premises remained 

vacant from 09.01.2026 to 20.01.2026, yet a bill of 124 units for January 2026 was issued, 

demonstrating inaccurate billing during zero occupancy. Further, the premises suffered 

prolonged power outages of 9–13 hours, contrary to MERC Standards of Performance. 

Consumption figures for September 2025 (166 units) and October 2025 (140 units) contrast 

sharply with November 2025 (213 units), exposing inconsistency in consumption. The 

reasonable monthly consumption would be about 126 units, as reflected in the January 2026 

billing. The Appellant seeks revision of bills from July 2025 onwards by adopting 126 units 

per month and refund of excess amounts with interest. 

 

7. We note that on the days of outages (power interruptions), the recorded consumption is 

lower, as expected. For example, on 16th October 2025, the recorded consumption was 4.5 

units, compared to 7.8 units the previous day. The same applies to other days of outages.  

 

8. The following issues are framed for consideration. 

Sr. 

No. 
Issues 

1 

Whether it is established that the Appellant 

was erroneously billed with high 

consumption from July 2025 onwards? 

2 

Whether the applicable Regulations provide 

an opportunity for testing of the electricity 

meter? 

3 
Whether the Appellant ought to be billed 

considering 126 units per month? 
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As reflected in Table 3, the Appellant’s consumption pattern over the preceding three 

years has been examined. 

 

The Appellant has been billed on the basis of actual meter readings since the date of 

connection, i.e., 22.07.2022. The electricity meter is installed in the Society’s common meter 

room, which is under the custody of the Society, while routine meter reading is carried out by 

the Respondent in the normal course. 

The earlier digital meter bearing Sr. No. 03449017 was replaced with a smart meter of Genus 

make (Sr. No. M42515397016) on 27.06.2025. Variations in consumption may occur due to 

factors such as inefficient or poorly maintained electrical appliances or unauthorized load 

extensions. There is no material on record to establish that the increase in consumption was 

attributable to any billing error.  

The Regulatory provision as per Supply Code & Sop Regulations, 2021 are as below: 

Regulation 15.4.1.  

The meter shall be read once in every three months in case of agricultural Consumers, 

and every month in the case of all other Consumers. Consumer shall extend all facilities 

to the licensee or his authorized representatives to read the meter: 

Provided that the meters should be placed in easily accessible common area of the 

premise or any other place easily accessible.  
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If the Appellant disputes the accuracy of the meter, the remedy lies under Regulation 

15.6.2, which permits the Consumer to seek meter testing upon payment of prescribed 

fees. The meter may be tested either at the Distribution Licensee’s laboratory or, in case 

of further dispute, at a NABL-accredited laboratory, with reconciliation of bills as 

per the test results. 

Regulation 15.6.2.  

The Consumer may, upon payment of such testing charges as may be approved by the 

Commission under Schedule of Charges can request the Distribution Licensee to test 

the accuracy of the meter by applying to the Distribution Licensee: Provided that the 

Distribution Licensee may get the meter tested at its own laboratory or any other 

facility as may be approved by the Commission: Provided further that if a Consumer 

disputes the results of testing carried out by the Distribution Licensee, the meter shall 

be tested at a National Accreditation Board for Testing and Calibration Laboratory 

(NABL) accredited laboratory chosen by the Consumer at the cost of the Consumer: 

Provided further that in case of testing on the Consumer's request, if the meter is found 

to be beyond the limits of accuracy prescribed in the Central Electricity Authority 

(Installation & Operation of Meters) Regulations, 2006 as amended from time to time, 

the Distribution Licensee shall refund the test fee along with interest for the period the 

fees has been held by the Distribution Licensee, at a rate equivalent to the Bank Rate 

of the Reserve Bank of India to the Consumer by adjustment in the subsequent bill:  

Provided further that the bills of the consumers shall be reconciled based on the meter 

testing results for a maximum period of Six (6) months or from the date of last testing, 

whichever is shorter, on the basis of the test report. 

Further, the installed digital smart meter conforms to IS/IEC standards and CEA Regulations, 

ensuring high accuracy through True RMS measurement, stable calibration, non-volatile 

memory, tamper detection, event logging, and secure sealing provisions. Such meters are 

designed to reliably record actual consumption. 
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 From Table 3 above, it is evident that the Appellant has been billed on the basis of actual 

recorded consumption. A marked reduction in consumption to approximately 0.7 units per day 

is observed during the period from 10.01.2026 to 19.01.2026, during which only minimal usage 

appears to have occurred. The Appellant has argued that he was out of station with family from 

9th January to 20th January 2026. Since the billing cycle will be about 11th January to 11th 

February 2026, the Appellant will no doubt get the benefit of lower recorded consumption (0.7 

units/day) in the February 2026 bill.  

Further, on 16.10.2025, 06.11.2025, 20.11.2025, 27.11.2025 and 30.12.2025, that day’s 

power failures exceeding 250 minutes were recorded, during which electricity consumption 

reduced significantly as already noted in para. 4. Conversely, instances of comparatively higher 

daily consumption during the winter months may be attributed to seasonal, consumer-driven 

usage patterns in the Pune region, including the greater use of geyser or temporary electric 

heating appliances, which may impact overall monthly electricity consumption and billing. As 

already noted in para. 4, the highest daily consumption of 8.3 units was recorded on 03.01.2026, 

which is logical. It is also observed that the consumption recorded during December 2023 and 

January 2024 was 225 units and 200 units respectively, and which also falls during the winter 

season. This clearly establishes that the Appellant has consumed it.  

In view of the above, we hold that the Appellant has been billed on the basis of actual 

and recorded consumption and that no billing error is established. The applicable Regulations 

provide an opportunity for meter testing upon payment of the prescribed charges; however, the 

Appellant did not avail of this remedy. Accordingly,  

Issue No. 1—whether it is established that the Appellant was erroneously billed with high 

consumption from July 2025 onwards—is answered in the Negative; 

 Issue No. 2—whether the applicable Regulations provide an opportunity for testing of the 

electricity meter—is answered in the Affirmative; and  

Issue No. 3—whether the Appellant ought to be billed considering 126 units per month—is 

answered in the Negative. 
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9. So far as the issue of compensation for prolonged outages is concerned, the Regulatory 

provision as specified in Regulation 25 of Supply Code & SoP Regulations, 2021is produced 

as below: 

25. Determination of Compensation  

25.1. The compensation to be paid by the Distribution Licensee to the affected person 

is specified in Annexure ‘II’ of these Regulations.  

25.2. The Distribution Licensee shall be liable to pay to the affected person, such 

compensation as provided in Annexure ‘II’ to these Regulations:  

Provided that in the event of failure of Distribution Licensee to meet the standards of 

performance, the compensation shall be payable automatically by the Distribution 

Licensee for the parameters as per Annexure ‘II’ to all the affected person/Consumers, 

without requiring a claim to be filed by the affected person/Consumer:  

Provided further that the automatic compensation mechanism shall be implemented 

within Six (6) months of the date of notification of this Regulations: Provided further 

that any person who is affected by the failure of the Distribution Licensee to meet the 

Standards of Performance specified under these Regulations for the parameters not 

entitled for automatic compensation as per Annexure ‘II’ and who seeks to claim 

compensation shall file his claim with such a Distribution Licensee within a maximum 

period of Sixty (60) days from the time such a person is affected by such failure of the 

Distribution Licensee to meet the Standards of Performance :  

Provided further that the compensation shall be payable as per Annexure ‘II’ to only 

those affected person/Consumers who have paid all their bills to the Distribution 

Licensee within the due dates of each bill without any delay in last One (1) year or in 

cases where supply has been provided for a shorter period, such shorter period shall 

be considered and there is no outstanding amount to be paid to the licensee except for 

current bill which is not due: 

Provided further that the affected person/Consumer who have paid the bills, 

though not within due date but with delayed payment charges, in last One (1) 

year or in cases where supply has been provided for a shorter period, such 

shorter period shall be considered and there is no outstanding amount to be 
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paid to the licensee except for current bill which is not due, such affected 

person/Consumer who seeks to claim compensation shall file his claim with 

such a Distribution Licensee within a maximum period of Sixty (60) days from 

the time such a person is affected by such failure of the Distribution Licensee to 

meet the Standards of Performance and such affected person/Consumer shall 

only be entitled for Compensation of half the amount specified in Annexure ‘II’.  

Provided further that the Distribution Licensee shall compensate the affected 

person(s) within a maximum period of Ninety (90) days from the date of filing 

his claim from the previous months billing cycle and the payment of such 

compensation shall be paid or adjusted in the Consumer’s future bills: Provided 

further that a confirmation message shall also be sent to the Consumer 

informing about the Compensation paid by the Distribution Licensee. 

 

25.4. In case the Distribution Licensee fails to pay the compensation or if the 

affected person is aggrieved by non-redressal of his grievances, he/she may 

make a representation for the redressal of his grievance to the concerned 

Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum in accordance with the provisions of 

Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievance 

Redressal Forum and Electricity Ombudsman) Regulation, 2020 including any 

amendment thereto as in force from time to time:  

Provided that in case the claim for compensation is upheld by the Consumer 

Grievances Redressal Forum, the compensation determined by the Commission 

in Annexure ‘II’ to these Regulations will be implemented by the Forum or by 

the Ombudsman, in case of an appeal filed against order of the Forum before 

him and is to be paid by the concerned Distribution Licensee:  

Provided further that in case the claim for compensation is upheld by the 

Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum or Ombudsman, the compensation 

amount shall be Two (2) times the amount specified in Annexure ‘II’ and 

subject to conditions specified in Regulation 25.2: 
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10. The compensation payable in this case as per Annexure - II: Level of Compensation 

Payable to Consumer for failure to meet Standards of Performance as per Supply Code & SoP 

Regulations, 2021 is reproduced as below. 

 

 

As per Regulation 25 of the Supply Code & SoP Regulations, 2021, compensation for 

failure to meet Standards of Performance is payable as specified in Annexure-II. Such 

compensation is to be paid automatically for notified parameters and, in other cases, on a claim 

made within 60 days. The Licensee must adjust the compensation in the consumer’s bill within 

90 days and provide confirmation. If not paid, the consumer may approach the Forum and if 

upheld, compensation becomes twice the amount specified in Annexure-II. 

11. As per Supply Code & SoP Regulations, 2021, the consumer is not entitled to receive 

indirect, consequential, incidental, punitive cost.  

 

The same is reproduced as below: 

“18.4 The Distribution Licensee shall not be liable for any claims against it attributable to 

direct, indirect, consequential, incidental, punitive, or exemplary damages, loss of profits or 

opportunity, whether arising in contract, tort, warranty, strict liability or any legal principle 

which may become available, as a result of any curtailment of supply under the circumstances 

or conditions mentioned in this Regulation 18.” 
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Thus, consumers are not entitled to indirect, consequential, incidental, or punitive damages. 

 

12. Considering these Regulations altogether, the Forum has given a justified order. In view 

of the above, the representation of the Appellant is rejected and disposed of accordingly. 

 

 

                                                                                                                 Sd/ 

(Vandana Krishna) 

Electricity Ombudsman (Mumbai) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


