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FORUM FOR REDRESSAL OF CONSUMER GRIEVANCES 
                                          Adani Electricity Mumbai Limited (AEML) 

Devidas Lane, Off. S.V. Road, Near Devidas Lane Telephone Exchange,  
Borivali (West), MUMBAI 400 103.  

Website. www.cgrf.adanielectricity.com / www.adanielectricity.com                                                                                                        
Email: consumerforum.mumbaielectricity@adani.com 
Phone : 022-50745004 
 
CGRF Complaint Case No. CGRF05004/2021   Date : 20/05/2021 
 
"HANKARE FOOT WEAR"NEAR SBI, A K ROAD, OPP GANESH MANDIRM V ROAD, ANDHERI 
(EAST), MUMBAI 400069. 
 
C.A.No. 152686573, Commercial, South Central Division 
 
Sushila Vithoba Hankare                                                   …………………  Applicant  
 
Adani Electricity Mumbai Ltd. (AEML)                             ………………..   Respondent (Utility) 
 
 

Order dated 04/06/2021  
                            (Online Meeting conducted through Microsoft Teams on 31/05/2021) 
 
Appearances for Order & online hearing: 
 
1.  Mr.D.W.Deshpande, Chairperson. CGRF 
2. Mr. Ashish Khedkar, Vice President (Adani Electricity Mumbai Ltd.) – Member, CGRF 
 
 
On behalf of Adani Electricity Mumbai Ltd.(AEML)  
 
1. Mr.Mritunjay Jha, (Dy.General Manager ) Nodal Officer 
2. Mr.Sarang Pande ( Assistant Vice President), AEML 
3. Mr.Vinay Wadvalkar ( General Manager), AEML 
 
On behalf of Applicant  
  
Mr.Mangesh Kajrolkar ( Representative of the Applicant) 
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The applicant filed the application before this Forum under Grievance Application No.: 

CGRF05004/2021 registered on 20/05/2021 for grant of electric connection and supply to 

her footwear stall located at near SBI, A.K.Road, Sir.M.V.Road, Opp.Ganesh Mandir, Andheri 

East, Mumbai 400069.   

 

The facts of the application are as under:  
 

1. It is submitted that on 14/11/2018, the application was moved by applicant at office 

of Respondent / Utility for new electric connection / grant of electric supply to her 

stall under the name and style ‘Hankare Footwear’.  It is pertinent to note that 

previously there was meter in her stall but it was disconnected on 24/07/2006 for 

non-payment of dues. After submitting the fresh application, the representative of 

the Respondent conducted the site visit and submitted the report. Accordingly, the 

demand was issued by the Respondent and the same was paid by the applicant on 

27/11/2018.  It appears that the footwear stall of the applicant is located on the 

MCGM road footpath. Therefore, for the purpose of digging the trench /excavation 

for laying cable, permission of MCGM authority is required. It appears that on 

15/07/2019, a letter was issued by the Utility / Respondent, informing applicant that 

the Utility / Respondent approached MCGM for road opening permit, but MCGM 

refused the permit. Hence, the application stands cancelled. The applicant then 

approached to Consumer Forum. 

 

2. The Respondent / Utility submitted the say. It is submitted that the applicant ought 

to have proceeded to the Municipal Authority to provide permission / way leave. 

Further, according to the Respondent / Utility, the present complaint is not filed 

within the limitation period. Further, it is submitted that the Representative of the 

applicant, Mr.Mangesh Kajrolkar is a licensed electrical contractor and he is not 

covered under Regulation 8.10 of MERC (CGRF & EO), Regulations, 2020. Hence, it  

is submitted that the representative of the applicant be disallowed to proceed with 

the matter.  
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3. It is submitted that in application form Schedule A at Sr.No.7, the applicant mentions 

about the new tapping meter connection. According to the Respondent / Utility, the 

said contention of the applicant is incorrect.  According to the Respondent / Utility, 

as the stall of the applicant is located on the footpath of the MCGM road and for 

digging trench to lay cable to provide electric supply, the Respondent / Utility 

requires permission of MCGM. According to the Respondent / Utility, the 

Respondent / Utility took the steps by approaching MCGM and writing letters. Even 

the meetings were held with the officials of the MCGM. It is contented that it was 

informed verbally by MCGM that MCGM had stopped giving permits to the stalls on 

the MCGM footpaths after year 1976.  On 15/07/2019, the Respondent / Utility 

informed applicant that MCGM refused the permission. The Respondent / Utility also 

informed applicant to provide bank details for processing the refund. 

 

Observations:  

 

Heard the Representative (Mr.Kajrolkar) of the Applicant ( Ms.Hankare)  as well the 

representative of the Utility/Respondent and Nodal Officer. We have also gone through the 

submissions made before us. 

 

4. So far, as regards to the point of limitation is concerned, we are of the opinion that 

the present application is within limitation. On 15/07/2019, the Respondent / Utility 

informed the applicant that MCGM refused the permit and hence, her application 

stands cancelled and also asked applicant to submit bank details to process the 

refund. So, cause of action would arise for applicant in view of the letter dated 

15/07/2019. Within 2 years from 15/07/2019, the applicant has to file the application 

and the according to us the same is filed. So far as the representation on behalf of 

the applicant is concerned, the undertaking is filed by the applicant as per 

Regulation 8.10 of MERC (CGRF & EO) Regulations, 2020. During the submissions, 

the representative fairly stated that for visiting various offices on behalf of the 

applicant, the applicant has given him the travelling expenses. However, in the 
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present matter he had not received any remuneration / fees by the applicant as 

stated by him. So, considering all these facts, we allow the representation in the 

present matter. 

 

5. The question at this juncture is to be seen as to whether the applicant is entitled for 

getting electric supply for her stall. There is no dispute that the stall of the applicant 

is located on the MCGM Footpath. There is no dispute that earlier there was a meter 

in the said stall but it was disconnected on 24/07/2006. After near about 12 years, 

the applicant filed application for the electric supply to her stall. The Respondent / 

Utility, after receipt of the application, conducted the site visit and also raised the 

demand. The charges also were paid by the applicant. For laying cable, the 

Respondent / Utility, requires permission from the MCGM as the stall of the applicant 

is located on the footpath of the MCGM. It appears that the Respondent / Utility 

made efforts to get permissions / road permit from MCGM for laying cable. Even it is 

fairly submitted by the representative of the applicant that AEML is ready to provide 

electricity supply to the applicant, but Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai 

(MCGM) is not giving the permit.  

 

6. The Respondent / Utility informed applicant about the refusal of permit by MCGM. 

Thereafter also, the Respondent/ Utility, on 23/11/2020 & 05/01/2021, issued the 

letters to MCGM authority that the Respondent / Utility did not receive the permit 

for excavation in spite of the application made by them. So, it appears that the 

Respondent / Utility made efforts for getting permission for laying cables on the 

road. The Representative of the applicant submitted that the cobblers / footwear 

labours are not covered in the definition of ‘hawkers’. According to him, the 

applicant is entitled for the meter connection and the electric supply in view of her 

business.  

 

7. From the submissions of both the parties, we are of the opinion that Respondent / 

Utility made efforts to obtain the required permissions from MCGM, but it appears 
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that MCGM did not grant the permission. So, the Respondent / Utility is ready to 

provide the electric supply and even site visit was also arranged and demand was 

raised. For want of permissions from MCGM, the Respondent / Utility could not 

perform their part of providing electric supply to the applicant. The applicant also 

did not make any efforts to move higher authority of MCGM for grant of necessary 

permission. Moreover, the representative of Utility, Mr.Vinay Wadwalkar also 

submitted that there are policy guidelines for granting trench excavation 

permissions. He pointed out our attention to the guidelines of MCGM PART B-Laying 

/ Replacing of Services ‘Permission for laying / augmentation of the utility 

conduits/cables shall be granted during the fair season from 1st October till 15th 

April for trench exclusively on footpaths, the permission shall be granted upto 30th 

April’. 

 

8. Be that may be, if in future MCGM grants permission of trench opening on the road, 

Respondent / Utility shall consider the proposal for grant of electric supply to the 

stall of the applicant.  

In view of this, the following Order is passed. 

 
Order 

  

1. Grievance application stands disposed of. 

2. No Order as to cost. 

 
 
Dated : 04/06/2021 
Place : Mumbai                
    

D.W.Deshpande ( Retd. District Judge) 
Chairperson - CGRF 

         
 

Ashish Khedkar 
                              Member–CGRF 


