
formed under the provision of lE Act 2003, sub ciause 42
Notifiqttion No.7/7A11 of GERC (CGRF & Ombudsman)
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BEFORE THE CONSUI'AER GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM
MADHYA GUJARAT VIJ CO LIMITED

CORPORATE OFFICE, 5'' FLOOR SP VIDYUT BHAV,A,N,

RACECOURSE, VADODARA 390 OA7

i Subject Consumrer Criemint
No. MG-lll-10-7018-19

i Comptainant M/s. Jataram Rice Mi[t, At . Malavada Chawkdi, Vastana
Road. Limbasi, Tai: Matar, Dist: Kheda

I Resoondent
tl

ffiDep
MGVCL.
06.11 .7018 at MGVCL, Co orate Office, Vadodara

QUORUM NAME

Smt Mata Y Shah, Ahmedabad
Independent Member MrAGShaikh. Nadiad

Shri H R Shah, (RA&C) MGVCL Vadodara

The complaint dated 17.10.7018 regarding wrong bitting in respect of LT consumer
M/s. Jataram Rice Milt ,consumer No. 50801 /02270/7.

The nature of retief sought from the Forum by the comptainant is as under:

(i) To withdraw supptementary bitts of Rs. 9657g.83 issued as per HT Tariff due to
exceeding actuat demand beyorrd 100 KW and to appty LTMD tariff as per the
rate decided by GERC.

(ii) To cancel estimate letter for HT connection dated 30. n.fi
1.0 On 06.11.7A18, the case of the Complainant Grievance was heard before

Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum wherein Shri D S Doshi,f-€Di-esentative of
comptainant M/s. Jataram Rice Mitt, appeared on behatf of compiainant whereas
Shri N.B.Dhanatia, Deputy Engineer, Limbasi s/dn appeared as respondent on
behatf of MGVCL before the Forum. Both the parties were heard.

2.0 The brief history of the case is as under:

7.1 The comptainant Shri Ashokbhai Ramabahi Bharwad is having LTMD
connection in the name of M/s. Jataram Rice Mitt bearing consumer
no.05081 /A7770/7, contract demand of 92 KW located at Matawada
Chowkdi, Vastana Road, under Limbasi subdivision.

2.7 As per the guidetines conveyed in Technicat Circular No.49(A) dated
78.07.14 and Technicat circutar 75 dtd.A1 .04.16 , the Internal Audit Team,
during its audit programme instructed to recover differentiat amount of LT
to HT tariff for Rs 327744.89 from the comptainant as the maxirnum
demand recorded had exceeded the contract demand for more than 10%

for 5 times during the FY 14-15 for the month from Nov'14 to March'15
and during the FY 201 5-16, the maximum demand recorded had exceeded
for 4 times in the month of Aprit'15 and Jan'16 to AAarch'16 .Simitartv
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during Fy 1 6_17 the maximum demand recorded exceeded for 5 tjmes in

the months of Nov,16 to March'17, the supptementary bitl as per HT tariff

was served f or Rs.465500.08 to the comptainant and notices issued for

regutarization of excess Load'

2. 3 As there was no response f rom comptainant, HT ,estimate 
f ar 175 KV,A

considering the peak average demand of month Nov 16 to Mar- 17

amounting to ns. brsz53 / -issJed vide sE (oeM) Nadiad circte office letrer

NIo.NC/Tech .1 IHT /5178, dated 30'10'17 '

2.4 The comp[ainant represented vide his apptication dtd. 1 5.1 1 '17 before

Forum against the Audit bitt,supptementary biLls issued as per HT tariff and

HT estimate- served under suo motu process of conversion from LT to HT

suPPtY

z.5The compr.ainant was heard before the Redressal committee meeting hetd

at circ[u oFFi." Nadiad on dtd.23.0B.1B in presence of his representative

shri Manubhai Ramabhai Bharwad and Dy Engr. Limbasi subdivision

wherein the Redressal committee as per the guidet'ines conveyed in

Technicat Circutar No.49(A), Technical circutar 75, and guidetine letter

No. MGVCL/RA& ClHT I audii/ Rev/716, dated 03.07-.18 cancetted rhe Audit

bitt ,"ruJ ioi Rs.327244.8g, to recover Rs. 96579.83 our of torat

,differentiat bitt from t-i to HT tariff was served for Rs.465500'08' The

remaining amount to be credited in consumer account. The HT Estimate

issued for Rs.835253/- iound to be in order vide order No.NDc/Rev/cRC/

4777 dated 31 'B'18 '

2.6The statement showing the detaits of drawt history, bitts served and net

credited amount 'is as under:

:: ir : ''
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Year Month in
which MD

recorded in
excesS

Recorded
MD ln KW

Diff
served
under
Tariff .

Bitt

HT

DifferentiaI Bitt as

per Audit team.
Amount & date

Net
creditabte
amount

Rs.377744.89
dtd 30.10.17

61778.85
7014-15 Nov' 14 115 61 / /6.6)

68795.63 68795.63
Dec 14 114

t01001.77 107661.77
Jan 15 17{)

57241 .43 57241.43
Feb 15 170

31767.21 31767.21
Mar- 1 5 171

Rs.465500.08
dtd. 04.17.17

HT Estimate issued
for Rs.835253i -

dtd.30. 10.17 for

I regutarization
I under suo motu

I process.

48506.44
2015-16 Apr 15 108 4U)Ub.44

53679.41 53679.41Juty 15 104

Jan 16 117
36777 .79 36777.79

Feb
/Vlar

16

G
110
107 44399,94 44399.94

)016-17 Apr 16 104
43660.58

Nov 16 110 4Jbbu. )6
57 607 .56 57607.56

Dec 16 lUv
84289.03

Jan 17 113 84289.03
617 42.39
T4w:44

Net recoverable
amount

e6 579.8 3
Feb 17 113

Mar -17 111
1037017-18 June t z



7.7 Aggrieved with the decision of Redressal cornmittee at circle levet ,the
complainant approached CGRF Vadodara .

v

3.0 The comptainant has represented the case as under:

3.4He further contended that section 45
the consumer at HT rate for crossing
and at the rate other than determined

3.1The representative of the comptainant contended that if Demand is in
excess of the Contract Demand then as per rate prescribed in GERC tariff
order, Schedule f or LT tariff under LTMD category Rate Rs.255 / -KW is
appticable which is atready recovered .

3.2 He contended that as per GERC's Tariff order, HT tariff is appticabte for
suppty of electricity at 3300 V and above and MGVCL cannot appty HT
tariff to consumers avaiting suppty of etectricity at 440 Y i.e. less than
3 300v.

3.3 Further quoted clause No.3 .7 of GERC Suppty code 2015, which states
that "f ar at[ instattations exceeding 6 KW of connected load (Motive power
load exceeding 7 HP and up to 150 HP in the aggregate) and up to 100 KVA
/ KW of contracted demand, according to which ctassification is based on
suppty vottage and when contract demand (not actual demand) is less than
100 KW, LT connection is appLicabte and HT connection is for contract
demand exceeding 100 KVA/ KW and not actual demand more than 100 KW
and hence cannot be bil.ted under HT tariff.

of EA 2003 does not provide to bitt
the demand beyond specified timit
by GERC.

3.5 He further in context to MGVCL Technicat Circutar No.75 quoted
Etectricity Ombudsman order in case No.67l 1 B and in para No.1 3 of his
apptication that bitts under HT category cannot be issued to LTMD
category and para 14 " GUVNL has notified that any circutar contrary to
GERC rutes and regulations should be ignored.

3.6He further contended that after receipt of MGVCL's letter dtd.71 .8.17* (para 19 of appLication)actual demand has not exceeded contract demand.

3.7He has referred the Ctause No.2.71 of GERC Notification No.2 of 7011 and
requested that as a natural justice Suo-motu estimate to be cancetted.

4.0 The respondent has represented the case as under:

4.1The respondent Shri N.B.Dhanatia, Deputy Engineer, Limbasi s/dn MGVCL
contended that actions are taken for bitting as per Technical Circutar
No.75 as the maximum demand has exceeded 5% of the contract demand
during the FY1 5-16 and 1 6-17 .

4.2.Further as per the revised guidetines of Technical Circutar no.75 issued
vide letter no. MGVCLIRA&CIHTlaudit/Rev/716, dated 03.07.18 tn'e

,,',.-=- benefit of amendment is attowed to the comptainant for exceeding the
'.':lb\.
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contract demand for 4 times during the Fy_]6-17 .However for the fifth

viotation onwards the net amount oi Rs.96579-83 is to be recovered being

bjtls served as per HT tarif f for the Month of Feb'17 &- March'17'

4.3The supptementary biu issued in past on the,basis of rnternar Audit para is

cancelted subsequent to forum order at circle [eve[ and credit adiustment

of Rs.6g61 65.14 given in the consumer account .The HT estimate is

debited in the consumer account'

5.0 The Forum Members present at the hearing have gone through the written

submissions made by both the parties and ctnsidered contention of both the

parties and perused the records which are avaitable, fotl'owing findings are

made, as under:

5.1 From the records, the First Notice dtd.30.03.15 and 77-04-1 5 has been

served to the complainant showing month wise detair.s of the maximum

demand recorded in excess of conlract demand for more than 1a% and

100Kw during particurar biu.jng months and it was mentioned in the notice
, 

thar. as per GERc,s Tariff order and suppr.y code 2005 he has to give

undertaking within 15 cJays (though 30 d'ays prescribed jn circutar) and

app[y for HT ruppiy. rt was ltio..nu-ntioned 
and warned that if he does not

wisti' to avail irr 
'suppty thgn he has to maintain the demand within

permitted timit of 100 l/..w etse power suppty would be disconnected in

case of reoccurrence

5.2 There has been no response from the complainant and whenever

maximum oemand observed in excess of contract demand in the

subsequent montt.,r; notices have been issued on dated 13 .04.16,78-06-16,

79 '11 '"i6, 76'A4'17

5.3 The comptainant has respondent onty after receipt of notice

dta.a1 .07.17, intinration to makr: pav!-nent of Audit bir.ts,vide apptication

dtd.10.08.17 i-aised objection againslthe issue of suppLementary bitt

5.4 Notice of 30 days given on dtd .21.08.17 to comptainant-for regutarization

of the excess touoio,- exceeding the contract Demand for more than the

timit of 5% a bevonJ rooxw roia isix) rimes during the FY 201 6-17 i'e

n..onrn oi aprit 16 and from Nov'16 to March'17.

5.5 rt is mandatory as per Ctause No. 4.g5 of supptv cgdg,7015 to observe

contracted demand to be recorded within permissibl.e limit of 57" of its

contracted demand and in viotation of the sarne for four times in the

financial years to issue a 30 days notice for submission of apptication form

for enhancement of toad. In this case comptainant hu1 not observed his

contracted demand within permissibLe limit of 5% of jts con-tracted

demand ancJ even after receipt of first notice datecJ 30'03'15 he had

not apptied for enhanc'ement of [oad

5.6 suo motu pr-ocess init.iateci and HT estimate issued on dtd"30'1c'17 for

regularrz-;:tion of .,r1.'tru.l demanC for 175 KVA as per Clause 'tr"95 of

G[:ItC,s Electt-icity, 1>r:1 ;;Ly Code Regul.atior,s ,701'5 
''i,if.,;J=,.....
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r Clause f.|o.4.95
.-..1n t'use iy- HT, EHT unel Dentrind Bosed LT connections, if tlre nurrinzum denmncl *,fts

ibcorrled lo be ine-rcess of controct denmnd by 5% or morefrtr nl leastfour times during
Iastfinuncisl r*ear, the licensee shtll issue a 30-do1, notice to tlte consumerfor subntitting
un applic{ttion fornt for enhoncernent of lorrd. If there is no response frorn lhe consunter

by the end of the rtotice period, the licensee :^ltoll start the prucedure for enhrtncing the

consunter's conlroct dentand to the average of four recttrdings o.f nutximum rlennnel

shown bv the consumer's MDI meter in the lastfnoncial yeor-.-..

5.7 The cornptainant has exceeded the demand repeatedty and has faited to
maintain the demand within permissible timit despite'intimation to
restrict contracted demand or to appty for extension of load.

5.8 The i-lT estimate has not been paid within

granteci uP to 79.17.18

one month and on request of
making payment of estirnate

v

v

5.9The comptainant has quoted ctause 3.5.1 of GERC's suppty code 2005 to
serve notices of 30 days to rectassify from LT to HT and 21 days show
cause notice if required may ,disconnect power suppty after considering
the submission but not authorized to bitt under another tariff category.
The procedural lapse on par't of the respondent does not absotve the
comptainant to regutarize the excess demand and just because the
connection had not been disconnected.

5.10 The comptainant has been:given the benefit of revised guidelines of
Technical circutar 75,,f or'exceeding the contract demand for four times
in the FY 1 6-17 .

5.11 As seei'r' f r.om the records the maximum demand recorded for the month
of June'17. is 103 KW which' is 11% more than the contracted demand
durjng the FY 17'18.

ORDER

6.0 The Forum Members present at the hearing considered contention of both the
parties and has come to the conctusion that the bitts amounting to Rs. 96579.83
for the month of Feb'17 &. March'17 by the respondent Deputy Engineer (O&M)

Limbasi subdivision of Madhya Gujarat Vij Co Limited, to the complainant Shri

Ashokbhai Ramabhai Bharvad,Jataram Rice Mitt is in order. The actions initiated
to issue HT estimate for regutarization of excess load vide [etter dated
30.10.2017 is in order as per clause 4.95 of Suppty Code, 7015

(H R Shah)
Technical lAember lndependent ltember

I

W"Yb'r
(S;mt lvlala Y Shah)

Chai rperson '

P5:
lf the complainant is not sotisfied with the order of this Forum, the c:omplairtant may
approach Ombudsman on[y after paym€nt of minimum 33% of the bilt amaunt isstwr$rt?nh,e
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