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Complainant M/s. Swastik Agro
Near Raitway Crossi

lnclusirie;, Vasad Borsad Road,

, Bheta,'i Road Corner, VASAD

i RespondenL lShri K I'Datwadi,
i mcvct-

Deputy :iigineer Vasad s/dn of

@ ,evadodaraI LrClLtJl ltgCtl llig, i | I .wt .Lu, l{J (l'L tv\.rt yL,l (rL!v a/r I ! e
l-'l

The complaint dated 25.06.18 recd through oui- Gi" VNL office vide letter dt
75.6.18 regarding notice against disconnection of pciver supply and to pay HT

power suppiy estirnate

1.0 On fl.A7.2018, the case of the Comptainan,: G;- 3vance was heard before
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum wherein Shri Dharmesh Rakhodia,
appeared on behalf of complainant M/s. Swast-i,t Agro Industries whereas
Shri K I Datwadi, Deputy Engineer Vasad s/cin a,rpeared as respondent on

behal.f of MGVCL before the Forum. Both the pariies were heard.

7.A The brief history of the case is as under:

2.1 The comptainant M/s. Swastik Agro lridus,"ries, Vasad Borsad Road,
Near Raitway Crossing, Bhetasi Road Cori',er, Vasad Dist: Anand, LS

No.7B9l7/2, is existing LTMD connect'irn of 99 KW, consumer.
No.50201 /A54l3 /7

7.2 Complainant was issued suo-moto notice ,-]l'] 22.09.7017, for excess
drawal then Contract Demand 99 KW in be,.cw mentioned tabte:

Bitting
month

Contract
Demand in KW

ActuaI
DemanC

",'age Excess
L -awa[

Apr 17 99 4,7C 21

June 1 7 99 136 37
Juty 17 99 134 35
Aug 17 99 142 43
Sept 17 99 144 45

QUORUM
Chair recli,bad

MrAGShaikh, Nadiad
Shri H R Shah, (RA&C) M{'zVCL Vadodara

Independent Member
Technical Member

is,
MIGVCL



3.0 The represeniative of the compiainant conten
Vasaci s/dn had served suo-inoto nctice fc
ccnversion under HTP- 1 tariff ] Partv's qrievan,:,

ed that Deputy Engineer
200 KVA for LT to HT
is that, they have been

v

compelted to Pa]' the estimate of 200 KVA fr,r a ,aiting HT power as the LT
drawal had exceeded by them as per aborre , ,rbte. So in line with the
ctauseNo.4.95 ai Electricity Supptlr Ccde 2A1'] t :y were issued the notice.
The estimate rryhich they have received wa:, c: itaining the line charges.
Now, their grievances is this that since ti-:e i: l€ is atready existing for
their existing'!-T connecticn. So, wny again lin: charges are proposed? At
present, thei'e is a recession in industries anC i., 3y were not aware of the
rules but now they hal'e rernoved one m;r *nine and instatted toad
ccntroiler so they may be given retief from F,ayj",g [ine charges and review
thejr FiT demand ccnnection. Further, the estir,:,,te given for 200 KVA may
a[s* be reviewei.

4.4 The responden: contended that as per ciauser Nc'.4.95 of Etectricity Suppty
Ccde 2015, the suo-moto nctice was issued L.; the party as party has
repeatedly ct'ossed the Ccntract Demand as s cwn in above tabte. So,
estinrate lar 2AA KVA was issued. Line charges :-:-oposed are on RSJ girdte
pcie i:i' replacing existing PSC pote and Looking i r their demand average of
the highest Contract Demand 200 KVA^ HT estiir,,tte is issued.

5-0 Tle Foi'um Members present at the hearing r:or,..,Cered contention of both
the par-iies anc pe?"i:seci the r-ecc: ds anc obs,3t-!'r:,C that since on the Vasad
Towr feecer rnajarity of the connections are gi.:':t from PSC poLe and then
whv [!ne is pi'oposed aeain on RSi Potej. ;- lrther, when the line is
existing then why duplicate charges a.re prrrpc ,3d. HT estimate may be
revised by i-eviewing the demand as per {[aL,,.e No.4.95 of Etectiicity
Slrrpi.y Code 7015

C.R.DER

6.0 The Forurn dii'ects the respo:rdent i\,iaChya Guja,-:,t Vij Co Limited to revise
estirnate and review Contract DernanC as pe:' ci::lse No.4.g5 of Etectricity
lurpiy C_ode 2015 and ask ccmpiainani M/s. liwa,iik Agro Industries, Vasad
tsorsaC Roacj, Near Raitway Crossing, Bheta-si !=',-racl 

-orner, Vasad, Dist:
Ar:and, to apply fr-esh fcr HT pcwer dennand.

h)
lAember

PS:

'-orum, the complainant may
the bill amaunt issued to the
: The Staff'Officer, Office of

Commission, Barrack No.3,
:crdance with Clause No.2.63

lf the complainant is nat satisfied with the crder of rhis I

approach ombudsrnan cniy after payrrnent of rninimum 33% cipartv ln question. The atfice address of ine ontx;Gsmcin rst!: Eiectric!ty ombudsman, Gujarat i{ectricity p,egulctor
Palytecknlt ccmpounri, A.nbawadi, Ahmedobcd 3gc 0i5 in c:,

U)

!t

&sT
iff R S{za
echnica! lndependent lvlermher

G Sftofkh)

Chapter-2 cf GERC Notification !,io.Z of 20i I .
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