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GUJARAT ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, GUJARAT STATE 

Polytechnic Compound, Barrack No.3, Ambawadi, 
Ahmedabad-380015 

 

CASE NO. 83/2016 

Appellant:  Shri Thomas Zacharia, Trustee 

   Baroda Parish of the Marthoma Syrian Church 
   Mathorma Community Centre 
   Purnima Society Road, Fatehgunj, 

   Vadodara-390002 
 

Represented by: Shri John Thomas, Church Member 
  

   V/s. 

 
Respondent:        Deputy Engineer 

   Madhya Gujarat Vij Company Ltd., 
   Sub-division Office, Nr.Subhanpura gam, 

GORWA. VADODARA. 

    
Represented by: Shri M.Y.Ghadiyali,DE, MGVCL, Gorwa,Vadodara.  
   Shri D.R.Parmar, JE, DGVCL, Gorwa,Vadodara      

                                          
       :::PROCEEDINGS::: 

 
1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the 

order No. 128 dated 20.05.2016 passed by the Consumer 

Grievances Redressal Forum, MGVCL, Vadodara, in case No.MG-

I-04-2016-17. The representation was registered at this office as 

Case No.83/2016. The hearing of this case was kept on 

07.07.2016.  

2.0. The Appellant has represented the case as under. 

2.1. Appellant is having a land Revenue Survey No.664/1, FP No.77, 

TP Scheme 55A, at village Gorwa, District Vadodara. Respondent 

has erected transformer in the land of Appellant without 

knowledge and consent of Appellant.   

2.2. Appellant has objected to the illegal erection of transformer and 

also produced necessary documents of the evidence, lay out plan 
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etc., to show that Prem Jyot Community Hall has misguided 

Respondent in installing the transformer by showing this as their 

land, and without going through the layout plan issued by TP 

Department. 

2.3 Respondent has illegally installed the transformer in the land of 

Appellant and Appellant has started legal procedure to shift this 

transformer. Respondent has asked shifting charges from 

Appellant which is also illegal. Appellant had objected on the first 

day before installation of transformer. 

2.4. VMSS Department has also issued a letter to Respondent to shift 

the transformer installed in the final plot of Appellant to the final 

plot of Prem Jyot. The sketch and letter issued to Respondent by 

TDO dated 04.05.2016 also shows clear demarcation of both the 

final plots and location of the installed transformer in the final 

plot of Appellant.  

2.5. It is stated that on 08.07.2015 Respondent has illegally erected 

transformer in the Appellant’s land. On 09.07.2015 Appellant has 

filed written complaint to the Respondent against illegal erection 

of transformer in the final plot of Appellant and submitted 

relevant documents. 

2.6. It is stated that concerned official of Respondent informed that 

Prem Jyot community hall has not submitted the layout plan to 

them and misguided them to install the transformer in the land 

of Appellant. Appellant had also submitted complaint to 

Executive Engineer, MGVCL, on 12.08.2015 with documentary 

evidences, and thereafter a complaint before Forum was filed on 

19.09.2015 and without hearing the Appellant the connection 

has been released by the Respondent from the said transformer.  

2.7. It is stated that as Respondent had not taken the matter 

seriously, Appellant had approached TDO, VMSS to prove that 
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the land on which the transformer installed by Respondent 

belongs to the Appellant and thereby Respondent has encroached 

the land. 

2.8. It is stated that TDO has forwarded letter No.2102 dated 

14.10.2015, 2865 dated 07.02.2016 and 350 dated 04.05.2016 

to the Respondent in which it has been clearly clarified that 

Respondent has wrongfully installed transformer on the land of 

Appellant and requested Respondent to shift the said distribution 

transformer to the final plot of Prem Jyot without any delay. 

Respondent has not taken any action to shift the said transformer 

even after receipt of letter from TDO. 

2.9. On 26.02.2016, Appellant had received letter from Consumer 

Redressal Committee, Vadodara in which CRC has directed 

Respondent to shift the transformer from land of Appellant with 

condition to deposit shifting charges in advance. 

2.10. It is submitted by Appellant that he has not committed any 

wrong, not at any fault then why shall Appellant bear the shifting 

charges of transformer, when Respondent says that the 

transformer has been installed on the wrong statement of Prem 

Jyot community hall, therefore, the Respondent may recover the 

shifting charges from Prem Jyot or concerned officer of 

Respondent. Appellant is not liable to pay any shifting charges. 

2.11. Aggrieved by the CRC order dated 15.02.2016, Appellant had 

submitted Appeal to SE, MGVCL, Navlakhi, Vadodara on 

04.03.2016. Dy. Engineer, MGVCL, Gorwa opined that the 

ownership of land on which the transformer has been erected is 

not clear. Further, where and in whose land it is to be shifted is 

also not clear, which shows the contradiction of Respondent.    

2.12. Appellant had submitted letter to MGVCL on 30.03.2016 which 

was replied by Chief Engineer vide letter dated 19.04.2016 
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mentioning that MGVCL is of the view that the Appellant may get 

the physical possession of the premises, as claimed by him, so as 

to have exact demarcation of premises of Appellant and Prem 

Jyot. Once Appellant gets the physical possession of his claimed 

portion of premises, MGVCL will shift transformer from the 

premises of Appellant to the premises of Prem Jyot (as earlier they 

(Prem Jyot) have agreed to give space for transformer while 

getting connection/increasing the load of their existing 

connection, without recovering any cost from Appellant).    

2.13. Appellant had filed complaint before CGRF on 22.04.2016 and 

Forum has taken views that to take shifting charges from the 

Appellant. Forum order is not conclusive and without detailed 

findings and it is without any reason.  

2.14. On 13.07.2016 Appellant has submitted a rejoinder letter in 

which he has mentioned as under: 

(1)  When Appellant was asked to pay shifting charges, he has 

taken serious objection and it was informed that 

Respondent received misleading and wrong information 

and installed the transformer in other’s land (place) as such 

it was mistake on part of Respondent and Prem Jyot and 

therefore recovering of shifting charge is totally illegal.  

(2) At the time of getting electric connection Prem Jyot had 

furnished an indemnity Bond to the Respondent to the 

effect that if any damage, loss or any dispute raised by any 

one against the erection of the transformer, Prem Jyot 

community will indemnify the Respondent. This fact has 

not been taken into consideration by the concerned officer. 

 In view of CGRF hearing dated 12.05.2016, Appellant is 

ready to cooperate and settle the issue amicably and also 

ready to suggest suitable undisputed location to shift the 
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transformer in coordination with Respondent without 

paying any shifting charges. 

2.15. Appellant has prayed as under: 

 1) To set aside the Forum order. 

2) To direct the Respondent to shift the transformer from the 

properties of Appellant without recovering any shifting 

charges. 

3) To award cost to Appellant for the Appeal in the interest of 

justice. 

3.0. Respondent has represented the case as under. 

3.1. Shri Prem Jyot Community had complained the Respondent 

about low voltage on 20.04.2015. Respondent had carried out the 

site survey work and found the low voltage at the tail end of 

electric network. New transformer was proposed and approved in 

the premises of Prem Jyot Community Hall as they had given 

consent about this. 

3.2. Earlier the old 11/66KVA transformer was at Janakpuri 

supplying electricity to around 345 No. of connections, hence at 

the tail end of electricity network, low voltage complaint arose. 

Therefore, new 11/63KVA transformer was charged on 

26.09.2015.   

3.3. New transformer was erected within the premises occupied by 

Prem Jyot Community Hall, well surround by compound wall 

which is clearly seen as per the site photographs. Transformer is 

erected by Respondent with clearly demarked by compound wall 

and within the premises of Prem Jyot Community Hall where sign 

Board of Prem Jyot Society, Ambawadi, Gorwa is clearly visible. 

Respondent has installed transformer in the premises which is 

presently occupied by the Prem Jyot Society. Transformer is not 
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installed in the premises of Appellant i.e. Marthoma Community 

Centre. 

3.4. Appellant, Marthoma Community Centre is not entitled to claim 

for shifting of transformer centre unless and until they get 

physical possession of their claimed portion of premises on which 

existing transformer centre is erected and demarked their 

premises by permanent compound wall after demolition of 

present compound wall.  

3.5. Appellant/Trustee, Baroda Parish of the Mar-Thoma Syrian  

Church, is neither a consumer of Respondent nor has applied for 

any new electric connection, hence it does not fall under the 

definition of complainant 

3.6. Respondent has submitted letter dated 29.06.2016 issued by 

TDO, VMSS, in which it has been mentioned that TP Scheme 

No.55 is yet not finalized. Therefore, the transformer installed in 

the premises of Prem Jyot Community Hall is correct as per the 

compound wall made and demarcated of the adjacent premises, 

i.e Prem Jyot and Appellant. 

3.7. As per the order dated 15.02.2016 of Consumer Redressal 

Committee, Vadodara, transformer shifting charges are to be 

recovered from Appellant. CGRF has also confirmed the order 

passed by CRC, Vadodara and directed in the order that 

transformer shifting charges are to be recovered from the 

Appellant. 

::ORDER::: 

4.0. I have considered the contentions of the Appellant and the 

Respondent and the facts, statistics and relevant papers, which 

are on record, and considering them in detail, my findings are as 

under. 
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4.1. As per layout plan and TP Scheme-55 at Gorwa, documents state 

that Revenue Survey No.664/1, FP No.76 and FP No.77 are 

adjacent to each other. FP No.77 is allotted to Appellant and FP 

No.76 is allotted to Prem Jyot. 

4.2. Respondent has erected transformer centre for giving power 

supply to Prem Jyot at FP No.77, which was objected by 

Appellant. He had requested before CRC to erect transformer 

centre at FP No.76 and submitted copy of Raja Chithhi and layout 

plan of FP No.76 and FP No. 77 to Respondent. 

 He has stated before Consumer Grievances Redressal Committee 

that present compound wall is made year ago and thereafter final 

plan was approved by VMSS, and accordingly said compound 

wall falls under F.P. of Appellant i.e. FP No.77. There is also a 9’ 

road passing between FP No. 76 and FP No.77 which is also 

affected by way of erection of transformer at FP No.77. 

 Appellant has objected the erection of transformer at FP No.77, 

which belongs to his premises and intimated the Respondent by 

submitting layout plan and Raja Chithhi. 

 Town Development Officer, vide letter dated 2102 dated 

14.10.2015 informed Dy. Engineer, Gorwa sub-division to shift 

the transformer which was installed to give power supply  to Prem 

Jyot Community Hall, having FP No.76. 

 In reply to letter No.GSD/4518 dated 30.11.2015, again TDO, 

VMSS has intimated Dy. Engineer, Gorwa vide letter No. 2065 

dated 07.01.2016 to shift the transformer to the premises of Prem 

Jyot Community Hall as Raja Chithhi was allotted only for 

construction purpose on said plot, i.e. FP No.76. 

4.3. Vide letter No.4518 dated 30.11.2015 Respondent has asked 

clarification regarding ownership of plot where transformer was 

erected by Respondent at Revenue Survey No.664/1, TP No.55. 
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4.4. Subsequently TDO, VMSS has reminded Dy. Engineer, Gorwa 

vide letter dated 04.05.2016 to shift the transformer at final plot 

of Prem Jyot. On 22.12.2015 TDO, VMSS has also intimated 

Prem Jyot to shift the transformer from final plot of another 

owner to final plot of Prem Jyot. 

4.5. TDO, VMSS has written a letter on 29.06.2016 and informed the 

Respondent that as per permission of construction in F.P.  

construction can be allowed,  but construction in another owner’s 

F.P. cannot be allowed. It is also mentioned that when TP scheme 

will be finalized then as per final plot approval can be allotted to 

concern owner.  

4.6. TDO, VMSS vide letter dated 11.07.2016 informed again to 

Respondent that at F.P.No.76 and 77, TP No.55 Gorwa owner has 

been permitted to construct as per approved layout plan in FP 

number only. In the another F.P. number, i.e. Appellant’s FP 

number, construction in  plot of another owner has not been 

permitted. 

4.7. It is undisputed that Respondent has erected transformer centre 

at the premises as shown by Prem Jyot. As per site of said 

F.P.No.76, 77, 75, 74, compound wall has been already there and 

by that demarcation of plot is already created prior to erection of 

transformer centre. By way of erection of transformer centre, 

Appellant has raised the issue that Respondent has erected 

transformer entre in his premises (i.e. in his final plot) of TP 

No.55. As per say of Respondent, place of erection of transformer 

centre has been shown by Prem Jyot and as per site verification 

nearby premises was separated out by compound wall with 

nearby premises of Appellant, hence transformer centre was 

erected correctly.  
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4.8. The dispute is in relation between Appellant and Respondent is 

regarding shifting of transformer centre from F.P. of Appellant as 

per his statement and as per endorsed letter by TDO, VMSS. A 

compound wall prepared prior to erection of transformer centre 

and thereby both FP numbers are demarcated and thereafter 

transformer was erected in the premises of Prem Jyot. Now TDO, 

VMSS has issued a letter to remove transformer centre from FP 

No.77 of Appellant on ground of permission of construction on FP 

No.77 and 76. 

4.9.   GERC Electricity Supply Code & Related Matters Regulations No.4 

of 2015, Clause No.4.36: 

“If the licensee is of the opinion that provision of supply requires 
installation of a distribution transformer within the applicant’s 
premises, the applicant shall make available to the licensee a 
suitable room or portion of land within his premises for installation 
of the distribution transformer”. 

 
From the above, it can be seen that Respondent has erected the 

transformer centre as per the space allotted by Prem Jyot in his 

F.P. number. Therefore, by way of space provision, Respondent 

has erected the transformer centre.   

4.10. CGRF has concluded that for shifting of transformer, Appellant 

has to pay necessary charges. Letter of TDO, VMSS also states to 

shift the transformer from F.P.No.77 of Appellant.     

4.11. By way of compound wall demarcation between FP.No.76 and 77, 

existing site was verified by Respondent as shown by Prem Jyot 

for erection of transformer centre. The plot identified was 

separated out by making compound wall between FP No. 76 and 

77.  There was no issue but when transformer centre was erected, 

Appellant has raised the objection and stated that location of 

transformer centre comes in the final plot of him.  
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 From the above, it concludes that there is a dispute between 

Appellant and Prem Jyot regarding final plot, while transformer 

was erected at present location. 

4.12. Town Development department, VMSS, has issued Raja Chithhi 

to Appellant vide No.35/2015-2016, Word-10 dated 01.07.2015 

for FP No.77, TP No. 55A, Revenue Survey No. 664/1. In the said 

development permission, it was mentioned in Point No.3 as 

under: 

 “To make demarcation in FP No.77 by contacting concern 

department and construction should be made after making 

necessary margin in FP No.77. While as per statement of 

Appellant, transformer was erected by Respondent on 

08.07.2015.” 

 Appellant has not fulfilled the conditions mentioned in  

development permission issued by TDO, VMSS dated 

01.07.2015. 

4.13. Respondent (Chief Engineer, MGVCL) vide letter No. 1127 dated 

19.04.2016 has stated that Appellant may get the physical 

possession of the premises as claimed by him, so as to have exact 

demarcation of his premises and Prem Jyot Society. Respondent 

will shift the transformer centre from the premises of Appellant 

to the premises of Prem Jyot after getting the physical possession 

of claimed portion of premises, without recovering any cost from 

the Appellant. 

 In the above scenario, Appellant has not fulfilled the conditions 

specified by the Respondent. 

4.14. In the present grievance, Appellant has referred the reference 

shown in Para No.4.13 of Respondent and shown willingness of 

shifting of transformer without recovering the charges. In the 
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whole issue, the main question is related with recovery of 

transformer shifting charges. 

4.15. As Appellant has not fulfilled the conditions of development 

permission issued by TDO, VMSS as per letter dated 01.07.2015, 

and he has also not produced the exact demarcation as per final 

plot allotment by VMSS.  

4.16. As per GERC Notification No.9 of 2005, Licensee’s power to 

recover expenditure incurred in providing supply and other 

miscellaneous charges, Chapter No. VIII, Clause No. 8.2(F) 

charges for miscellaneous work: 

“The charges payable in advance for any work which the supplier 
may undertake for the consumer and which is not included in the 
foregoing schedule shall be at the actual cost of labour and materials 
plus 15% to cover overhead charges. Estimates will be submitted 
when necessary. The charges payable in advance for any work which 
the supplier may undertake on behalf of the consumer as an agency 
work, shall be the actual cost of labour and materials plus 15% to 
cover overhead charges. The estimates will be submitted 
accordingly.”   
  
On above observations, the plea for shifting of transformer from 

the existing location of transformer to another location of Prem 

Jyot may be made by recovering shifting charges from the 

Appellant.   

4.17. I order accordingly. 

4.18. No order as to costs. 

4.19. With this order, representation/Application stands disposed of.  

    

    

                                                 
(Dilip Raval) 

                    Electricity Ombudsman 
                      Gujarat State 
Ahmedabad. 

Date: 28.07.2016. 


