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GUJARAT ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, GUJARAT STATE 

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

 

CASE NO. 32/2017 

 

Appellant:  M/s. Sopan Paper Mill Pvt. Ltd., 

Survey No. 225/1, Behind Tita Chokdi, 

Sartanpur-Matel Road. 

Ta: Wankaner. Dist. Morbi-363622.     

 

Represented by: Shri R.M.Bavarva, Authorized representative. 

  

   V/s. 

 

Respondent:        Executive Engineer, 

   Paschim Gujarat Vij Company Limited 

   Division Office, Suhani Building, Javasa Road, 

Nr. Axis Bank, Wankaner. 

   

Represented by: Shri B.D.Zalavadia, EE, PGVCL, Wankaner 

                                               

       :::PROCEEDINGS::: 

1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the 

order 1902 dated 07.03.2017 passed by the Consumer Grievances 

Redressal Forum, PGVCL, Rajkot, in case No. 43/Q.03/16-17. The 

representation was registered at this office as Case No.32/2017. The 

hearing of this case was kept on 11.05.2017. 

2.0. Appellant has represented the case as under. 

2.1. Appellant is a HT consumer, bearing consumer No.HT-33205, 

having contracted demand of 1600 KVA under Wankaner Division. 

Appellant is paying energy bills regularly in time.  

2.2. Appellant has raised two issues in his representation as under.  

(1) Injustice made to Appellant in monthly energy bill for the 

month of April,2016. 

(a)  Appellant has stated that Respondent has revised its 

tariff w.e.f. 01.04.2016 vide letter No. PGVCL/ 
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Tech/3450 dated 25.04.2016 and accordingly some 

charges such as energy charge was reduced while 

demand charges, FCA etc., were increased. 

(b)  In consideration of introduction of new tariff monthly 

bill for the month of April, 2016 was revised and 

requisite credit adjustment in energy charges and debit 

adjustment in demand charges were effected in the 

regular monthly HT bill for the month of May,2016. 

While reviewing the same, Appellant observed that 

energy bill of April,2016 was bifurcated in two parts. 

Consumption of first 16 days i.e. from 16.03.2016 to 

31.03.2016 was considered for billing purpose in the 

old tariff, while the same of next 15 days i.e. from 

01.04.2016 to 15.04.2016 was considered in new tariff. 

Since the new tariff was applied and effected from 

01.04.2016, entire bill of April,2016 should have been 

considered in the new tariff.    

(c) It is observed that Respondent had made more injustice 

by way of considering the entire month charges in 

increased rate. The bifurcation was not considered 

therein as it was considered for the calculation of 

energy charges. By this way Respondent has adopted 

dual policy by way of depriving the Appellant from his 

rights of full credit adjustment in energy charges with 

pro rata calculation and debiting of demand charges 

without pro rata calculation.  

(d) Appellant has strongly opposed and objected the dual 

policy of curtailing tariff adjustment by applying pro 

rata basis and charging of increased demand charges 

and entire excessive billing demand without pro rata 

basis.  
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(e) It is stated that Appellant should have been given the 

benefit of credit adjustment in energy charges on entire 

consumption without pro rata or should have been 

charged excess demand on pro rata basis and not on 

entire excess. Appellant has submitted a statement to 

Respondent showing complete details of amount to be 

refunded as per new tariff.     

(2) Denial of Prompt Payment Discount by Respondent. 

(a) Hon’ble GERC has clearly provided Prompt Payment 

Discount on the total bill excluding all type of levies 

duties or taxes levied by Government or any other 

competent authorities and meter rent, but including 

fixed charges, energy charges and minimum charges 

may be allowed at 1% rate for all tariff categories 

provided that the payment is made within seven days of 

presentation of bill and that no previous amount is 

outstanding as on date of the bill.   

 Appellant has paid all monthly energy bills from 

April,2016 to August,2016 in the due time limit. Hence 

Appellant was entitled to get Prompt Payment Discount.  

(b) Respondent had informed Appellant that provision of 

Prompt Payment Discount is granted on company’s 

convenience and such expense is to be borne by 

Distribution company. It is stated that such expense is 

to be made by considering the Bank’s interest rate and 

liquidity of company. Hence it is not possible to give 

Prompt Payment Discount.  

2.3. Aggrieved by CGRF order, Appellant has represented his grievance 

and requested as under. 

(1) The energy bill for the month of April,2016 has not been 

revised properly as per new tariff by Respondent. Respondent 

has bifurcated energy bill in two parts for credit adjustment 
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purpose, while considered the entire bill in one part for debit 

adjustment purpose in demand charge. It is stated that either 

Respondent should consider the entire bill in one part for 

credit adjustment or otherwise to bifurcate the demand 

charges in two parts.  

(2) Appellant has stated that he is deprived of his legal/legitimate 

rights of Prompt Payment Discount and due to that there is 

financial loss. 

3.0. Respondent has represented the case as under.   

3.1. It is submitted that as per rules framed by Respondent billing cycle 

for HT consumer starts from 16th of month to 15th of next month. In 

present case Appellant is a HT consumer and billing cycle for the 

month of April,2016 starts from 16th March to 15th April, 2016. On 

receipt of new tariff effective from 01.04.2016 energy bill for the 

month of April,2016 was revised as per pro rata, and credit 

adjustment under energy charges was given to account of Appellant.  

3.2. It is stated that demand charge is to be calculated on monthly basis. 

Therefore, during the whole billing period for the month of 

April,2016 demand charge was calculated as per new tariff effective 

from 01.04.2016. Respondent has submitted a Circular regarding 

billing period.  

3.3. Respondent has submitted Circular No. PGVCL/REG.CELL/T-8342 

dated 17.09.2016 regarding guidelines to give Prompt Payment 

Discount. Accordingly, Prompt Payment Discount was not given to 

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.  

4.1. The issue emerge in the present representation is relating to billing 

of HT consumer and calculation of charges as per tariff published 

by Hon’ble GERC. 
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4.2. The disputed billing cycle in the present case is April,2016. As per 

Respondent, billing cycle is of period 16th of month to 15th of next 

month. Respondent has issued energy bill for the month of April, 

2016 on 16.04.2016. Thus energy bill covers the period of around 

15 days of March,2016 and 15 days of April,2016. 

 GERC has published new tariff for the year 2016-17 on 31.03.2016 

with effective date of 01.04.2016. 

 As per tariff schedule, general Point No.4 states as under: 

 “The charges specified are on monthly basis. Distribution Licensee 

may decide the period of billing and adjust the tariff rate accordingly.” 

4.3. Appellant has raised the issue of billing calculation in which 

Respondent has revised the energy charges amount and given 

adjustment in next billing but on demand charges, Respondent has 

calculated demand charges as per new tariff which is effective from 

01.04.2016. Respondent has worked out pro rata calculation as per 

energy units parts, but not calculated on demand parts. Therefore, 

it is necessary to verify the tariff schedule as approved by Hon’ble 

GERC. 

The Schedule Part-II, tariffs for supply of electricity at High Tension 

and Extra High Tension for the year 2015-16: 

  13.0. Rate: HTP-I. 

 This tariff will be applicable for supply of electricity to HT consumers 

contracted for 100KVA and above for regular power supply and 

requiring the power supply for the purposes not specified in any 

other HT categories. 

13.1. Demand charges. 

 13.1.1.: For billing demand up to Contract Demand. 

a For first 500KVA of billing demand. Rs.130/- per KVA per month. 

b For next 500KVA of billing demand. Rs.240/- per KVA per month  

c For billing demand in excess of 1000 KVA.    Rs.425/- per KVA per month 
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13.1.2.: For billing demand in excess of Contract demand: 

For billing demand in excess over the contract 

demand 

Rs.505 per KVA per month 

 While schedule Part-II : Tariff for supply of electricity at High 

Tension and Exra High Tension, for the year 2016-17. 

 13.0. Rate. HTP-I: 

This tariff will be applicable for supply of electricity to HT consumers 

contracted for 100KVA and above for regular power supply and 

requiring the power supply for the purposes not specified in any 

other HT categories 

 13.1. Demand charges. 

 13.1.1. For billing demand up to Contracted Demand.  

a For first 500KVA of billing demand. Rs.150/- per KVA per month. 

b For next 500KVA of billing demand. Rs.260/- per KVA per month  

c For billing demand in excess of 1000 KVA.    Rs.475/- per KVA per month 

 

13.1.2.: For billing demand in excess of Contract demand: 

For billing demand in excess over the contract 

demand 

Rs.555 per KVA per month 

  

 From above observations it is seen that demand charges are on 

increasing trend in compared with the charges of the year 2015-16. 

Now on part of energy charges it is required to verify the energy 

charges as per tariff published by Hon’ble GERC. 

 Energy charges as per tariff schedule of Hon’ble GERC for the year 

2015-16: 

For entire consumption during the month 

a Up to 500KVA of billing demand. 435 paise per unit. 

b For billing demand above 500KVA and up 

to 2500 KVA. 

455 paise per unit. 

c For billing demand above 2500 KVA. 465 paise per unit. 
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 And Energy charges as per tariff schedule of Hon’ble GERC for the 

year 2016-17: 

For entire consumption during the month 

a Up to 500KVA of billing demand. 400 paise per unit. 

b For billing demand above 500KVA and up 

to 2500 KVA. 

420 paise per unit. 

c For billing demand above 2500 KVA. 430 paise per unit. 

 

 From above observations, it is seen that energy charges for the year 

2016-17 are on reducing trend in compared with previous year 

2015-16. 

13.4. Billing demand as per tariff schedule for the year 2015-16: 

 a. Actual maximum demands established during the month. 

 b. Eighty-five percent of the contract demand. 

 c. One hundred KVA. 

 Conditions of billing demand as mentioned in tariff for the year 

2016-17 remain same as in the year for 2015-16. 

 From the above, components of energy and demand charges are 

mentioned in tariff schedule for the year 2015-16 ad 2016-17. 

Energy bill as per new tariff for the year 2016-17 is effective from 

01.04.2017. 

 In present case, Respondent has revised energy charges for the year 

2016-17 in the month of April,2016 but not given effect on demand 

charges in the month of April,2016 and by that way discrimination 

developed in energy billing for the month of April,2016. Tariff 

schedule for the year 2016-17, general condition Para-4 clearly 

states regarding period of billing and adjustment of tariff rate 

accordingly, while in demand charges, Respondent has not given 

pro rata effect to appellant and breach the conditions of tariff in 

giving effect on demand charges component for energy bill 

calculation for the month of April,2016. 
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 Respondent is directed to revise the energy bill for the month of 

April,2016 taking into consideration of new tariff schedule of 2016-

17 and calculate pro rata based demand charges, and difference if 

any, may be credited to the account of Appellant. 

4.4. The Prompt Payment Discount in energy bill as defined in tariff of 

GERC for the year 2016-17, relevant provisions as mentioned in 

tariff schedule at Para No.12, is as under: 

 “Prompt Payment Discount on the total bill excluding all types of 

levies, duties or taxes levied by the Government or any other 

competent authorities and meter rent but including fixed charges, 

energy charges and minimum charges may be allowed at 1% rate for 

all tariff categories provided that the payment is made within seven 

days of presentation of bill and that no previous amount is 

outstanding as on the date of the bill”  

 Respondent has submitted letter dated 17.09.2016 of Addl.CE, 

C.E.(R&C) regarding Prompt Payment Discount on energy bill. As 

per this letter, implementation of Provision for “Prompt Payment 

Discount” is at discretion of the distribution company. The tariff 

provision as per tariff schedule 2016-17 speaks that “Prompt 

Payment Discount” may be allowed. It is up to discretion of 

Respondent to give that effect in the energy bill. It is not mandatory 

provisions. Thus, on that part, the argument of Appellant is not 

maintainable and it is rejected.       

4.5. I order accordingly. 

4.6. No order as to costs. 

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

 

 

(Dilip Raval) 

                    Electricity Ombudsman 
                      Gujarat State 
Ahmedabad. 

Date: 03.06.2017. 


