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GUJARAT ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, GUJARAT STATE 

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

 
CASE NO. 121/2017 

(UNDER REVIEW) 
 
 

Appellant:  M/s. R.K.Metal Enterprise 
   At: Malvan-389245 
   Dakor-Sevaliya Road,Ta:Galteshwar. Dist.Kheda  

        
Represented by:  Shri G.R.Darji, Authorized representative 
   Shri J.R.Jogiya 

 
                V/s. 

 

Respondent: Deputy Engineer 
   Madhya Gujarat Vij Company Ltd., 
   Sub-division Office,Thasara-388250. Dist. Kheda 

 
Represented by:  Miss Kaksha V. Panchal, DE, MGVCL, Nadiad D.O. 

     
             :::PROCEEDINGS::: 
 

1.0. Appellant has filed review representation dated 31.01.2018 against order 

passed by Electricity Ombudsman vide letter No. 504 dated 15.01.2018 

in case No. 121/2017. 

2.0. In review representation it is submitted by Appellant that on 08.01.2018 

Respondent, Executive Engineer, MGVCL, Nadiad had submitted written 

reply which was received by Appellant on 13.01.2018. The reply is filed 

by Respondent, EE, MGVCL and submitted MRI data along with circular 

No. 75 of Respondent. Accordingly, Appellant had responded vide letter 

dated 18.01.2018 which was not considered in order by Ombudsman as 

order was already issued on 15.01.2018.  

3.0. Appellant has referred the order para 3.10(B) and stated that Security 

Deposit of HT connection is refundable as per Regulation. Appellant has 

also referred the Clause No. 4.82 of Supply Code Regulation 2015.  

4.0. Appellant has referred the Para No. 3.10(C) of order passed by 

Ombudsman and stated that lighting load of 2.0KW was not clubbed and 

considered as a demand of LTMD connection in deciding the violation 

under LTMD.  
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5.0. Appellant has referred the Para No. 3.12(1) of order passed by 

Ombudsman and stated that the Circular No.75 dated 01.04.2016 of 

MGVCL was sent to Appellant by Respondent. The said circular is not 

available on website of Respondent.  

6.0. Appellant has referred the Para No. 3.12(6) of order passed by 

Ombudsman and submitted that estimate is served by Respondent as 

per standard cost data, but standard cost data is not available on public 

domain or on website. 

7.0. Appellant has referred the Para No. 3.12(7) of order passed by 

Ombudsman and submitted that the performance of L&T make meter 

remained questionable since long. It is stated that when matter is to be 

dealt at LT system the MD should be considered of KW and then it is to 

be dealt at HT system, the MD should be considered of KVA when records 

are available. In case of Appellant it is not followed and considered Power 

Factor on an assumption basis is not correct. The MRI data reset for MD 

and KVA during months is available and data is used for billing purpose 

as stated by Respondent in letter dated 08.01.2018.  

7(A). Vide letter dated 04.03.2018 Appellant has filed rejoinder in reply to 

letter dated 27.02.2018 of Respondent as under: 

(1) He has raised the issue for calculation of Security Deposit for 150 KVA 

contract demand for non-continuous process industry and existing 

S.D. amount not deducted in estimate. 

(2) He has raised the issue regarding calculation of contract demand of 

147 KVA instead of available parameters of MRI data. 

(3) He has raised the issue that existing case of appellant is of 

requirement of additional load. Therefore, estimate should be issued 

considering the consumer as a existing consumer and not a new 

consumer.  

(4) He has raised the issue regarding contents of Circular No. 75 issued 

by Respondent.          

8.0. As per MRI data cumulative consumption and consumption for rest date 

tallies when KVA MD is available through MRI it must be used to derive 

new contract demand. Appellant has tried and made calculation as 

under: 
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Table:1. 

MD Rest values a s per MRI  For New CD works 
out as per 

Ombudsman order 
considering average 

P.F. 

CD 
works 
out as 

per 
MRI 
data 

2017  

 KW Date Time KVA Date Time  

Sept. 82.12 31/8 17.30 118.17 1/8 18.30  

Aug. 91.59 12/7 17.00 121.87 2/7 4.00  

July 91.56 1/6 3.30 118.37 1/6 3.30  

June 93.08 30/5 18.40 117.45 15/5 1.00  

May 92.38 3/ 4 10.00 111.66 2/4 15.00  

Apr. 90.23 27/3 5.30 111.21 27/3 5.30  

March 99.012 20/2 2.30 120 7/2 3.30  

Feb. 98.27 7/1 3.0 122.55 7/1 3.00  

Jan. 114.12 28/12 1.30 135.82 28/12 1.30  

2016  2016  
 KW Date Time KVA Date Time  KW Average  

PF 
KVA As per 

MRI KVA 

Dec. 95.75 23/11 10.20 111.59 23/11 10.20  115 0.8 143.75 111.59 

Nov. 91.94 10/10 10.30 100.1 10/10 10.30      

Oct. 100.04 16/9 9.30 115.07 16/9 9.30      

Sept. 117.78 3/8 12.00 126.43 3/8 18.00      

Aug. 119.1 25/7 10.00 134.17 25/7 10.00  120 0.8 150 126.43 

July 108.82 17/6 17.30 126.4 19/6 13.30      

June 120      billed 120 0.8 150 126.40 

May 130      billed 130 0.8 162.5 138 

Apr. 105      billed 121.25 0.8 151.5625 125.605 

Observation: (1) Considered as per August ST, as NO MRI Data for June and May,2016. The MD KVA are 
available in MRI and to be used for arriving new contract enhanced demand. As per submission of EE, 
Nadiad dated 08.01.2018, Para (3) MD for billing is considered Maximum of 2 months MD reset (previous 

month) likewise MD KVA is required to be considered to arrive for CD and not Average PF to be used for 
HT supply as it is to be billed in KVA.  

 

9.0. Appellant has referred the Clause No. 3.45 and 3.46 of Notification No. 2 

of 2011 and requested to review the order dated 15.01.2018 passed by 

Ombudsman. 

10.0. Respondent has submitted that as per directives of order dated 

15.01.2018, revised estimate for 150 KVA instead of 160 KVA, has been 

issued to Appellant for the amount of Rs. 9,06,646/- on 01.02.2018. 

11.0. Review appeal has been filed by Appellant before Ombudsman but copy 

of review appeal was not handed over to Respondent. Hence reply against 

review appeal could not be made by Respondent on day of hearing. On 

27.02.2018, Respondent has filed reply before Ombudsman. 

12.0. The estimate for new HT connection issued to Appellant is not for the 

additional load from existing LT connection to HT connection. Case of 

Appellant comes under change in classification of consumer.  

As per Clause 48.2(4) of Supply Code, amount of security deposit of 

existing LT connection is refundable on removal of LT connection. 

Thus amount of security deposit as per estimate issued for new HT 

connection is payable. Copy of estimate was submitted by Respondent 

and it is stated that security deposit is for 150 KVA HTP-I tariff for non-

continuous process industry.   
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13.0. Appellant is having LTMD tariff connection for 93 KW and 2 KW NRGP 

tariff connection. Total load becomes 93 + 2 = 95 KW. In that case if it is 

considered that Appellant is allowed to draw excess 5% load as per 

Clause 4.95 of Supply Code, then it would be 99.75 KW, while Appellant’s 

recorded demand is more than that.  

14.0. Appellant has submitted calculation sheet as per Para No.7. Appellant 

has accepted that his maximum demand drawn during the year 2015-16 

is 121.25 KW, considering average P.F. 0.8, KVA MD 121.25/0.8 = 

151.56. Therefore, order passed by Ombudsman is in order.  

LTMD tariff is applicable having aggregate load above 40 KW and up to 

100 KW, hence for recorded 121.25 KW demand, estimate for new HT 

connection for 150KVA contracted demand is correct. 

15.0. Circular No.75 of Respondent is internal circular. In first para of Circular 

it is clearly mentioned that to review guidelines in existing procedure as 

per amended Supply Code,2015. In the estimate issued to Appellant, 

details of cost recovered are shown. 

16.0. The meter of Appellant is checked at regular interval and till date the 

accuracy of meter is found within permissible limit. Appellant has never 

raised any issue regarding performance of meter till date.  

The argument of Appellant regarding KVArh load recording by meter but 

for LT consumer, bill prepared for (1) fixed charge per KW (2) energy 

charge per KWh and (3) Reactive energy charge per KVArh log, so part of 

KVAh is not applicable to LT consumer. 

The MD/Contract Demand in LT system is considered of KW and in HT 

system MD/Contract Demand is considered of KVA. This is due to fixed 

charge recovery as per approved tariff order of GERC. 

17.0. The billing of LTMD tariff of Appellant is done in the middle date of the 

month. LT meters have auto MD reset on 1st of every month. LTMD 

consumer is billed for per KW demand charges. In this case, MD recorded 

during the month in MRI will not tally with billed MD given in the bill. 

MRI data given as per month-wise MD records. It is also stated that LT 

to HT tariff estimate, demands recorded in KW is considered and 

calculated in KVA with actual P.F. recorded is 147 KVA. Accordingly, the 
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estimate issued for new HT connection of 150KVA contract demand 

seems to be correct. 

18.0. Appellant has represented to consider MD records of MRI data of meter. 

As per MRI data of meter and average maximum 4 No. of demand during 

the financial year 2016-17, it is varies between 119 KW to 138 KVA  with 

average P.F. of 0.82%.  Further, it is submitted that three phase 

consumer has to maintain P.F. more than 0.9 as per Clause 3.4 of Supply 

Code,2015. Appellant has failed to maintain the P.F. as per norms. 

19.0. Respondent has requested to consider above mentioned grounds and to 

grant the action taken by him for issuing the estimate for HT connection 

is as per norms.    

20.0. Respondent has submitted records of MRI data as under: 

Table:2: 
Billing 
month 

Demand 
recorded 
in KW 

Year 2016-17 Contract 
KW 

Contract 
KVA(93/0.9) Demand 

recorded 
in KVA 

Average 
PF 

Recorded 
% excess 
demand 

KW 

Recorded 
% excess 
demands 

KVA 

Apr-16 133.74 150.24 0.872 44.09 45.17 93 103 

May-16 120.08 134.22 0.839 29.03 29.68 93 103 

June-16 108.82 126.40 0.823 17.01 22.32 93 103 

July-16 119.10 134.17 0.834 28.06 29.84 93 103 

Aug.-16 111.79 126.43 0.838 20.19 22.35 93 103 

Sep-16 100.03 115.02 0.808 7.55 11.30 93 103 

Oct-16 91.94 108.10 0.758 -1.14 4.62 93 103 

Nov-16 95.75 111.59 0.797 2.95 7.99 93 103 

Dec-16 114.12 135.82 0.771 22.71 31.44 93 103 

Jan-17 98.23 122.55 0.781 5.62 18.59 93 103 

Feb-17 99.00 120.51 0.785 6.45 16.62 93 103 

Mar-17 90.23 111.44 0.784 -2.98 7.85 93 103 

Average 107 125 0.808 14.96 20.65 93 103 

  

 Table:3: 

4 No. highest MD recorded as per MRI data during the year 2016-17. 

Billing 

month 

Demand 

recorded 
in KW 

Demand 

recorded 
in KVA 

Avg. 

PF as 
per 
MRI 

% excess 

demand 
KW 

% excess 

demand  
in KVA 

Contract 

Demand   
KW 

Contract 

Demand 
KVA 

(93/0.9) 

Calculated 

MD in KVA 
= KW/PF 

Apr-16 134 150 0.872 44.09 45.17 93 103 154 

May-16 120 134 0.839 29.03 29.68 93 103 143 

July-16 119 134 0.834 28.06 29.84 93 103 143 

Dec-16 114 136 0.771 22.71 31.87 93 103 148 

Average 122 138 0.829 30.97 34.46 93 103 147 

 

21.0. Appellant has mentioned various contentions in the review 

representation, out of which as per Clause 3.45 of Notification No.2 of 

2011, eligible ground for review of appeal is as under: 
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The review representation is taken into consideration as per contentions 

as presented in Para 2.0 and Para 8.0 to look into MRI data and to finalize 

the contract demand as per Clause 4.95 of Supply Code 2015. 

Appellant has produced Table-1 as per Para No.8.0 and calculated 

contract demand 125 KVA. 

Respondent has also produced the Table No. 2 as per MRI data and Table 

No.3 and calculated contract demand as per Para No.20. 

22.0. It is also noted that previous calculation of contract demand is based on 

noticed served by Respondent on available parameters while taking 

meter reading at every billing cycle. Therefore, to justify the contract 

demand based on MDI meter reading, process for review appeal of 

appellant is considered. 

23.0. Clause 4.95 of Supply Code 4 of 2015 states to take average contract 

demand of four recording of maximum demand as per MDI meter in the 

last financial year i.e. 2016-17. 

Accordingly, Respondent has calculated contract demand as per Table 

No.3 in Para No.20. 

From the MRI data of LT static meter, monthwise recorded parameter, 

like KW demand, KVA demand and average Power Factor, is available. 

If Appellant opt for 122KW/138KVA contract demand with having 

average P.F. of around 0.829 (as per MRI) as per table No.2, then with 

average P.F. of 0.9 as it required in case of HT billing then in that case 

contract demand may exceed above 140KVA and again Appellant will be 

billed with excessive contract demand charge under HTP-I tariff. 

Therefore, based on available parameters of MRI, contract demand 

should be worked out as 122KW/0.829 average PF = 147 KVA say 

150KVA. 

Taking in to observations of existing tariff structure for the category of 

HTP-I consumers as per tariff order for the year 2017-18, Clause 16.8, 

Power Factor adjustment charges, Appellant after availing HT supply has 

to maintain 90% Power Factor during the month. Hence looking to the 

above provisions, it is recommended to opt contract demand of 150 KVA 

as calculated above.   
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Therefore, it is suggested that Appellant may ask 150 KVA contract 

demand as per MRI parameters looking to maintain 90% Power Factor 

under HT category connection. However, if Appellant ask for 140 KVA 

contract demand as per records of MRI data under HT category 

connection, then in that case Respondent is directed to revise the 

estimate as per relevant norms and issue to Appellant.  

24.0. The estimate given to Appellant for 150KVA contract demand under 

deposit work is payable if Appellant ask for 150KVA contract demand 

under HT category connection. Respondent is directed to provide cost 

data copy to Appellant to verify the cost of item charged in estimate. In 

fact, as per Notification No.9 of 2005, Licensee’s power to recover 

expenditure incurred in providing supply and other miscellaneous 

charges, Regulation Chapter-VI, 6(v), cost data booklet is available to 

general public on demand at a reasonable charge.  

25.0. With above observations, review appeal of Appellant is dismissed.  

 

 
 

                                                                     (Dilip Raval) 
                           Electricity Ombudsman 

                           Gujarat State 

 
Ahmedabad. 

Date: 15.03.2018. 


