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GUJARAT ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, GUJARAT STATE 

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

 

CASE NO. 39/2016 

Appellant:  M/s.  Dytex Industries Pvt. Ltd., 

   Through: Mr. Ronak Kedia 
   Managing Director,Ronak Compound, Gate No.2, 
   Narol. Ahmedabad  

      
Represented by: Shri Ronak Kedia, M.D.   

 
V/s. 

 
 

Respondent:       Manager, 

   Torrent  Power Limited., 
   Jubilee House, 2nd floor, Shahpur, Ahmedabad.  
 

Represented by:  Mrs. Falguni Malviya, Manager, TPL, Ahmedabad 
   Shri Nikhil Shah, Manager, TPL, Ahmedabad 

   Mrs. Shivani Sinha, Asstt.Manager, TPL, Ahmedabad 
   Shri Praful Thakker, Vice President(L),TPL,A’bad 

   Mrs. Sristi Patel, M.T.(Legal), TPL, Ahmedabad 
   Shri Zahir Wykes, V.P., TPL, Ahmedabad  
              

       :::PROCEEDINGS::: 
 

1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the 

order dated 19.02.2016, passed by the Consumer Grievances 

Redressal Forum, Torrent Power Limited, Ahmedabad, in 

complaint No.205/2015. The representation was registered at 

this office as Case No. 39/2016. The hearing of this case was kept 

on 29.03.2016. On request by Respondent the case was 

adjourned to 19.04.2016. On request by Respondent the hearing 

was adjourn to 05.05.2016. On request by Appellant the case was 

adjourned to 24.05.26. On request by Appellant the case was 

adjourned and hearing was kept on 31.05.2016. 
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2.0. The Appellant has represented the case as under. 

2.1. Appellant has filed the grievance before CGRF challenging the act 

of disconnection and removal of service No. 100283910 on 

28.05.2015 from the premises of Appellant by Respondent 

without any notice. Moreover, Respondent has charged 

exorbitant charges from the Appellant for the period from 

28.05.2015 to 07.11.2015 and the said service was restored. 

Appellant has incurred heavy financial loss due to unauthorized 

and illegal action of Respondent.  

 CGRF has disposed the grievance of Appellant without awarding 

any relief or appreciating the facts on the records. 

2.2. CGRF has passed order on 19.02.2016. Appellant has raised 

contentions against the Para No.4 recorded by Forum, as under.  

(1) Appellant has partially denied contents of Para No.4.1. It is 

denied that it was not possible to continue the electric 

supply on the wall where it was installed as the wall was 

demolished by AMC. It is submitted in this regard that the 

said electricity supply was disconnected prior to any 

demolishing or damaging was commenced in the property 

by the AMC.  AMC has not issued any official instruction 

to the Respondent for disconnecting or removing electric 

supply from the premises. 

(2) The contents of Para No. 4.2 are correct up to the extent of 

normal reading.   

(3) The contents of Para No. 4.3 are denied. It is submitted that 

CGRF has failed to appreciate the facts that AMC has 

commenced demolishing or damaging work in the said 

property only after the power supply in the said premises 

was illegally disconnected by the Respondent. However, the 

said facts are overlooked and misinterpreted by Forum. The 

act of disconnection of electricity supply is not subsequent 
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to damage to wall but is rather done prior to 

commencement of illegal damage. Moreover Respondent 

did not have any authorization or notification from AMC or 

any other authority to disconnect the power supply which 

the Respondent has categorically admitted in their letter 

dated 28.07.2015. The act of illegal disconnection of 

electricity supply by Respondent is under challenged by 

Appellant.   

(4) The contents of Para No. 4.4 are denied. It is denied that 

there was any emergency or exigency in the situation. 

Forum has failed to appreciate the said fact. Respondent is 

a Licensee who is bound to provide service by remaining 

within the ambit of the GERC rules and Supply Code. 

Forum has misinterpreted the contents of Clause No. 8.7.6 

of Supply Code. 

       Respondent was bound to give notice to the Appellant 

which they have not issued and admitted the fact. 

Respondent has not produced any authorization or 

inspection from the AMC to disconnect any electric supply 

from the premises of Appellant. The said act of 

disconnecting electric supply on 28.05.2015 is 

unauthorized. Forum has only expressed the said 

illegalities to be ‘merely regularities’ caused by the 

Respondent. 

(5) The contents of Para No. 4.5 are confirmed conditionally. 

However, the contents of such account statements provide 

by Respondent are not confirmed.  

(6) The contents of Para No.4.6 are confirmed. It is further 

submitted in this regard that Appellant has received a copy 

of order dated 19.02.2016 by the Forum only on 
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27.02.2016. Thereafter, Appellant has filed representation 

before Ombudsman on 29.02.2016 against order of CGRF. 

(7) The contents of Para No. 4.7 are denied and it is submitted 

that Forum has made error in interpretation of Clause No. 

4.3.1. Respondent has committed serious breach of 

contract with the Appellant by illegally disconnecting 

electric supply from the premises of Appellant without any 

authority or notice. Forum has failed to appreciate the 

above facts.    

(8) Forum has failed to appreciate the contents of Para No. 

2.14 of its order dated 19.02.2016 and submission of 

Appellant made on 22.02.2016 wherein Appellant has 

pointed out certain provisions printed by the Respondent 

behind every week pertaining to the fixed charges. 

Considering the said provisions, Appellant is not liable to 

pay any such charges to the Respondent and same should 

be refunded. 

(9) The contents of Para No. 4.8 and 4.9 are denied. It is 

submitted that prayer as made in Para No. 11(D) before 

CGRF, regarding compensation and damages, should be 

allowed. Respondent cannot lay charges on the Appellant 

for the period 28.05.2015 to 07.11.2015 as Respondent 

themselves have illegally disconnected and removed the 

electric supply from the premises of Appellant and thereby 

committed serious breach of contract of supply. 

2.3. Appellant has given rejoinder on 24.05.2016 and submitted as 

under: 

(a) It is stated that property where the service is provided is 

owned by Shri Ashok Kedia and M/s. Ronak Processors 

C/o. M/s. Ronak Prints Pvt. Ltd., and the company is 

owned by the son of Shri Ashok Kedia and same has been 
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leased out to the Appellant, service number of which is 

100283910. The said agreement is already on record of the 

Respondent and said issue is raised in order to complicate 

the matter. 

(b) In reference to Para No.3.5 Appellant has denied the 

contents. It is stated that Respondent has not made any 

such submission before the CGRF. Respondent men had 

approached the property of Appellant along with the AMC 

officials which was accepted before CGRF. 

(c) In reference to Para No. 3.6 Appellant submitted that he 

has only one service No. 100283910 in his name at the said 

premises. He has nothing to do with other service which 

might be located in the said compound. Respondent has 

raised above issue in order to complicate the matter and 

misguided the authority. 

He has pointed out that Respondent has already 

disconnected the service on 28.05.2015 then why another 

disconnection notice dated 09.06.2015 was issued?  

(d) It is submitted that there are following five issues to be 

resolved in the present case. 

(i) Whether the Respondent had received any official 

authority from the AMC to disconnect the 

complainant’s service No.100283910 on 

28.05.2015? 

(ii) Whether the Respondent had any authority to 

disconnect the complainant’s service No.100283910 

on 28.05.2015 for non-payment of bill? 

(iii) Whether the disconnection and removal of service 

No.100283910 on 28.05.2015 was carried out as per 

the rules and norms of the GERC supply code and 
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pertaining to supplier agreement between the 

parties? 

(iv) Whether the complainant is liable to get refund the 

fixed and other charges amounting to Rs.1,28,234/- 

demanded by the Respondent for the period from 

28.05.2015 till 07.11.2015 when the said service was 

disconnected and removed by the Respondents on 

their own behest? 

(v) Whether the complainant is entitled to compensation 

as claimed for?  

2.4. On 31.05.2016 Appellant has submitted another rejoinder and 

submitted as under: 

(a) Appellant has raised arguments against the letter dated 

23.05.2016 issued by AMC which was not presented 

before. He has also raised the question regarding 

authorization of the said letter. 

(b) Vide letter dated 09.02.2016 Appellant has asked for 

reduction of contracted demand of the said service which 

was replied by Respondent on the same day and reduced 

the contracted demand.     

2.5. Appellant has prayed as under: 

(a) To quash and set aside the order dated 19.02.2016 passed 

by CGRF. 

(b) To issue necessary directives to Respondent to refund and 

credit all charges debited to the Service No.100283910 

account for the period when the said service was non-active 

from 28.05.2015 till 07.11.2015 being Rs. 1,28,234/-. 

(c) To declare the Respondent’s act of removal of service 

No.100283910 from the Appellant’s premises on 

28.05.2015 to be ex-facie illegal and unauthorized and 

contrary to the GERC norms and Supply Code, and to 
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direct Respondent to pay necessary compensation and 

damages to the tune of Rs.25000/- per day from 

28.05.2015 till 07.11.2015 to Appellant. 

(d) To pay the cost of the current application to the Appellant.    

3.0. Respondent has represented the case as under.  

3.1. It is submitted that it is disputed that Appellant is a consumer of 

Service as the copy of stay order filed by him in the writ petition 

by M/s. Ronak Prints Pvt. Ltd. The Appellant’s herein is M/s. 

Dytex Industries Pvt. Ltd. The Appellant has to clarify the same.  

3.2. Appellant has been given Industrial service No.100283910 in the 

name of M/s. Dytex Industries Pvt. Ltd., with sanctioned load of 

99.98 KW and contracted demand of 99.0 KW located at Shed No. 

103-104, Survey No.306, Ronak Compound, Narol. 

3.3. Bill dated 15.05.2015 was generated of Rs.2,72,628/- with due 

date of 01.062015 and sent to Appellant for payment.  

3.4. In the meantime on 28.05.2015, Respondent Company’s Call 

Centre received a call at 11.15 a.m. from Mobile No.9925318877 

of AMC official to cut off power supply of the service No. 

100283910 on account of demolition of Appellant’s premises. The 

above request was registered vide No. 6000113992, which is 

available with the Respondent company and the transcript of the 

recording is produced. 

3.5. As per receipt of complaint by Respondent, its officials reached 

the site where demolition work was already started and portion 

of the Appellant’s property was already damaged. Therefore, after 

verifying that they were Municipal Corporation officers, 

Respondent has disconnected the service to avoid any untoward 

incident. Photographs of demolition site are submitted by 

Respondent. As per the order of Hon’ble High Court, filed in this 

appeal, is of M/s. Ronak Prints Pvt. Ltd., and the said order is 

granted to them. For further perusal of the facts and proof, 
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Appellant needs to produce the copy of the petition and reply, if 

any. 

3.6. Appellant failed to make payment of the bill, therefore 

disconnection notice dated 05.06.2015 was delivered to him on 

09.06.2015. It seems that appellant herein has another four 

services, being (1) Service No. 100017173 Ronak Processors, 

Survey No.306, Plot No.12 (2) Service No.100070240 Ronak 

Processors, Shed No.4, Plot No.12 (3) Service No. 100133027 

Ronak Prints, Survey No.307, Plot No.22 and (4) Service 

No.100059821 Dytex Trade Link, Shed No.102, Plot No.13, 

Survey No. 306-paiki, in the same compound. Notices for non-

payment of bills were served to all services except for Service No. 

100059821. Appellant has made the payment of all the services 

except service No.100283910 i.e. the service in dispute herein. It 

is, therefore, clear that appellant has avoided to make the 

payment of outstanding dues of Respondent. 

3.7. Thereafter, another assessed bill was generated on 15.06.2015 in 

routine course. The Meter Reader who has visited the site could 

not get the reading due to disconnection. Meter Reader has 

informed the concerned Department regarding position of the 

site. Thereafter officials of Respondent visited the site on 

29.06.2015 and removed the service apparatus and issue a Memo 

to that effect to Appellant.  

3.8. Appellant has addressed a letter to Respondent on 07.07.2015 

for correction of bill and reconnection of his service which was 

replied by Respondent on 28.07.2015 mentioning non-payment 

of bill and inadvertently written that service was not disconnected 

on instruction of AMC. It is pertinent to note that Appellant has 

not paid the energy dues for electricity consumed for the period 

15.04.2015 to 15.05.2015 having due date of 01.06.2015. 

Thereafter, another bill for the period 15.05.2015 to 15.06.2015 
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was issued having due date of 01.07.2015. The said bill was 

assessed bill as Meter Reader could not get reading for the same 

as service was already disconnected. Thus, two bills remained 

unpaid. 

3.9. Thereafter, another bill for the period 15.06.2015 to 15.07.2015 

was generated in which assessed bill was reversed and the bill 

was prepared as per actual consumption. Copies of bills for the 

month of May, June and July,2015 are submitted. 

3.10. Respondent has replied by its letter dated 28.07.2015 to 

Appellant in reply to his letter dated 07.07.2015. On 28.10.2015 

Appellant stated that he has not received a letter dated 

28.07.2015. Duplicate copy of the said letter was handed over to 

Appellant and details of outstanding amount of Rs. 5,09,189.99 

was mentioned along with delay payment charges till July,2015. 

Appellant was informed that he has to pay the amount of Bills for 

the month of August, September and October,2015 which were 

already sent to him. 

 On the same day i.e. 28.10.2015, Appellant has shown his 

willingness to make payment regarding outstanding amount 

without including the bills of August, September and 

October,2015. Respondent has addressed a letter dated 

31.10.2015 for the payment of Rs.5,80,140/- including bills of 

three months i.e. August, September and October,2015.  

3.11. It is submitted that Appellant, on the same day, gave a request 

letter with cheques for instalments claiming that due to shortage 

of fund and approaching of Diwali festival and was in no position 

to clear all the bills immediately. He also agreed in writing to pay 

shifting charges of Rs. 12132/- to be debited in his next bill and 

Rs.900/- towards reconnection charges immediately, and 

thereafter to restore the service immediately. Appellant gave 

cheque of Rs. 5 lakhs dated 28.10.2015 vide letter dated 
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31.10.2015 and two post dated cheques of Rs. 40,000/- and 

Rs.40,140/- dated 25.12.2015 and 25.01.2016 respectively.  

3.12. Respondent was agreed to the request of Appellant as a part of 

customer service and accepted his request of instalment and 

shifting charges to be debited in the bill, but subject to first 

cheque of Rs. 5 lakhs being cleared, the reconnection was to be 

made. Thereafter, Appellant filed complaint before CGRF on 

08.12.2015 and after various hearings, CGRF has passed order 

on 19.02.2016. Appeal of Appellant in the present representation 

is not correct. Order passed by CGRF is in order. 

3.13. Further Respondent has submitted as under: 

(1) Appellant’s service was disconnected by Respondent solely 

on instruction of AMC first on phone, and then on site 

verification, by officials of Respondent. It is denied by 

Respondent that the Appellant has been charged with 

exorbitant charges. It is submitted that Appellant has been 

charged only for the energy consumed by him and he has 

not paid the bills within the stipulated time. DPC were 

added in the monthly bill from 28.05.2015 to 07.11.2015 

along with shifting and reconnection charges. 

(2) It is submitted that the service was disconnected as per 

phone call with AMC officials who were present at site for 

demolition and AMC officials has already begun the 

demolition work as when Respondent’s officials reached the 

site it was half demolished. Meter installed at the wall had 

been demolished by AMC and therefore it was impossible 

to continue the service on the same wall.  

It is submitted that AMC had officially issued oral 

instruction to disconnect the service. 
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(3) It is not true that the demolition work was initiated after 

disconnection the service. The demolition work was already 

started even before the officials of Respondent reached at 

the site.  

(4) It is submitted that Appellant states that the service was 

disconnected without instruction of AMC and on other 

hand Appellant is trying to mislead the Forum by wrongly 

interpreting Clause No. 8.7.6 of Supply Code 2005. Forum 

has rightly interpreted Clause No. 8.7.6 of Supply Code. 

There is no mandate to issue notice in case of emergency 

situation. 

(5) It is submitted that Appellant has never raised the issue 

regarding contents of the bill before. Appellant has visited 

the office of Respondent on 31.10.2015 with a request letter 

regarding payment of total outstanding dues owing to his 

financial condition and due to onset of Diwali festival in 

short period and therefore took instalments and paid the 

amount. He has never raised such issues till filing of 

complaint before CGRF.  

(6) The prayer before Forum as per Para No. 11(B) is as under:  

 “This Forum, by way of an interim relief, may direct the 

Respondent not to deposit Cheque No.082174 dated 

25.12.2015 for Rs.40000/- and Cheque No.082175 dated 

25.01.2016 for Rs.40140/- lying in its custody until final 

disposal of this complaint.” 

 Forum has not passed any order, but after oral discussion 

officials of Respondent company had agreed not to deposit 

a cheque till the final disposal of complaint before CGRF. 

(7) Forum has not committed any error being interpreting 

Section 4.3.1 of Supply Code which states that the 

consumer and Licensee can enter into an agreement for 
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period of not less than two years from the date of release of 

service. The service in a dispute was released on 

02.03.2015, hence Appellant and Respondent are bound 

by prevailing agreement, the Appellant is liable to pay the 

fixed charges for the period his service was 

inactive/disconnected.  Further, after having paid all the 

charges without raising any objection, Appellant cannot 

raise an issue as an afterwards for recovering money while 

giving request letter to the Respondent and has never even 

made any payment taking such issues subject to further 

rights.  

(8) Forum has passed detailed order considering the 

provisions of Supply Code and Tariff order issued by GERC. 

It is to be noted that disconnection of service was due to 

one reason i.e. on instruction of AMC. The service remained 

disconnected even after obtaining stay from Hon’ble High 

Court against demolition as the Respondent was neither 

made a party to the proceedings of Hon’ble High Court nor 

was informed in writing regarding the same. Appellant was 

fully aware while making the payment of his other services 

along with the service in dispute which were issued notice 

for non-payment of bill amount.  Appellant had been served 

with disconnection notice by Respondent due to non-

payment of energy bills.  

 As the disconnection notice had already been served upon 

to Appellant, he was in any case liable to pay reconnection 

charges. Appellant’s allegation of illegal disconnection by 

Respondent is whimsical and devoid of merits. CGRF has 

passed true and correct order.                 
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(9) Respondent has acted in accordance with the provisions of 

law and the contentions of Appellant do not hold good. 

Therefore, the appeal of the Appellant is liable to dismiss 

with cost and uphold the order of CGRF.   

:::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. Appellant has challenged the act of Respondent for disconnection 

of service No.100283910 and removal of service from the 

premises of Appellant on 28.05.2015 without any authorization 

or any legal rights. 

4.2. It is submitted by both the parties that power supply of service 

No.100283910 was disconnected. As per statement of Appellant 

electric supply was illegally disconnected, while as per the 

Respondent it was not possible to continue electric supply as the 

wall on which electric meter and apparatus was installed, was 

demolished by Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation under 

demolition work on 28.05.2015.  

4.3. The industrial service No. 100283910 is in the name of M/s. 

Dytex Industries Pvt. Ltd., with sanctioned load of 99.98 KW and 

contracted Demand of 99KW, located at Shed No. 103-104 at 

Survey No.306, Ronak Compound, Narol. 

4.4. There was a call from mobile No.9925318877 from official of 

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation to cut off power supply of 

service No.100283910 on account of demolition of Appellant’s 

premises, the service request was registered vide No.6000113992 

at call centre of Respondent. 
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4.5. As per submission of Respondent, it is official visit of the site 

where demolition work already started and portion of Appellant’s 

property already damaged. Therefore, after verifying that there 

were officers from Municipal Corporation, the Respondent 

disconnected the service to avoid untoward incident. Photographs 

for demolition site were submitted by Respondent. 

4.6. As per the contents of Para 4.1 of CGRF order, Appellant has 

submitted that electric supply was disconnected prior to any 

demolishing or damaging was commenced in the property by 

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation. The AMC had not issued any 

official instruction to Respondent for disconnecting or removing 

electric supply from the premises. Dealing with the above issue it 

is required to refer GERC Notification No. 11 of 2005, Electricity 

Supply Code and Related Matters Regulations, Section-8, Clause 

No. 8.7.1, which is stated as under: 

 Clause No.8.7.1: 

“If any Consumer adopts any electrical appliance which is likely to affect 
injuriously the supply to other Consumers or uses the energy supplied or 
deals with it in any manner so as unduly or improperly to interfere with the 
efficient supply of energy to any other person by the Distribution Licensee, 
or fails to keep in proper order any meter and/or installation belonging to 
him by which the supply is  registered, the Distribution Licensee may 
discontinue the Supply after giving seven clear days notice, subject to 
provisions of the Acts, rules and regulations for the time being in force, for 
so long as such an appliance is so adopted or the energy is so used or dealt 
with or the meter and/or installation is not kept in proper order. The 
Distribution Licensee may indicate a list of such appliances in general along 
with the remedial measures considered necessary for adopting the same.”  

  

This Clause relates with use of electrical appliances which affect 

the supply to the electric network of Respondent and supply to 

other consumers. This Clause not relates with the present issue. 

 Clause No.8.7.2 states as under: 

“The Distribution Licensee shall not be bound to give or continue the Supply 
if the Electrical Inspector is not satisfied that the electric supply lines, fittings, 
works or any other Apparatus within the said premises are in proper 
condition and are likely to affect injuriously the use of energy by the 
Distribution Licensee or by other persons.” 



Case No.39/2016 
 

Page 15 of 20 
 

 

This Clause relates with the electric supply installation and 

permission of Electrical Inspector for the use of energy in the 

premises. 

Clause No. 8.7.3 states as under: 

”In the event of the supply being disconnected for any reasons detailed 
above, all the money then payable by the consumer shall become 
recoverable forthwith. The consumer shall also continue to pay the monthly 
minimum charges, if any, for the un-expired period of the Agreement or 
where there is no written Agreement for the period, which would have been 
applicable, if an Agreement had been executed.” 
 

This Clause relates with the payment of monthly minimum 
charges for the agreemental period i.e. for two years even after 

disconnection of supply. 
 

Clause No. 8.7.4 states as under:  
“If power supply to any consumer remains disconnected for a period of six 
months for non-payment of electricity charges or any other charges or non 
compliance of any direction under this code and effective steps have not 
been taken by the consumer to remove the Page 62 of 62 cause of 
disconnection, the Agreement of the licensee with the consumer for supply 
of electricity shall be deemed to have been terminated with consequential 
effect on expiry of the such period of six months. On termination of the 
Agreement, the Distribution Licensee have right to remove the service line 
and other installation through which the supply of electricity was 
commenced and the consumer has no right regarding refund of the service 
line charges paid initially while taking the service. The supply of electricity 
to the consumer once disconnected for theft or unauthorised use and if no 
reconnection order has been given by the assessing authority or by Special 
Court then the licensee has right to remove the service and the apparatus. 
 

This Clause relates with the supply disconnected for the period 
of six months and termination of agreement between the parties. 
 

Clause No. 8.7.6 states as under: 
Distribution Licensee may, in the event of any consumer’s noncompliance 
even after due notice, of any specific condition or direction and if such non-
compliance can reasonably be expected to effect system operations and 
safety, disconnect supply to such consumer. In cases of emergency, 
disconnection may be effected immediately in the interest of system 
operations and safety. The connection should be immediately restored as 
soon as the originating causes leading to the disconnection are removed or 
rectified.” 
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 This Clause relates with consumer’s non-compliance even after 

issuance of notice to affect system operation and safety and 

thereafter disconnection. 

 This Clause also relates with the emergency disconnection in the 

interest of system operation as well as safety purpose. 

4.7. In consideration with event occurred on 28.05.2015, AMC 

officials had demolished wall of premises of Appellant where 

meter and apparatus were installed with underground electric 

network, wherefrom Appellant was using electric supply in his 

premises for industrial purpose.  

 On above fact, it was necessary to disconnect the supply of 

underground cable network to avoid any accident and safe 

operation of underground network of Respondent. The 

disconnection was made on 28.05.2015 and demolition work 

done by AMC officials, is an admitted fact.  

4.8. Disconnection of electric supply of said service made due to 

demolition work of AMC officials. Thereafter, Appellant has not 

requested to keep service alive before Respondent on part of 

demolition of wall where meter and other apparatus were 

installed. He has also not requested to keep the meter and other 

apparatus on another wall of his premises. In these 

circumstances the action of Respondent for removal of meter and 

apparatus from the premises is justified. This is noted by Forum 

in his order in Para No. 4.3.  

Respondent has no any authorization from AMC to disconnect 

the power supply for which Respondent had admitted fact in his 

letter dated 28.07.2015. During the course of hearing 

Respondent had submitted letter bearing No. CShed/2012 

/SZ/0351, CShed/2014/SZ/1339 and CShed/2015/SZ/ 0660 

dated 23.05.2016 regarding removal of electric supply situated at 

Ronak Printers, TP Scheme No.55, Revenue Survey No.306/paiki, 
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to avoid any accident during demolition of unauthorized 

construction. From above letter it is proved that unauthorized 

construction was demolished by AMC and for that officials of 

Respondent were present for disconnection of supply during the 

demolition work. 

4.9. Demolition of unauthorized construction is an act of AMC, while 

to provide safe electric supply and maintain underground 

network is a part of work of Licensee. By way of disconnection of 

supply and removal of meter and equipment from the wall, where 

demolition took place, is considered as an urgent work on part of 

Respondent, which is attended earlier by Respondent on 

telephonic complaint from AMC officials. Hence, Clause No. 8.7.6 

is applicable to the instant case. As Service No. 100283910 is 

attached with premises of Appellant, where demolition activities 

were carried out to demolish a common wall, where meter was 

installed, said activity of Respondent is in accordance with safe 

operation of electric network and in the interest of system 

operations and safety too. 

The disconnection of electric supply made solely on AMC 

instruction and after verification of site is justified. 

Respondent has produced letter dated 23.05.2015 from AMC 

officials confirming the act of demolition on 28.05.2015. In such 

circumstances the question raised by Appellant as per Para 

No.2.3(d)(i), (ii) and (iii) is redressed accordingly.  

4.10. On 29.06.2015 vide Sheet No. 20028, Respondent has removed 

the meter and CT Bank from the Appellant’s premises with 

mentioning reason of demolition of premises. 

 It is noted that Respondent had not intimated Appellant after 

making disconnection of service on 28.05.2015 as well as after 

removal of meter on 29.06.2015. 
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 As per letter dated 07.07.2015 of Appellant regarding removal of 

service and meter and issue of false bill and immediate 

reconnection of service, Respondent had replied to Appellant vide 

letter dated 28.07.2015, which was not received by Appellant and 

same was received during personal visit of appellant on 

28.10.2015. In the letter dated 07.07.2015 Appellant has 

confirmed that meter has been removed from the premises of 

Appellant on 29.06.2015 vide Sheet No.20028. 

4.11. Appellant was informed by Respondent vide letter dated 

28.07.2015 to pay Rs. 5,09,189.99 against energy bill up to 

July,2015. In reply to this Appellant had submitted letter dated 

28.10.2015 to Respondent requesting to restore service No. 

10100283910  and shown readiness to pay outstanding amount 

of Rs. 5,09,190/- which was complied by Respondent on 

31.10.2015 and informed to pay latest bill for the month of 

October,2015 for Rs. 5,80,140/-. It was also stated by 

Respondent to pay shifting of cable and service apparatus 

charges of Rs.12,132/- and reconnection charges of Rs.900/- 

and submission of Test Report of wiring. Appellant has paid 

Rs.5,00,000/- on 01.10.2015 and thereafter connection was 

restored by the Respondent on 07.11.2015. As per Sheet No.102, 

the connection of the Appellant was disconnected for the period 

28.05.2015 to 07.11.2015. To get the connection reconnected, 

the amount of energy bill, prior to disconnection, was paid on 

01.11.2015. As per the request of Appellant, being a financial 

shortage, Respondent had granted monthly instalment of 

Rs.80,140/- which was not deposited by the Appellant.   

4.12. Electricity Supply Code and related Matters Regulation No.11 of 

2005, Section-4 highlights the procedure for grant of connection. 

 Clause 4.3: Agreement: 



Case No.39/2016 
 

Page 19 of 20 
 

4.3.1 An applicant shall enter into an Agreement either separately or in 

application itself with the Distribution Licensee before commencement of 

work accepting the terms relating to tariff and other conditions of Supply 

Code. The period of validity of Agreement shall be included in the 

agreement. The agreement may have the provision either for its automatic 

extension at the discretion of consumer or for a fresh agreement on its 

expiry. 

4.3.3: If any Consumer terminates his Agreement within the period of the 

Agreement (or where no formal Agreement is tendered, if the Supply is not 

utilised for the stipulated period which would have been applicable if an 

Agreement has been tendered), he shall be liable to pay the minimum 

charges for each month short of the period specified in the Agreement or 

the stipulated period in absence of any formal Agreement. 

 

4.13. Initially the service of Appellant was released on 02.03.2015 by 

Respondent for 99KW contracted load, which is mentioned by 

Respondent during CGRF hearing as per Para 3.12 and 3.13 of 

CGRF order. Accordingly, as per the Regulations mentioned in 

Para No.4.12 and as per Clause No.8.7.3 of Supply Code 

Regulations 11 of 2005, Appellant has to pay fixed 

charges/minimum charges as per his contracted demand for the 

period of two years from the date of release of connection i.e. 

02.03.2015. 

4.14. As per submission made by Appellant in Para No. 2.4(b), 

Respondent has granted load reduction of said service from 99KW 

to 6 KW and intimated Appellant for the same vide letter dated 

09.02.2016. In aforesaid activity, Respondent has granted load 

reduction of contracted demand of Appellant from 99KW to 6KW 

within the period of two years of agreement. It is also noted that 

load reduction granted by Respondent without recovery of 

pending dues of fixed charges for which Appellant has filed 

grievance before CGRF and aggrieving by CGRF order, 
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approached before Ombudsman authority.  It is surprising to 

note that when dispute is pending for unauthorized 

disconnection of supply of said service and payment of minimum 

charges for the period of disconnection of power supply of the said 

service, Respondent has granted load reduction from 99KW to 

6KW. It is clear violation of Regulations of Supply Code as per 

Clause No. 4.30 of Notification No.4 of 2015 by Respondent, in 

the way of process of load reduction. 

As per the agreement executed for contracted demand of 99KW 

with Respondent, Appellant is bound to pay minimum monthly 

charges for the contracted demand for the period of 

disconnection. The disconnection activity was as per the 

directives of AMC officials on part of demolition of premises of 

Appellant, hence no any compensation is granted.     

4.15. I order accordingly. 

4.16. No order as to costs. 

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

    

    
                                                 
(Dilip Raval) 

                    Electricity Ombudsman 
                      Gujarat State 

Ahmedabad. 
Date: 13.06.2016. 


