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50 No. of residential 

purpose, 24 No. of commercial purpose, 2 common lighting

club-house 
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 4 pole structure building

6x6 sq.ft. on foundation DGVCL 

DISCOMs

compact size 

15x25 sq.ft. 15x20 sq.ft.

DISCOM 

install

630 KVA 315 KVA  990KVA

 development

GERC Regulations

 technical feasibility refund 

3.0. Respondent has represented the case as under. 

3.1. It is submitted that M/s. Jamanaba Complex is situated adjacent 

to the premises of M/s. Shivalik Associates. On 06.06.2006, the 

proprietor of M/s. Jamanaba Complex had approached 

Respondent for release of connection for construction work of said 

complex.  
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 To cater the load demand of Jamanaba complex demand for sub-

station was made and there was written consent given by 

proprietor of M/s. Jamanaba Complex for establishment of sub-

station. There after electricity connection for construction was 

released.  

After construction of one of the apartments of the said complex, 

Respondent had reminded proprietor to provide sub-station, but 

no action was taken. When application for the permanent 

connection was received, Respondent had reiterated its stand for 

requirement of sub-station. The proprietor of complex stated that 

they would provide sub-station after complete construction of 

complex but later on shown willingness to provide only four pole 

sub-station in complex.  

3.2. On 25.06.2010, the proprietor of complex acknowledged the said 

request for a separate sub-station in future development on 

adjacent land since they were not in a position to provide sub-

station at that time.   

3.3. On 25.04.2011, Respondent had withheld his demand for sub-

station as Appellant had agreed that he would provide sub-station 

in adjoining upcoming project and only on this conditions, the 

supply was released. 

3.4. It is submitted that the connection from existing network was 

provided with the understanding and assumption that in future 

the proprietor of the said complex shall provide sub-station for the 

Appellant’s Associates, the entire network which feeds power 

supply to the complex would be reshuffled and augmented, if 

required. 

3.5. On 18.11.2013, Appellant had applied for electric connection of 

3KW for construction purpose. Considering the load demand of 

project, Respondent had informed to Appellant on 02.12.2013 to 
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submit consent for providing a new distribution sub-station as per 

requirement of Respondent company. 

3.6. On 11.03.2014, Appellant informed the Respondent that he does 

not have any space for sub-station and demanded that since the 

connection is for construction purpose it should be released within 

seven days as per provision of the Electricity Act,2003.  

 On 31.03.2014, Respondent had informed Appellant that it is 

releasing electric connection temporarily but Appellant needs to 

decide location and size of transformer in the next three months 

and only after the possession of sub-station is handed over to 

Respondent company, it will release permanent connection.  

 Appellant had made payment in respect of above connection for 

construction after a long time and also applied for increase in load 

demand from 3 KW to 15 HP and 2 KW. 

3.7. In spite of substantial rise, the demanded load was released but 

again it was reiterated by Respondent vide letter dated 26.05.2014 

that Appellant shall finalize the place and size of transformer in 

next three months and only after the possession of sub-station is 

handed over to Respondent company the permanent connection 

will be released for project of Appellant. 

3.8. On 22.04.2016, Appellant had applied for 76 No. of new 

connections for which total load requirement is 176 KW and 

assessed load is 312 KW.  

 In response to the application Respondent company vide letter 

dated 27.04.2016 brought to the notice of Appellant to the 

correspondence dated 25.04.2011 whereby Appellant was made 

aware that the power supply was released for their previous 

Jamanaba Project, considering their inability to provide sub-

station on the condition that they will have to provide sub-station 

for their adjacent upcoming project in future. They had 

acknowledged the said request for separate sub-station in a future 
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development on adjacent land vide letter 25.06.2010. Therefore, 

since the beginning of Shivalik Project the Appellant was well 

aware regarding requirement of sub-station, even though he had 

not taken any step. Appellant cannot deny the conditions now on 

the basis of which previous connection was released.  

3.9. On 06.05.2016, Appellant had requested to finalize the venue for 

meter box in response to which the Respondent company vide 

letter dated 12.05.2016 had again reiterated its whole stand on 

inability to provide new connection without establishment of new 

sub-station.  

3.10. On 30.06.2016, Appellant stated that supply was provided from a 

different sub-station during Jamanaba Project in the same way it 

should be done for Shivalik and if a sub-station is required the 

Respondent Company shall arrange for it by themselves. In 

response to this, Respondent again informed Appellant regarding 

past correspondence and emphasized on the importance of a sub-

station for electric supply. 

3.11. On 04.08.2016, Appellant had filed a complaint before CGRF and 

aggrieved by the CGRF order dated 02.09.2016, he has filed 

representation before Ombudsman. 

3.12. Respondent has submitted as under.        

(1) The contents of Para No.2.1 of Appellant are denied and it is 

stated that the payment was taken from Appellant not to 

determine the technical feasibility of supplying power with 

or without a sub-station but there was an issue regarding 

documents attached with the application form. This can also 

be concluded from the correspondence made by Respondent 

with Appellant on a part of requirement of sub-station for 

the project in question. This reveals that there is no question 

to determine the requirement of sub-station in the project. 

After visiting the site and future load requirement analysis 
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Respondent company had reiterated the necessity of sub-

station and returned the deposited amount to Appellant.  

(2) It is submitted that installation of sub-station would ensure 

not only proper supply but also shall avoid line losses. It is 

pertinent to note that in respect of releasing supply from the 

existing network Respondent company not only has to 

consider the current demand but also has to keep a 

forethought of increasing load demand from the existing 

consumers as well as new consumers in the near future and 

thus requiring of sub-station is absolutely necessary.  

(3) It is submitted that Respondent company cannot supply 

electricity to the Appellant from the existing network of 

Shraddha or from any other sub-station because 

Respondent company cannot compromise future increase in 

demand from the consumers of Shraddha Society for any 

other project affiliated to that sub-station since both the 

sub-stations namely Shraddha and Popat sub-stations are 

not augmentable and margins for future load growth of these 

societies are to be kept since the sub-stations were allotted 

by the respective societies. Both the sub-stations are at the 

distance of 250 metres and 300 metres respectively from the 

project of Appellant. It has been a general practice of the 

Respondent company to provide electricity from the existing 

sub-station which is located within a command area of 150 

metres from the same to control the technical loss in the 

network and maintain the Voltage Regulations within 

permissible limit. Also keeping in mind about the future 

electricity demand for the project of Appellant and nearby 

area, it is technically not feasible to release the load from the 

existing sub-station, namely Shraddha and Popat Sub-
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stations, as both the sub-stations are not augmentable to 

the next higher size.  

 The technical details of both the above sub-stations are as 

under: 

Name Existing size of 

transformer 

Sanctioned 

load in KW 

Loading in 

percentage 

Distance 

from Shivalik 
(In Metres.)  

Shraddha 
S/s 

315 KVA 
(Not augmentable) 

374.02 40.48 250 

Popat S/s 630 KVA 
(Not augmentable) 

567  61.61 300 

  

 It is technically not possible to cater the demanded load due 

to Voltage Regulations, quality of power and losses in the 

network.  

- Respondent expect significant load in the command 

area of Shraddha and Popat sub-stations as there is a 

vertical expansion observed within the area. New sub-

station will not be possible as the said society has 

already given sub-station to cater their requirement.  

- Both the above sub-stations are not augmentable 

hence demand raised by the Respondent company for 

establishment of new sub-station is proper.   

(4) Respondent has denied the contents of Para No. 2.5 of 

Appellant and stated that Appellant is introducing new 

issues at this stage and has not brought these issues to the 

notice of CGRF, therefore it is liable to be disregarded. It is  

submitted that Appellant was aware of the requirement of 

sub-station even before the start of Shivalik project as they 

were informed of the same when the requirement of sub-

station was waived for their adjoining project of Jamanaba 

Project on this basis. From the past correspondence 

Appellant was aware for the sub-station for his demand 

electric supply. Hence their claim that the fire safety of their 

building would be endangered or the entry would be blocked 



Case No.120/2016 

Page 9 of 12 

 

if they provide space for sub-station is utterly invalid. Senior 

officers of Respondent company had visited this project and 

discussed the matter with Appellant for providing 

distribution sub-station and also suggested location for the 

sub-station. Appellant has intentionally refrained from 

making any arrangements for the sub-station and now are 

using excuses to forego his liability. 

(5) It is submitted that requirement of sub-station is on the 

basis of technical feasibility and not for any other reason. 

Even statutorily, the responsibility to determine the 

necessity for a sub-station lies with the Respondent as per 

Regulations 4.36 of Supply Code, 2015.  

3.13. It is submitted Respondent company is acting in consonance with 

the laws and rules and regulations in force. It is also stated that 

present appeal of Appellant has no merits and liable to be 

dismissed with cost.         

        

4.1. Appellant has given consent for providing sub-station at T.P.No. 

49 at any of F.P. No.117/3/1, 117/3/2 and 117/3/3 and stated 

that space for sub-station will be finalized after completion of 

construction work of M/s. Jamanaba Complex.  Appellant had 

shown readiness for providing a sub-station. 

 As per Para 2.1, Appellant has developed a scheme at T.P. No. 49, 

F.P.No. 117/3/3 and asked electric services for residential-cum-

commercial purpose. 

4.2. As per submission made by Respondent, Appellant has not 

provided sub-station for getting electric connection for M/s. 

Jamanaba Complex scheme even after consent for sub-station was 

given by him. 
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 In present case, Appellant wants electric connection from the 

nearby existing sub-station from where Respondent had released 

earlier connections for M/s. Jamanaba Complex.   

4.3. On the basis of electrical appliances found in average household, 

demand side load is estimated considering diversity factor by 

Respondent as per Para 3.8. 

4.4. The electric connections of M/s. Jamanaba Complex are released 

after consent letter of the Appellant, as per submission made by 

Respondent in Para 3.1. 

4.5. As per reply filed by Respondent as per Para 3.12(3) regarding 

technical feasibility of electric network from nearby existing 

available sub-station are established in the assessment of long 

term demand and hence the load requirement of Appellant cannot 

be catered from them. 

4.6. The Electricity Act,2003, Section 42 : Duties of distribution 

Licensee and Open Access. 

  Provisions of Distribution Licensee:  

42(i): It shall be the duty of a distribution licensee to develop and 

maintain an efficient, coordinated and economical distribution 

system in his area of supply and to supply electricity in 

accordance with the provisions contained in this Act. 

43. Duty to Supply on request:  

 43(1): Distribution Licensee shall on an application by the 

owner or occupier of any premises, give supply of electricity 

to such premises within one month after receipt of the 

application requiring such supply. 

 Provided that where such supply requires extension of 

distribution mains, or commissioning of new sub-stations, the 

distribution licensee shall supply the electricity to such 

premises immediately after such extension or commissioning 
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or within such period as may be specified by the Appropriate 

Commission. 

 Provided further that in case of a village on hamlet or area 

wherein no provision for supply of electricity exists, the 

Appropriate Commission may extend the said period as it may 

consider necessary for electrification of such village or hamlet 

or area. 

50. The Electricity Supply Code:  

 This Clause provides that the state commission shall specify 

an electricity supply code to provide for inter alia, recovery of 

charges, disconnection for non-payment, tampering of electric 

lines or meters etc. 

 Accordingly, Clause No. 4.36 of GERC Supply Code and 

related matters Regulations Notification No. 4 of 2015, is as 

under: 

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. 

Thus as per provisions of Regulations, Licensee (Respondent) 

has asked sub-station for providing additional load to the 

Appellant is justified. 

4.7. The arguments for not providing sub-station as per Para No. 2.1 of 

Appellant for new electric connections for M/s. Shivalik Associates 

are not having any stand looking to the sub-station demanded by 

Respondent while processing the temporary connection for 

construction purpose as per Para No. 3.5 and 3.6.  It is seen from 

the correspondence that from the beginning Respondent has asked 
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a sub-station for providing electric connections to the scheme of 

Appellant, i.e. M/s. Shivalik Associates. 

4.8. The demand of providing a sub-station by Respondent in the 

present issue, is as per Clause No. 4.36 of Electricity Supply Code 

and Related matter and it is justified.   

4.9. Respondent should ensure all precautions and safety as 

mentioned in Cl.No. 3.1, 3.3 and 3.4 of GERC Notification No.10 

of 2015. 

4.10   I order accordingly. 

4.11. No order as to costs. 

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

       
   

 
                                                        
(Dilip Raval) 

                Electricity Ombudsman 
                  Gujarat State 
Ahmedabad. 

Date: 17.11.2016 

  


