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GUJARAT ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, GUJARAT STATE 

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

 

CASE NO. 107/2018 
 

Appellant :  M/s. Shah Alloys Limited 
   Shah Alloys Corporate House,  

   2221/2222, Shah Industrial Estate 
   Sola-Kalol Road, Santej-382721 
   Ta. Kalol. Dist.Gandhinagar 

 
Represented by: Shri M.A.Shaikh, Manager 

      
   

   V/s. 
 

Respondent: Executive Engineer 

   Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Ltd., 
   Division Office,KALOL-382721. Dist. Gandhinagar. 
 
  

Represented by: Shri C.V.Joshi, EE, UGVCL, Kalol Divn.Office 

   Shri M.A.Trivedi, DE, UGVCL, Kalol Divn.Office 
   

         :::PROCEEDINGS::: 

 

1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the order 

No. 3290 dated 22.10.2018 passed by the Consumer Grievances 

Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Mehsana, in 

case No. UG-02-013-2018-19. The representation was registered at 

this office as Case No.107/2018. The hearing of this case was kept 

on 20.12.2018. As requested by appellant vide letter dated 20.12.18, 

the next hearing was kept on 03.01.2019.  

2.0. The case is represented by Appellant as under.  

2.1. It is submitted that the Appellant named M/s. Shah Alloys Limited is 

a company incorporated under the provisions of the Company 

Act,1956, having its registered office at 5/1, Shreeji House, 5th floor, 

Behind M.J.Library, Ashram Road, Ahmedabad. 
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2.2. It is submitted that Respondent is Distribution Licensee in the State 

of Gujarat within the meaning of Section-2(17) of the Electricity Act, 

2003 and is undertaking distribution and retail supply of electricity in 

different geographical region in the State. The Transmission Licensee 

is an electrical power transmission company in the State of Gujarat. 

2.3. Appellant is having manufacturing unit located at Santej. Appellant is 

a consumer of Respondent for more than 30 years and is pioneer 

consumer in the area of Santej, Rakanpur and Khatraj.  

 It is stated that all the line installed at Santej was at the cost of 

Appellant. 

 It is further stated that the above unit of Appellant is declared as ‘sick 

unit’ under the provisions of SICA Act. 

2.4. It is submitted that originally Appellant had a contract demand of 

17250 KVA up to 07.11.2013, which was reduced to 10000 KVA on 

07.11.2013 due to high demand charges and financial constraint of 

Appellant. Contract demand was further reduced to 5000 KVA on 

01.01.2015. At present Appellant is having contract demand of 5000 

KVA supplied at 66KV voltage level. 

2.5. Appellant, vide letter dated 21.03.2018 had made an application to 

Respondent for reinstate/increase in contract demand from 5000 KVA 

to 17250 KVA, along with application fees of Rs. 25000/- paid vide 

Demand Draft No.505390 dated 17.03.2018. It is submitted that 

Appellant company has been making its effort to being the company 

out of sickness and as such Government of Gujarat had also registered 

company as sick unit under the scheme for relief and concessions to 

the viable sick industrial enterprises to revive the Appellant company 

and accordingly Appellant has requested Respondent to reinstate the 

original contract demand to 17250 KVA from 5000 KVA.  

2.6. Appellant vide letter dated 10.04.2018 to Dy. Engineer, GETCO 

Construction Division, Vadavi has intimated not to process the 

application as Appellant reworking the load requirement and hence 

withdraw the application dated 31.03.2018 for reinstate/increase in 
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contract demand on the ground that surplus load capacity in the line 

is only 6000 KVA as per understanding given by Respondent, UGVCL 

and GETCO. Accordingly, Appellant had made new application for 

additional contract demand of 6000 KVA i.e. in toto 11000 KVA along 

with application fee of Rs.25000/- through Demand Draft No.505699 

dated 21.04.2018. 

2.7. Respondent vide its letter dated 13.07.2018 has given estimate for 

catering additional load of 6000 KVA through option No.3 i.e. 

Consumer will carry out the entire work. According to the estimate 

calculation Rs. 67,80,000/- to be given to GETCO as pro rata charges. 

(Rs. 1130/KVA) for 6000 KVA. While Rs. 4,79,57,074/- as an amount 

towards differential Security Deposit to be paid by Appellant to 

Respondent. Total aggregating to Rs. 5,48,39,074/-. However, 

Respondent failed to provide justification how the amount has been 

estimated.  

2.8. It is submitted that a letter dated 20.07.2018 had been written to 

Respondent with a copy to GETCO informing that Appellant was 

consuming 17250 KVA till 2013 along with wheeling in toto 30000 KVA 

and then after reduction has been done in contract demand. It was 

further informed that line is straightened and capable to cater power 

up to 30 MW. It was further informed that the line was laid by 

Appellant only. On this ground, Appellant informed that Respondent 

cannot demand pro rata charges. Also Appellant sought information 

relating to any expenditure incurred by the Respondent on the line 

after 2013. Respondent has replied to Appellant vide letter dated 

24.07.2018 and 27.07.2018. 

2.9. Appellant vide letter dated 28.07.2018 informed Respondent that 

when the drawl of contract demand of Appellant is 17250 KVA, 

Security Deposit during that period was Rs. 4.10 Crore. Accordingly, 

in present case Appellant is demanding 11000 KVA then in that case 

the Security Deposit is arriving Rs. 2,61,45,000/- only and requested 

to consider the request of Appellant. 



  Case No.107/2018 

  Page 4 of 16 
 

 

2.10. Appellant had again informed Respondent vide letter dated 10.08.2018 

that no reply has been received regarding clarification sought by 

Appellant. It was also informed by Appellant that since Respondent is 

not going to incur any extra cost or any expenditure in connection with 

line development since there is already an existing line it cannot 

demand charges form the same line which is already there and is 

feasible. Appellant has also requested to Respondent to extend the 

time for making payment on the ground that clarification sought from 

Respondent is not received by Appellant. Vide letter dated 14.08.2018, 

Respondent has extended the period as requested by Appellant by 

12.09.2018. 

2.11. Appellant has referred the relevant provisions of the Electricity Act, 

2003 and GERC (Electricity Supply code and Related Matters) 

Regulations, 2015, GERC (Licensee’s power to recover expenditure 

incurred in providing supply and other miscellaneous charges) 

Regulations, 2005 and GERC (Security Deposit) Regulations, 2005 as 

under, before making detailed submission. 

 Section 42 of the Electricity Act,2003 read as under: 

 42 (Duties of Distribution Licensee and Open Access): 

(1) 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 provisi9ons contained in this Act. 

 Appellant has also referred the Clause 4.80 to 4.85 of GERC Supply 

Code Regulations 4, of 2015. 

 In view of above provisions of GERC it is stated that Appellant is 

seeking for reinstate/additional load from 5000 KVA to 11000 KVA.  

2.12. Appellant has also mentioned that Regulation 5.1 of Chapter 5 of GERC 

(Licensee’s Power to Recover Expenditure incurred in providing supply 

and other miscellaneous charges) Regulations, 2015 is not applicable 
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to Appellant since there is no need to erect a new HT/EHT line or any 

extension in line or strengthening of existing line in order to extend 

the supply to the Appellant. It is submitted that on the existing line, 

Appellant used to draw 30 MW including Wheeling till 2013 and 

gradually Appellant has reduced contract demand from 16.5MW to 

5MW however till date Appellant uses to draw 18.5 MW including 

Wheeling from the existing line. 

2.13. It is submitted that since existing line is having strength to cater power 

flow up to 30 MW, there is no need of any work that to be carried out 

by the Distribution Licensee or by the Transmission Licensee. In view 

of the aforesaid fact it is submitted that the estimate cost/pro rata 

charges, estimated by the Respondent, vide letter dated 13.07.2018 is 

not proper and not justifiable and void ab initio. 

2.14. It is submitted that in term of Regulation 4.2 of the provisions of GERC 

(Security Deposit) Regulation, 2005, LT consumers shall at all times 

maintain with the Licensee an amount equivalent to consumption 

charges of one and half months as security towards the electricity 

supplied/to be supplied, against any default in payment during the 

period the agreement for supply of electricity is in force.  

2.15. It is submitted that in term of Regulation 4.5 of the GERC (Security 

Deposit) Regulations, 2005 that in the case of consumers whose 

additional demand is to be sanctioned, the amount of Security Deposit 

shall be calculated as if it is a new service, for the entire load at 

prevailing applicable tariff rate as specified in Clause 4.4. 

2.16. It is submitted that in case of Appellant, Respondent already has 

Security Deposit amounting to Rs. 2,01,72,753/-. Even when a 

contract demand of the Appellant was 17250 KVA, Security Deposit 

given to Respondent was only of Rs. 4.10 crore. Now Appellant is 

making an application for total 11000 KVA. Accordingly, it is 
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submitted that Appellant is liable to pay in total Rs. 2,61,45,000/- 

only as Security Deposit (11000 KVA * 4.10 Cr./17250 KVA). 

 It is stated that estimate calculation given by Respondent vide letter 

dated 13.07.2018 of Rs.4,79,57,074/- for additional load of 6000 KVA 

is not acceptable and not justifiable.  

2.17. It is submitted that in the given circumstances and facts as outlines 

hereinafter, Appellant by way of present application of representation, 

is invoking jurisdiction of Hon’ble Ombudsman to cancel the letter 

dated 13.07.2018 and to give necessary direction to Respondent and 

GETCO to sanction additional load to the Appellant.  

2.18. It is submitted that without giving clarification of levy of pro-rata 

charges of GETCO and demand of more security deposit by DISCOM, 

Respondent cannot cancel the application of Appellant of additional 

load of 6000 KVA vide his letter dated 23.10.2018. 

2.19. It is submitted that Appellant had made an application dated 

12.09.2018 before CGRF in connection with estimate served for 

additional load of 6000 KVA. The said application was heard by CGRF 

on 10.10.2018 and order was issued by CGRF 22.10.2018, which was 

received by Appellant on 29.10.2018, ordered to approach appropriate 

authority for representation for this matter. It is submitted that the 

said order of CGRF does not represent the facts that were mentioned 

during hearing.  

2.20. It is submitted that Appellant has vide letter dated 31.10.2018 again 

reiterated the thing that demand of pro rata charges and demand of 

more Security Deposit than old Security Deposit with Respondent is 

against the norms. Appellant has also requested not to cancel the 

additional load application. 
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2.21. Appellant has prayed as under: 

(1) To cancel the letters dated 13.07.2018 and 23.10.2018 of 

Respondent and direct the Respondent and GETCO to grant the 

additional load.   

(2) To waive pro-rata charges and also to waive additional Security 

Deposit. 

(3) To direct Respondent and GETCO to give additional load as 

demanded by Appellant.  

3.0. The case is represented by Respondent as under. 

3.1. Appellant has applied for the additional load of 6000 KVA i.e. 5000 + 

6000 = 11000 KVA on 23.04.2018. Respondent has issued an 

estimate vide letter No. UGVCL/Regd./Com./EHT/19607/1618 

dated 13.07.2018 mainly in two parts as under: 

(A) GETCO charges: GETCO Pro rata charges as per 1130/KVA = 

6780000.00. 

(B) UGVCL charges: 

(i) Service connection charges 1700*6000/100 = 

102000.00. It is as per the prevailing GERC Supply 

Code.  

(ii) Security Deposit (Differential) = Rs. 4,79,57,074.00  

3.2. Part-A which is GETCO charges and it is as per GETCO demand note 

letter No.ACE/R&C/EE/70/1115 dated 04.06.2018 i.e. as per Clause 

No. 4.32 and 4.33 of Supply Code 4 of 2015. Appellant’s representation 

regarding non-payment of the same has already been conveyed to 

GETCO by Respondent vide letter No.UGVCL/Regd./ Com./ EHT/ 

19607/1705 dated 24.07.2018. As per GERC Notification No.9 of 

2005, Clause No. 5.2, GETCO is empowered to recover pro rata basis 

charges from HT/EHT consumers. Further it is submitted that being 

EHT consumer, Respondent is conveying GETCO demand note to the 

consumer and same is not decided by Respondent. Also GETCO 

charges is to be paid by consumer to GETCO directly hence 

Respondent has no/limited role regarding GETCO charges.  
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3.3. Part-B which is portion of Respondent: 

 As per GERC Regulations for Security Deposit 2005, Clause No. 4.4, 

“In case of consumer whose additional demand is to be sanctioned the 

amount of the Security Deposit shall be calculated as if it is a new 

service for the entire load at prevailing applicable tariff rate as specified 

in Clause 4.4”. Accordingly, calculation of Security Deposit is carried 

out and included in the estimate.  

 Also against representation of Appellant, Respondent has replied vide 

letter No. 1727 dated 27.07.2018. 

3.4. Appellant’s prayer regarding revision of Security Deposit “it is 

submitted that in case of Appellant, Respondent already has Security 

Deposit amounting to Rs. 2,01,72,753/-. Even when a contracted 

demand of the Appellant was 17250 KVA, Security Deposit given to 

Respondent was only of Rs. 4.10 crore. Now Appellant is making an 

application for total 11000 KVA. Accordingly, it is submitted that 

Appellant is liable to pay total Rs. 2,61,45,000/- only as a Security 

Deposit (11000KVA*4.10 Cr./17250).” It is not as per GERC 

Regulation. Hence, Respondent cannot consider the same.  

3.5. Appellant has also made appeal to CGRF, and CGRF has given the 

judgement vide No.3290 dated 22.10.2018 and accordingly the appeal 

cannot be considered.  

3.6. After judgement of CGRF, Respondent has cancelled the application of 

Appellant vide letter No. 2429 dated 23.10.2018 due to non-payment 

of estimated amount within time limit, against which Appellant had 

represented vide letter dated 31.10.18 which was replied by 

Respondent vide letter No.2618 dated 17.11.2018.    

3.7. Respondent has submitted rejoinder vide letter No.216 dated 

05.01.2019 as under: 

(1) GETCO pro rata charges has been given in the estimate @ 1130 

per KVA has been derived for strengthening of entire Gujarat 

network by considering future demand and growth. 

Rs.67,80,000/- included in the estimate given to Appellant  as 
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a GETCO charges is not for strengthening of any network related 

to Appellant but it is as per GERC Supply Code 4 of 2015, Clause 

No. 4.32 and 4.33.  

(2) Security Deposit is calculated as per GERC Regulations for 

Security Deposit 2005, Notification No.8, clause No. 4.4, “In case 

of consumer whose additional demand is to be sanctioned, the 

amount of the Security Deposit shall be calculated as if it is a new 

service for the entire load at prevailing applicable tariff rate.” 

Accordingly, calculation of Security Deposit is made by 

considering electricity duty of 15% (as per new connection) and 

included in estimate. Detailed calculation sheet is submitted by 

Respondent. Also as per GERC Notification Security Deposit is 

reviewed at every financial year. Any exemption of duty is given 

only in the consumption recorded in meter/sub meter as per 

approval of Duty Commissioner.  

 It is submitted that even with the contracted demand of 5000 

KVA, Appellant is drawing more than 22.5 MVA from system 

with wheeling of 13.5 MW. Monthwise details for drawl are as 

under: 

Month Nov.18 Oct.18 Sept.18 Aug.18 July.18 June,18 

Maximum 
Demanded 
recorded in 
meter 

22500 26100 22500 22500 22782 24000 

After Open 
Access & 
Wheeling 

set off 
Billing 
Demand 

12952 12909 9088 9294 10416 11290 

      

3.8. Vide e-mail dated 16.01.2019, Respondent has submitted details of 

payment of charges in respect to EHT connection of Appellant.  

 (1) 2400 KVA released on 02.01.1992 (As mentioned in Electricity 

 bill). 

(2) Addl.9600 KVA (2400 to 12000KVA) on 66KV system released 

on 30.11.1995 (details of payment are not available). 
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(3) Addl.2750 KVA (12000 to 14750KVA) on 66KV system released 

on 17.12.2004 ( Development charges Rs.900/KVA) was paid in 

two parts (i) Part-A: Rs. 12,37,500/- paid vide MR No.606071 

dated 07.12.2004 and (ii) Part-B: Rs. 12,37,500/- paid vide MR 

No.606072 dated 07.12.2004, out of which 50% amount was 

refunded as per policy.   

(4) Addl. 2500 KVA (14750 to 17250KVA) on 66KV released on 

29.05.2008 (Capital cost paid of Rs. 835/KVA i.e. 

Rs.20,87,500/- vide MR No.38229 dated 26.05.2008). 

 It is submitted that Appellant has paid GETCO charges as per 

Development charges, out of which as per policy, 50%  amount 

was refunded after seven years. 

 Capital cost is derived/approved by GERC by Notification No.9 

of 2005, in which capital cost is for Annual Gujarat State 

network charges.  

 Accordingly, prorata charges derived for every year as a Gujarat 

whole for annual basis and same is approved by GERC, which 

is recovered by GETCO for every HT/EHT load demand. 

3.9. Looking to the merits of the case, prayer of Appellant is not admissible 

as per norms.  

::: ORDER ::: 

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

of Respondent and the facts, statistics and relevant papers, which are 

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

4.1. As per Para 2.4, Appellant’s contract demand was 17250 KVA up to 

07.11.2013 and it was reduced thereafter and contract demand was 

5000 KVA as on 01.01.2015 at 66KV voltage level.  

4.2. Appellant has registered his application for additional load for contract 

demand of 17250 KVA (5000KVA to 17250KVA) on 17.03.2018 and 

thereafter withdrawn application for 17250KVA Contract Demand on 

21.04.2018, after getting understanding from Respondent.  
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4.3. Respondent had issued an estimate on 13.07.2018 with recovery of 

pro rata charges 1130/KVA for 6000 KVA = Rs. 67,80,000/- along with 

service connection charges of Rs. 1,02,000/-. Differential Security 

Deposit to be paid of Rs. 4,79,57,074/- for total contract demand of 

11000 KVA (5000 KVA + 6000 KVA). Under Option-3, i.e. Consumer 

will have to carry out the entire work. 

4.4.    (1) The issue emerged is pertaining to the claim of the Respondent 

for the pro-rata charges payable to GETCO with regards to 

enhancement of the existing contract demand by the Appellant. 

          (2) In the present case, it is undisputed that Appellant is a 

consumer of Respondent and it was having initial contracted 

demand of 2400 KVA. The said contracted demand was 

enhanced to 12000 KVA by the Appellant in the year 1995. The 

Appellant had at relevant time applied for enhancement of the 

contracted demand with the Respondent and Respondent has 

demanded various charges which includes pro-rata charges 

payable for enhancement of contracted demand. Again 

additional load from 12000 KVA to 14750 KVA was enhanced on 

17.12.2004 with payment of development charges of 

Rs.900/KVA. Thereafter further additional load from 14750 KVA 

to 17250 KVA was sanctioned on 29.05.2008 with payment of 

capital cost of Rs.835/KVA.  

 In support of aforesaid submission, Respondent has submitted 

as per Para No.3.8. 

(3) It is undisputed also that later on Appellant had reduced his    

contracted demand to 10000 KVA on 07.11.2013. Further 

contracted demand was reduced to 5000 KVA w.e.f. 01.01.2015. 

Thereafter, Appellant had applied for enhancement of existing 

5000 KVA demand to 17250 KVA and revised application for 

additional load of 6000 KVA, total 11000 KVA was made before 

Respondent. 
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In response to aforesaid application for enhancement of demand 

of 6000 KVA, Respondent had raised the issue that Appellant is 

liable to pay various charges which include pro-rata charges 

payable by Appellant to GETCO for enhancement of contracted 

demand. While Appellant has disputed the same saying that he 

is not liable to pay the said charges because earlier the said 

charges have already been paid by him for which Respondent 

has released additional load.  

(4) Respondent has contended that the charges which were paid by 

Appellant for enhancement of contracted demand earlier and 

later on reduced his contracted demand and now desires to 

enhance the contracted demand. Appellant is liable to pay the 

pro-rata charges in contracted demand. Appellant has 

contended that it is not permissible to charge pro-rata charges 

by Respondent because it is duplication of charges which is not 

permissible as per GERC Regulations as well as Tariff Orders 

etc. 

(5) It is necessary to refer the relevance of demand of pro-rata 

charges by distribution licensee. The pro-rata charges have been 

leviable by the distribution licensee as and when any EHT/HT 

consumer desires to enhance his contracted demand which lead 

to upgradation or uprating of existing transmission 

infrastructure also sometimes. Hon’ble GERC has therefore 

decided that as and when any consumer, who desires to 

enhance his contracted demand from existing demand, and it 

lead to upgrading or uprating of transmission system, he is 

liable to pay pro-rata charges and not full charges of upgrading 

and uprating of the transmission system.    

(6) It is also necessary to refer Clause No.5 of Chapter-V of GERC 

(Recovery of Expenditure by the Licensee) Regulations,2005 

which states with regard to recovery of pro-rata charges. The 

same is reproduced below: 
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PROVISION FOR HIGH TENSION / EXTRA HIGH TENSION 
SUPPLY  

 

(i) In case of applications where there is a need to erect a new HT 

line or EHT line from the sub-station or extend the existing HT or 

EHT line or strengthening of existing HT or EHT line in order to 

extend supply to the applicants, the Distribution Licensee, on its 

own in case of HT, and in co-ordination with Transmission 

Licensee in case of EHT, shall prepare an estimate of the cost of 

aforementioned work including the cost of terminal and metering 

arrangements at the premises of the consumer, but not including 

the cost of meter. Such estimate shall be based on the latest cost 

data as published by the Distribution Licensee and/or 

Transmission Licensee. 

(ii)  In case of applications where there is a need to erect a new sub-

station for extending supply to the applicant, the Distribution 

Licensee, on its own or in co-ordination with Transmission 

Licensee, shall prepare an estimate of the cost of the necessary 

works in the same way as indicated in sub-clause 4.2 (i) above. 

In cases of applications when the capacity of existing substation 

is required to be augmented, the differential cost of existing and 

new such electrical plant will form the basis of calculation of pro-

rata charges. The estimate of the cost of such substation shall be 

based on the latest cost data as published by the Distribution 

Licensee and/or the Transmission Licensee.   

As per the aforesaid Regulation, Distribution Licensee is eligible 

to recover pro-rata charges from the consumer when he desires 

to increase the contracted demand, the said Regulation is silent 

with regard to recovery of aforesaid charges as and when the 

consumer once pay the pro-rata charges and enhance his 

contracted demand and later on reduce the same. Thereafter, 

after passage of some time, the said consumer desires to further 

enhance the contracted demand from reduced contracted 
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demand to earlier contracted demand (enhanced contracted 

demand) in that case, whether Licensee is eligible to recover the 

pro-rata charges from the consumer or not. Thus, the aforesaid 

Regulation, which is empowered to the licensee to recover the 

pro-rata charges is silent on it and there is no such provision. 

Hence, in absence of specific provision in this regard, 

Distribution Licensee is not empowered to recover the pro-rata 

charges from the consumer, like Appellant, in a specific case 

which is emerged and came for decision before me.             

Further, the claim of Respondent is not legal and valid on the 

ground that Appellant, who is also a consumer of Distribution 

Licensee, had paid the pro-rata charges/Development charges 

and same had been narrated by Respondent in his submission, 

which proves beyond the doubt that Appellant has already paid 

necessary charges for enhancement of contracted demand at 

relevant point of time. 

Now, if the claim of Respondent is allowed, it is a duplication of 

the pro-rata demand charges by the Respondent which is illegal 

and arbitrary and also against the provisions of Electricity 

Act,2003 and Regulations framed under it, because no charges 

have been recoverable from the consumer for the same capacity 

of enhancement of contracted demand, for which the 

upgradation or uprating of the transmission system is required. 

Once the consumer has paid the enhancement charges earlier, it 

is illegal and arbitrary to claim or demand the pro-rata charges 

once the existing demand reduced by the consumer and later on 

further desire to enhance the same at earlier contracted demand 

level.  

(7)  Earlier, Electricity Ombudsman has also passed an order dated 

27.12.2010 in case No.88/2010 and held that to recover the 

demand charges in the similar case is not legal and valid. The 

relevant portion of the said order is reproduced below: 
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“This is the case of restoring Contract Demand to its original demand 

without incurring any extra capital expenditure by GETCO. Hence 

second time recovery of capital cost i.e. Rs. 7,65,000/- is to be refunded 

to the complainant within 45 days from the date of receipt of this order. 

If amount is not refunded within the stipulated period, interest is also 

to be paid to the complainant as per rules.”     

Considering aforesaid observations, the claim of pro-rata 

charges by Respondent from Appellant is illegal and arbitrary 

and the same is devoid on merit.  

4.5. On part of recovery of differential amount of Security Deposit in 

estimate, Respondent had worked out calculation and submitted it to 

Appellant.  

 Part-B Security Deposit is calculated as per Security Deposit 

Regulations, 2005, Notification No.8 of 2005, Clause No.4.4 and 4.5. 

The applicants for electricity shall pay in the beginning a Security Deposit towards the 

electricity to be supplied to them as under:  

Clause 4.4: 

(vi) For Continuous 

Process 

Industry 

1.5 times the monthly Consumption Charges taking demand 

charges based on 85% of contract demand plus energy charges 

based on 80% of load factor plus all other levies and taxes. For 

calculation, the power factor shall be reckoned at 0.9. 

  

 Clause 4.5: 

In the case of consumers whose additional demand is to be sanctioned, the amount of 

Security Deposit shall be calculated as if it is a new service, for the entire load at prevailing 

applicable tariff rate as specified in Clause 4.4. 

 

As per Para 2.16, argument made by Appellant for calculation of 

recovery of Security Deposit is not correct and valid. The calculation 

made by Respondent for recovery of differential amount of Security 

Deposit is as per provisions as per Security Deposit Regulations,2005 

and value of same is recoverable for granting additional load of 

6000KVA in contracted demand of Appellant.   
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4.6. In view of the above the present appeal is allowed. The Appellant is not 

liable to pay any pro-rata charges to Respondent. Respondent is 

directed to enhance the contracted demand of Appellant without 

claiming pro-rata charges as it has been paid earlier. It is also directed 

to issue revised estimate to Appellant observing the norms. The 

enhancement of contracted demand be carried out by Respondent in 

accordance with other provisions of Regulations and without claiming 

pro-rata charges. Compliance report may be submitted within 60 days.    

4.7 I order accordingly. 

4.8. No order as to costs. 

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

 
 
 

 
               (Dilip Raval) 

                      Electricity Ombudsman 

                      Gujarat State 
 

Ahmedabad. 
Date: 19.03.2019. 


