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100230030

Sr. 
No. 

Name of 
Transformer 

Distance 
(Mtr.) 

Capacity 
(KVA) 

Present Loading  

1. Aarav Residency 45 315 20% 

2. NandanvanHeights 160 160 0.0% 

3. Shilp Residency 170 160 18-20% 

4. Radheshyam 
Residency-I 

150 315 40% 

5. Radheshyam 
Residency-II 

150 315 20-25% 

6. Chahat Parisar New  S/s for scheme under development (90 
Mtrs.) 
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XLPE underground

 voltage drop 3% 4% GERC

voltage drop  6%

GERC

600 

KW 

160 KVA 315 KVA 

GERC Supply Code Notification No. 11/2005

voltage drop permissible limit 6%

‘ ’ 

219 

KW

160 KVA 
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compact sub-

station  10 x 12  Sq.ft.

compact sub-station

PMT

3.0. Respondent has represented the case as under. 

3.1. Respondent has submitted preliminary objection as under: 

(i) The present appeal is liable for dismissal prima facie as the said 

appeal is not maintainable as per Section No. 3.17(i) of the 

GERC (Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and 

Ombudsman) Regulations,2011, Section 3.17(i) of the 

Regulations clearly stipulates that the appeal is to be 

maintained by the Ombudsman if the appellant is a 

complainant (aggrieved consumer). The Appellant herein is not 

a complainant within the meaning of Section 1.5(c) of the 

Regulations and is neither aggrieved by the actions of the 

Respondent under Section 2.28 of the Regulations. 

(ii) Therefore the present appeal is prima facie liable to be rejected 

on the ground of jurisdiction itself. 

(iii) The Appellant herein is not the consumer of the Respondent. It 

is submitted that service No. 100230030 was provided in the 
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name of Mr. Umeshbhai Arvindbhai Patel in 2014 and he has 

been the consumer of the said service since then. Moreover, as 

per the specific Power of Attorney dated 16.12.2013 Mr. 

Umeshbhai Arvindbhai Patel is the holder of the Power of 

Attorney. Hence the appellant has no right to prefer the present 

appeal before this or any other Forum.  

3.2. It is stated that Appellant had initially applied for construction service 

at its scheme ‘Divit Hills’ vide application dated 25.02.2014, along 

with an Indemnity Bond dated 24.02.2014 and agreed to provide for 

the need of sub-station. 

 Divit Hills had requirement of 516 KW and therefore it was asked to 

make provision for sub-station. 

3.3. Respondent has assessed load of 516 KW for the said scheme as the 

scheme has 112 No. of 1-BHK Units and 28 No. of 2-BHK Units and 

4 No. of common service. 

 It is not possible to accommodate the load requirement of the scheme 

without sub-station considering existing load and future load growth. 

Therefore, it is necessary to have sub-station at the premises of 

Appellant to cater the load requirement. 

3.4. Respondent has submitted parawise reply as under: 

1. Appellant had applied for connection for construction purpose 

in the year 2014 for its scheme ‘Divit Hills’. Considering the 

load requirement of Appellant’s scheme, Appellant was asked 

to provide built up sub-station in its premises. Appellant had 

agreed for the same and submitted an indemnity bond to that 

effect. 

2. In reply to Para No. 2.2, contents of Appellant are not true. The 

‘Divit Hills’ Scheme has 112 No. of 1-BHK units, 28 No. of 2-

BHK units and 4 No. of common service, therefore the load 

required to cater needs of above units come to around 516 KW.  
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The assessed load calculations are as under: 

Sr. 
No. 

Description No. of 
Units 

Per Unit 
load (KW) 

Total load 
(KW) 

1. 1-BHK Flat 112 3 336 

2. 2-BHK Flat 28 5 140 

3. Common service 4 5 20 

4. Construction service 1 20 20 

Total Load in KW 516 

 

3. It is submitted that it has been the experience of Respondent 

that all the categories of electric services irrespective of 

affluence of the customers, load increase is witnessed with time. 

Therefore, Appellant cannot claim to have a constant load for 

all the time in future.  

 4. In reply to Para No. 2.3, it is submitted by Respondent that in 

the nearby area has two to three sub-station energized and 

working since 2014. Appellant’s claim that the Bond for sub-

station at its “Divit Hills” scheme was given to the Respondent 

in the year 2014 as no other sub-stations were sanctioned in 

the nearby area is vehemently denied. The details of the 

existing sub-stations in nearby area of ‘Divit Hills’ are as under:

Sr. 
No. 

Name of 
Transformer 

Distance 
(Mtr.) 

Capacity 
(KVA) 

Sanctioned 
load (KW) 

Date 

1. Aarav Residency 50 315 612 April,2014 

2. Nandanvan Heights 160 160 557 Jan.2016 

3. Shilp Residency 190 160 191 April,2010 

4. Radheshyam 

Residency-I 

170 315 726 Jan.2012 

5. Radheshyam 

Residency-II 

170 315 1055 Sept.2015 

6. Chahat Parisar Scheme under development 
 

5. It is submitted that sub-station was asked for at Nandavan 

Residency and same has been energized in January,2016 as 

the load has started picking up.  

6. Appellant by providing sub-station at one scheme cannot 

absolve from not providing sub-station at his other scheme. The 

sub-station at ‘Chahat Parisar’ is under development and same 
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cannot be used by ‘Divit Hills” scheme, as the requirement of 

both the schemes varied.  

7. It is submitted that voltage drop on electric cable depends on 

its loading and length.  

8. As the margin on transformer/sub-station has to be 

maintained not only for its safe and efficient operation but also 

to facilitate to load transfer in case of failure of nearby 

transformer and cable fault. Therefore, it is necessary to load 

the transformer optimally.  

9. Considering the existing load and future load growth of existing 

and prospective consumers of the said scheme, it is not 

possible to accommodate the load requirement of the scheme 

without establishing sub-station. Therefore, it is necessary and 

expedient to have sub-station at premises of Appellant to cater 

the load requirement.  

3.5. It is evident that the Respondent company has acted in accordance 

with the provisions of law and the contention of the appellant does 

not hold good. Therefore, the present appeal may be dismissed. 

:::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. Shri Umeshbhai A. Patel has given Indemnity Bond to Respondent at 

the time of registering construction service No. 100230030 on 

25.02.2014 and consent was given for provision of sub-station for 

new connections. 

4.2. Shri Umeshbhai Patel is having specific Power of Attorney dated 

16.12.2013 for LS No. 780/10 for development of load and 

electrification and other works, issued by Shri Dipeshbhai Patel and 

others.    
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 Shri Dipeshbhai Patel, Partner, Gigeve Corporation, is a Appellant in 

present case and he has applied for new connections at new scheme 

in the name of ‘Divit Hills.” Hence as per Clause No. 1.5(c) of 

Notification No.2 of 2011, Appellant comes under definition of 

‘complainant’. 

4.3. By way of specific Power of Attorney, Shri Umeshbhai A. Patel has 

given Indemnity Bond to Respondent while getting construction 

service which is binding to present appellant. 

4.4. Appellant has calculated load demand of his scheme for 112 No. of 1-

BHK units, 28 No. of 2-BHK units and 1 No. of common service comes 

to 219 KW with Diversity Factor of 1.5, while Respondent has 

calculated and assessed load for the same is 516 KW as mentioned 

in Para No. 3.4(2). 

4.5. As per argument of Appellant, to cater power supply from nearby 

existing transformer centre, Respondent has submitted details of 

loading of each nearby transformer centre with distance to lay electric 

cable networks for providing electric connections to Appellant. 

4.6. To maintain voltage, drop within the permissible limit as per GERC 

norms, the argument of provisions of new sub-station of Appellant is 

replied by Respondent and it is stated that voltage drop on electric 

networks depends on its loading and length. 

 In instance case, load demand of 219 KW of Appellant, or assessed 

load demand of 516 KW as per Respondent calculation, new sub-

station requirement is technically needed to cater uninterrupted 

power supply with consideration of future load growth of prospective 

consumers.   

 As per Clause No. 4.36 of Supply Code Notification No.4 of 2015, 

demand of sub-station by Respondent is justified. 

4.7. During hearing Respondent has briefly mentioned the various sub-

station plan and afterwards intimated appellant on 30.03.2016 
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regarding various type of sub-station to opt suitable option for his 

scheme. 

 In reply dated 04.04.2016, as per Para No. 2.12 Appellant has pointed 

out the case of recovery of Rs. 5 lakhs against compact sub-station 

charges by Respondent. 

The brief of item-wise cost for same is not submitted in head of 

compact sub-station charges by either parties. 

         Respondent has not replied against recovery of compact sub-station 

charges as argued by Appellant. 

4.8. The revised fixed service line charges to be recovered from Appellant 

requiring LT supply was approved by GERC vide letter No. 1377 dated 

24.06.2014, which is applicable w.e.f. 01.07.2014 for new 

connections/additional load/shifting of connections.  

 After approval given by commission for recovery of fixed service line 

charges from the Applicants, requiring LT supply, there is no specific 

provision for recovery of transformer charges if it is covered under 

compact sub-station charges.  

  Respondent should strictly adhere to the guidelines mentioned in the 

approval letter of Commission for recovery of fixed service line charges 

from the LT applicants.  

4.9.  I order accordingly. 

4.10. No order as to costs. 

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

    

     
                                                

(Dilip Raval) 
                    Electricity Ombudsman 

                      Gujarat State 

Ahmedabad. 
Date: 28.04.2016. 


