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3.1. Respondent has submitted relevant facts as under: 

(1) On 17.06.2015 around 10.30 p.m. sub-station near the 

premises of appellant namely Poonam Parina (Vasna) 

caught fire due to unforeseeable reasons. On the same day 

Respondent company had replaced the LT cable and the 

existing transformer. 

(2) On 24.06.2015 Appellant had addressed a letter to 

Respondent company describing the fire accident at the 

sub-station and requested to shift the sub-station at least 

by 50 ft. from his premises. Appellant is a consumer of 

Respondent having service No. 867865. 

(3) On 13.08.2015, Respondent company addressed a letter to 

appellant stating that company acted promptly after 

receiving information of fire incident. Company also always 

takes precautions. It was also informed that technically 

feasible alternative space is required to shift the transformer 

and such shifting would be chargeable. 
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(4) On 20.06.2016 Appellant addressed another letter to 

Respondent company questioning the diligence of the 

Respondent Company in relation to the fire accident and   to 

shift the sub-station at least 50 ft. from house of appellant.  

(5) on 06.07.2016, Respondent company replied to appellant 

stating that shifting can be done only when appellant 

provides alternate space which is technically feasible for 

shifting of transformer and for which appellant will have to 

get an approved plan  after which there will be a site visit on 

the basis of which the shifting charges will be conveyed to 

him and construction of sub-station at the alternative 

location shall be started. 

(6) On 20.07.2016 appellant had registered his complaint 

before CGRF for shifting of said sub-station. CGRF has 

issued an order dated 11.08.2016 stating that shifting 

charge will have to be born by Appellant as per Clause No. 

8.2F of GERC (Licensee’s Power to recover expenditure 

incurred in providing supply and other miscellaneous 

charges) Regulations,2005.    

3.2. In reference to Para No. 2.2 Respondent has denied the arguments 

of Appellant. It is stated that there is no any evidence produced by 

Appellant that any representative of Respondent company 

answered in such a callous manner.  

 As per Clause No. 8.2 of GERC (Licensee’s Power to recover 

expenditure incurred in providing supply and other miscellaneous 

charges) Regulations,2005, the onus of bearing the shifting 

charges is on the customer who is asking for shifting of location 

of sub-station. It is stated that as per report of electrical inspection 

dated 09.09.2014 by Electrical Inspector no abnormality was 

found in the particular sub-station and sub-station is well 

maintained. Further the said sub-station is placed at an adequate 

distance from the premises of appellant and is in compliance with 
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CEA (Measures Relating to Safety and Electric Supply) 

Regulations, 2010 with regards to clearing from buildings. Hence 

allegations of Appellant are baseless.  

3.3. It is submitted that Respondent company has never refused to 

correspond with the Appellant in relation to his safety need and in 

fact has addressed each and every issue of Appellant. Hence 

allegations of appellant that Respondent company has cited 

shifting charges is false and baseless.  

3.4. It is submitted that appeal made by Appellant has no merits.  

::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 is a residential consumer of Respondent who is residing 

at Poonam Parina Apartment (Vasna). Respondent has installed 

sub-station at corner side of Poonam Parina Apartment since more 

than 30 years ago for providing electric supply. 

4.2. The question of shifting of sub-station arose after fire took place 

at sub-station on 15.06.2015. On safety ground appellant has 

requested Respondent to shift the transformer away from 

residential block of society. 

4.3. The safety measures were taken by Respondent after fire took 

place at sub-station and rectified the defect. 

4.4. Respondent has submitted the inspection report of Electrical 

Inspector for the year 2014-15 dated 30.09.2014. Electrical 

Inspector report is for locations of 10 No. of transformers for the 

year 2014-15. Respondent is directed to take periodical inspection 

of sub-station as per CEA norms. 

4.5. As per the say of Appellant existing transformer is located at the 

distance of 15 ft. from his residence, since long. The horizontal 

clearance of said sub-station structure is within a specified limit 
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as per schedule-VII of CEA (Measures relating to safety and 

electric supply) Regulation 2010. 

4.6. Respondent is directed to adhere to safety related norms as 

specified in Section No. 3.1, 3.3 and 3.4 of GERC (Standard of 

Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations No.10 of 2005. 

4.7. The transformer is installed at the safe distance from the 

residence of appellant. However, if appellant desires to shift the 

transformer, he shall have to pay the shifting charges applicable 

as per Clause No. 8.2(F) of GERC (Licensee’s Power to recover 

expenditure incurred in providing supply and other miscellaneous 

charges) Regulations, 2005.   

4.8.  I order accordingly. 

4.9. No order as to costs. 

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

    

    
                                                 
(Dilip Raval) 

                    Electricity Ombudsman 
                      Gujarat State 
Ahmedabad. 

Date: 17.10.2016. 


