Case No.13/2026

Gujarat Electricity Regulatory Commission,
Office of The Electricity Ombudsman, Ground Floor & First Floor,

CMTS Building, Telephone Exchange, Bimanagar, Jeevandhaam Road,

Ahmedabad-380015.

CASE NO.13/2026

Appellant: M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd.

Block No. 35, Near National Industrial — 4,

Moti Canal, Village: Pipodara, Ta. Mangrol,

Dist. Surat-394110. Mob. N0.9825116834.

C/o. Shri Ketanbhai Shamjibhai Dudhagara

106, 107, Haridarshan Society, B/h. Bank of Baroda,
Surat Road, Kamrej Cross Roads, Kamre;.

Dist. Surat-394185. Mob. N0.9825116834.

Represented by: Shri Ketanbhai S. Dudhagara, Authorized representative.

V/s.

Respondent: Executive Engineer,

Dakshin Gujarat Vij Company Limited,
Kim Industrial Division Office,

Near 220 kv Lindiyat Sub Station,
Opp. Shahalon Textile Park,
Kim-Mandvi Road, Lindiyat,
Ta.-Mangrol, Dist. Surat-394110.

Represented by: Shri B.P.Gohil, E.E., DGVCL, Ind. Division Office, Kim.

1.0.

2.0.
2.1.

:: Proceedings ::

The Appellant had submitted a representation aggrieved by the order passed by the
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, Dakshin Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Surat
(Corporate) Case No. DG-437/2026-27 on 22.06.2026. As per the Section 42(0),
Electricity Act, 2003, and Regulation 3.19 of the GERC (CGRF and Ombudsman)
Regulations, 2019, the representation was registered at this office as Case
No.13/2026. The hearing of this case was kept on 06.08.2026, and the next hearing
was kept on 13.08.2026.
The Appellant has represented the case as under:
Vide letter dated 14.07.2026, The Appellant has submitted written representation as
under:
The Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd., having an electricity connection at Block
No. 35, Near National Industrial-4, Village- Pipodara, Ta. Mangrol, Dist. Surat under
the HTP-I tariff vide Consumer No. 12909.
(1) The Appellant submits the background and technical context of the continuous

process as under:

(A) The Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd. is a continuous process

plastic manufacturing plant processing polypropylene (PP) and
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(B)

©)

(F)
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polyethylene (PE) at high temperatures (180 degree C to 260 degree C).
A power loss causes the molten plastic inside the extruder barrel to
solidify immediately around the screw and die. When power returns, it
requires a 45-90-minute re-heating cycle, resulting in permanent
polymer degradation, machine safety hazards (screw seizure), massive
material scrap, and extensive idle labor downtime.

The Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd. pays an average of
%15,00,000/- per month in electricity consumption charges, yet is denied
the basic baseline of a stable power supply guaranteed under the law.
The primary catalyst for this dispute is the absolute indifference and
systemic apathy exhibited by the local divisional offices of the
Respondent, DGVCL. Despite exhaustive, repeated written complaints,
personal visits, and rigorous follow-ups by the Appellant detailing the
catastrophic operational impacts of frequent power trappings, the local
authorities consistently failed to take any corrective or investigative
action. Left with no administrative recourse, and suffering compounding,
ruinous financial losses, the Appellant was forced to seek intervention
from the CGRF.

The Appellant is deeply aggrieved by the superficial and dismissive
manner in which the CGRF adjudicated a matter of such profound
technical and financial significance. Industrial productivity is the
bedrock of our nation’s economic growth. To maximize industrial output,
sustain employment, and contribute to the national exchequer, a
continuous-process industry requires a stable, uninterrupted, and
quality power supply as an absolute baseline.

The Appellant also stated that if operational interruptions or shutdowns
are technically unavoidable, they must be meticulously planned,
minimized, and communicated to the high-tension consumer well in
advance. Instead, the Appellant has been made a silent victim of
negligent, unplanned loading and erratic load-balancing on the licensee’s
feeder lines, severely crippling manufacturing efficiency.

The Appellant wishes to place on record, with the utmost respect and
firmness, that they are not appearing before this Hon’ble Ombudsman
to beg for concessions, sympathy, or charity. As a law-abiding, high-
tariff-paying industrial entity contributing millions of rupees to the state
utility, the Appellant is strictly demanding that the Respondent respect,
honour, and enforce the Appellant’s statutory consumer rights.

The right to receive quality, uninterrupted power supply is legally
guaranteed under the Electricity Act, 2003 and the GERC Supply Code.
The Respondent’s failure to provide this, followed by the CGRF’s refusal
to hold them accountable, represents a flagrant denial of justice and a
violation of the statutory compact between the licensee and the
consumer.

The Appellant is constrained to place before the Hon’ble Ombudsman a
fundamental grievance regarding the structural integrity of the lower
forum. The very nomenclature of the ‘Consumer Grievance Redressal
Forum’implies a statutory body established to protect, hear, and redress
the systemic imbalances between a consumer and a monopolistic utility.
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However, the manner in which the proceedings were conducted, coupled
with the glaringly one-sided reasoning in the impugned order, forces the
Appellant to question whether the Forum is correctly named. Rather
than operating as an independent, objective adjudicatory bench, the
Forum functioned as a protective shield for the officials of the
Respondent. By systematically overlooking the operational negligence of
the Respondent’s officers, blindly accepting their unsubstantiated
defenses, and placing an impossible burden of technical proof on the
consumer, the Forum appeared more interested in insulating officials of
the Respondent from accountability than delivering justice. When the
very judges appointed to redress consumer grievances act to defend the
omissions of the Respondent’s officers, the legislative intent behind
establishing the CGRF under the Electricity Act, 2003 is completely
defeated.

The Appellant submits core grounds for appeal against the CGRF Order as

under:

(A)

(B)

The Appellant stated that the CGRF erred in dismissing the claim for
compensation on the grounds that the consumer failed to present
“sufficient data” of the daily interruptions. The CGRF explicitly noted in
Para 08 of its order that “Respondent DGVCL failed to submit MRI Data
of the Consumer end.” The Respondent is the sole custodian of the
specialized Meter Reading Instrument (MRI) trippings logs. Denying
compensation because the Respondent withheld technical evidence
shifts the burden of proof unlawfully onto the consumer.

The Appellant stated that the CGRF accepted the Respondent’s defense
without any concrete evidence or proof that the supply cuts were within
the standard GERC Standards of Performance (SoP) limits (less than 2
trippings/day, under 4 hours duration). The Appellant pleads that the
macro reliability indices designed for ordinary industrial users cannot
apply to a high-tension continuous process industry where even a 1-
second transient voltage dip triggers the absolute failure of the thermal
cycle, causing a net loss of approximately 310,000 per event.

The Appellant stated that the Respondent’s filings before the CGRF
structurally admit grid inadequacies - citing underground cable damage
at Orange Park, conductor snapping, and execution of delayed projects
like the 66 kV Karanj-1 Substation to reduce feeder overloads. Systemic
policy and planning delays by the Respondent cannot mitigate their
statutory obligation to provide stable power.

The Appellant submits legal and technical points as under:

(A)

The Appellant stated that the Respondent is in direct violation of Section
42 & 43 of the Electricity Act, 2003, which mandates a distribution
licensee to develop and maintain an efficient, coordinated, and
economical distribution system to supply electricity in accordance with
the provisions of the Act.

The Appellant stated that the failure to maintain quality grid parameters
violates Clause 2 & 9.1 of the GERC Supply Code, 2015, and the
mandated operational efficiency standards set out under the GERC
(Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations.
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4) The Appellant prays as under:

(A)

(B)

©)

To set aside the order of the Hon’ble CGRF dated 22.06.2026 in Case No.
DG-437/2026-27 to the extent that it denies financial compensation.
Direct the Respondent, DGVCL to provide credit/billing adjustments for
the structural losses incurred (direct scrap, purging, idle labor, surge
energy) quantified conservatively at a rate of 310,000 per unplanned
interruption.

Direct the Respondent to immediate cessation of manual “load
balancing” switching actions on the 11kV Inara Feeder.

To accurately establish the exact quantum of loss, the nature of the
continuous process, and the core operational trappings data, the Hon’ble
Ombudsman may appoint a team of independent technical experts,
including technical officers of the licensee, to inspect the Appellant’s
facility, retrieve consumer-end meter logs, and formally audit the exact
financial and systemic damages sustained.

2.2. On 06.08.2026, the Appellant submitted a handwritten date wise Power Supply
interruptions data as under:

Date Off Time On Time Date Off Time On Time Date Off Time On Time
05/07/25 | 1:00P.M. | 1:01P.M. |12/11/25 | 3:47 A.M. 3:48 AM. | 15/04/26 2:33 A.M. 3:02 A.M.
07/07/25 | 3:10P.M. | 4:50P.M. | 15/11/25 | 12:54 P.M. 5:40 P.M. | 16/04/26 3:00 A.M. 4:35 A.M.
11/07/25 | 6:55AM. | 6:56AM. | 16/11/25 | 1:55P.M. 1:56 PM. | 17/04/26 9:20 A.M. 9:25 A.M.
14/07/25 | 12:56 AM. | 4:00 AM. |24/11/25 | 2:12P.M. 2:13P.M. | 17/04/26 1:30 A.M. 1:40 A.M.
24/07/25 | 2:57P.M. | 2:58 P.M. |24/11/25| 5:12P.M. 5:15P.M. | 19/04/26 5:25 P.M. 5:40 P.M.
26/07/25 | 12:27 P.M. | 12:28 P.M. | 30/11/25 | 10:30 A.M. 10:31 A.M. | 20/04/26 4:00 A.M. 4:50 A.M.
26/07/25 | 1:46P.M. | 2:20 P.M. | 06/12/25 Powe Cut 23/04/26 7:50 P.M. 8:40 A.M.
27/07/25 | 3:10AM. | 4:15A.M. |09/12/25 | 8:26 P.M. 8:27 P.M. | 25/04/26 1:05 P.M. 2:26 P.M.
31/07/25 | 2:20 AM. | 2:25AM. |09/12/25 | 6:37 P.M. 6:38 P.M. | 29/04/26 2:51 P.M. 2:54 P.M.
02/08/25 | 12:10 P.M. | 3:33 P.M. | 10/12/25 | 5:20 P.M. 5:45P.M. | 10/05/26 9:00 A.M. 10:10 A.M.
04/08/25 | 4:48P.M. | 5:05P.M. | 11/12/25| 5:00P.M. 5:25P.M. | 10/05/26 4:30 P.M. 4:50 P.M.
05/08/25 | 2:11P.M. | 2:14P.M. | 12/12/25 | 12:34 A.M. 12:35 A.M. | 12/05/26 | 12:08 P.M. | 12:20 P.M.
06/08/25 | 10:08 AM. | 10:37 AM. | 14/12/25 | 10:40 P.M. 10:42 P.M. | 15/05/26 | 10:17 AM. | 10:22 A.M.
09/08/25 | 5:30 P.M. | 5:31P.M. | 14/12/25 | 6:26 A.M. 7:22 AM. | 16/05/26 | 10:17 AM. | 10:22 A.M.
09/08/25 | 7:52 A.M. | 7:53A.M. |28/12/25 | 2:05P.M. 2:06 P.M. | 16/05/26 2:16 P.M. 3:42 P.M.
17/08/25 | 2:50 AM. | 2:51AM. |29/12/25 | 3:25P.M. 3:26 P.M. | 18/05/26 4:00 P.M. 6:45 P.M.
21/08/25 | 11:07 AM. | 11:08 AM. | 03/01/26 | 10:00 P.M. 12:15P.M. | 18/05/26 7:30 P.M. 7:55 P.M.
22/08/25 | 3:20P.M. | 3:29 P.M. |24/01/26 | 4:05P.M. 5:30 P.M. | 30/05/26 3:30 P.M. 3:31 P.M.
23/08/25 | 2:56 AM. | 2:57 AM. |26/01/26 | 2:15P.M. 2:50 P.M. | 30/05/26 5:27 P.M. 5:59 P.M.
03/09/25 | 6:07 P.M. | 6:26 P.M. |28/01/26 | 3:44 P.M. 3:45P.M. | 30/05/26 7:15 A.M. 7:16 A.M.
04/09/25 | 4:21 P.M. | 4:44P.M. |28/01/26 | 5:44P.M. 7:10P.M. | 02/06/26 8:25 A.M. 11:30 A.M.
18/09/25 | 9:50 P.M. | 10:30 P.M. | 29/01/26 | 7:00 A.M. 9:00 AM. | 04/06/26 2:32 P.M. 2:33 P.M.
22/09/25 | 3:44P.M. | 3:58 P.M. |30/01/26 | 7:00A.M. 9:05A.M. | 09/06/26 7:38 P.M. 7:39 P.M.
22/09/25 | 5:33P.M. | 5:40 P.M. | 03/02/26 | 10:05P.M. 10:06 P.M. | 27/06/26 4:26 P.M. 4:55 P.M.
24/09/25 | 5:33P.M. | 6:13P.M. | 08/02/26 | 9:00P.M. 9:06 P.M. | 27/06/26 5:30 P.M. 5:33 P.M.
25/09/25 | 4:41P.M. | 4:42P.M. |11/02/26 | 5:20 P.M. 5:21 P.M. | 29/06/26 8:45 A.M. 9:15 A.M.
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25/09/25 | 5:25P.M. | 5:34P.M. | 15/02/26 | 9:03 P.M. 10:00 P.M. | 29/06/26 7:15 A.M. 7:16 A.M.
25/09/25 | 7:00 AM. | 7:01AM. | 16/02/26 | 5:30 P.M. 6:25P.M. | 04/07/26 6:05 P.M. 6:49 P.M.
27/09/25 | 2:57 P.M. | 3:05P.M. | 17/02/26 | 9:38 P.M. 10:10 P.M. | 06/07/26 3:57 P.M. 4:10 P.M.
27/09/25 | 8:00A.M. | 8:01AM. | 18/02/26 | 8:51 P.M. 8:54P.M. | 06/07/26 2:40 A.M. 3:20 A.M.
01/10/25 | 11:58 P.M. | 11:59 P.M. | 22/02/26 | 1:01 P.M. 1:05P.M. | 06/07/26 6:25 A.M. 7:15 A.M.
01/10/25 | 1:59 P.M. 1:60 P.M. | 23/02/26 | 8:08 P.M. 8:40 P.M. | 09/07/26 11:24 P.M. 1:00 P.M.
02/10/25 | 4:30P.M. | 4:55P.M. | 23/02/26 | 9:00A.M. 9:30 AM. | 09/07/26 1:30 P.M. 1:40 P.M.
03/10/25 | 6:18 P.M. | 6:19 P.M. | 25/02/26 | 12:40 P.M. 1:34P.M. | 09/07/26 1:40 P.M. 1:50 P.M.
10/10/25 | 9:00 P.M. 1:00 P.M. | 01/03/26 | 2:15P.M. 3:35P.M. | 10/07/26 11:10P.M. | 11:15P.M.
17/10/25 | 12:40 P.M. | 12:41 P.M. | 07/03/26 | 12:57 P.M. 1:05P.M. | 16/07/26 9:30 A.M. 9:35 A.M.
26/10/25 | 7:45P.M. | 7:46P.M. | 12/03/26 | 11:20 P.M. 12:00 P.M. | 18/07/26 2:20 A.M. 2:30 A.M.
27/10/25 | 8:09AM. | 8:10AM. | 15/03/26 | 12:09 P.M. 12:20 P.M. | 20/07/26 2:54 P.M. 3:00 P.M.
28/10/25 | 2:15P.M. | 2:16 P.M. | 16/03/26 | 1:20 A.M. 3:00 AM. | 30/07/26 1:00 A.M. 1:02 A.M.
02/11/25 | 3:18 P.M. | 3:19P.M. |20/03/26 | 4:47 A M. 7:30 AM. | 30/07/26 3:17 A.M. 3:30 A.M.
02/11/25 | 5:00A.M. | 5:01AM. | 06/04/26 | 1:00 P.M. 8:40 AM. | 01/08/26 2:00 P.M. -
06/11/25 | 3:40AM. | 3:41AM. | 08/04/26 | 8:45P.M. 8:50 P.M. | 04/08/26 10:00 AM. | 10:45A.M.
11/11/25 | 3:12P.M. | 3:13P.M. | 13/04/26 | 9:20 A.M. 1:10 P.M.

3.0.
3.1.

The Respondent has represented the case as under:
Vide letter no. DGVCLDOKI/0688/07 /2026 dated 03.08.2026, The Respondent has
submitted written reply as under:

(1)

The Respondent stated that the present Appeal is devoid of merit and deserves
to be dismissed. The Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum has passed a
detailed, reasoned and speaking order after considering all pleadings,
documentary evidence and oral submissions of both parties. The Appellant has
failed to point out any error of law, procedural irregularity or perversity in the
findings recorded by the CGRF. The present Appeal is merely a repetition of the
allegations already considered and rejected by the CGRF.

The Respondent respectfully submitted that during the proceedings before the
CGRF, the Respondent filed a detailed reply dated 29.04.2026 along with
interruption records for the period from 01.01.2026 to 17.04.2026. The
examination of the complaint revealed that out of a total of 34 recorded
interruptions, only 8 interruptions, constituting approximately 23%, were
attributable to planned shutdowns undertaken by the Respondent, DGVCL for
preventive maintenance, system improvement works and release of new power
connections. Such planned shutdowns are essential for ensuring safe, reliable
and uninterrupted power supply to all consumers.

It was further demonstrated before the CGRF that the remaining 26
interruptions, constituting approximately 77% of the total interruptions, were
not attributable to the Respondent, DGVCL. These interruptions occurred due
to circumstances beyond the control of the Respondent, including upstream
supply failures and grid disturbances on the GETCO network, consumer-side
electrical faults, damage to underground cables by third-party excavation
agencies, transient faults and other unavoidable external causes. Therefore, the
allegation that the Respondent, DGVCL was solely responsible for the
interruptions is factually incorrect.
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The Respondent, DGVCL, further submitted that the entire distribution
network, including the feeder, transformer and associated electrical equipment,
had been technically inspected and found to be operating satisfactorily. No
inherent defect, negligence or deficiency in the distribution system of DGVCL
was observed during the relevant period.

The Respondent, DGVCL, also explained the extensive system improvement
works undertaken to enhance the reliability of power supply. Initially, the
Appellant was receiving supply through the 11 KV Kameshwar Feeder
emanating from the 66 KV Palod-2 Substation through an overhead line
network. Under the System Improvement Scheme, the existing overhead bare
conductor was converted into an overhead XLPE-covered conductor to minimize
interruptions caused by external factors and improve system reliability.

The Respondent further submitted that a new underground cable feeder of
approximately 3.2 kilometres was developed from the 66 KV Palod-2 Substation
for providing supply to M/s. Kastabhanjan Texo Company through the newly
created Kastabhanjan Feeder. Consequently, part of the load of the existing
Kameshwar Feeder and Shubham Feeder was shifted to the new feeder, thereby
reducing feeder loading and improving supply reliability.

Similarly, another underground cable feeder of approximately 3.5 kilometres
was laid from the 66 KV Palod-2 Substation for supplying M/s. Bandhan Silk
Mill. This resulted in further redistribution of network load and improvement
in the quality and continuity of power supply. The network supplying the
industrial area now substantially comprises underground cable and overhead
XLPE cable, thereby eliminating the earlier exposed bare conductor network.
The Respondent, DGVCL, also brought to the notice of the CGRF that
considering the rapid industrial development in the area and future increase in
demand, feeder bifurcation from the proposed new feeder emanating from the
66 KV Karanj-1 Substation had already been approved and the cable laying
work had commenced. Upon completion of this work, the overall reliability and
quality of supply would further improve.

Subsequently, by an additional submission dated 08.06.2026, the Respondent
informed the CGRF that several additional reliability improvement measures
were under implementation. These included installation of Ring Main Units
(RMUs) for quick isolation of faulty sections and faster restoration of supply,
systematic conversion of remaining bare overhead conductors into XLPE
covered conductors, and further feeder bifurcation for optimum load
distribution and reduction of future interruptions. Comparative interruption
data of the last two financial years and detailed records of all major
interruptions, along with their causes and corrective actions, were also
produced before the CGRF.

During the hearing held on 09.06.2026, the Respondent further clarified that
the interruption details submitted clearly established that there were no daily
multiple interruptions as alleged by the Appellant. Except for planned
shutdowns undertaken for system improvement works, the duration of major
interruptions generally remained below four hours. It was also explained that
one major earth fault had occurred due to an iron strip falling from a nearby
newly constructed industrial estate, which was an external event beyond the
control of the Respondent, DGVCL. To prevent recurrence of such incidents, an
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(10)
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RMU had already been installed on 06.06.2026 to isolate the affected industrial
estate and improve system reliability.

The Respondent submitted that after 06.06.2026 up to 30.07.2026, only 1
Temporary Fault (TT) occurred, and only 2 Supply Failure (SF) interruptions
occurred. Thus, the total interruption duration due to SF was only 33 minutes.
The Respondent also submitted that planned shutdowns were only for RMU
installation on 06.06.2026 and for GETCO maintenance at 66 KV Palod-2
Substation on 11.06.2026.

The Respondent stated that the industrial area comprising Pipodara, Shubham
Estate, Orange Industrial Estate, Nilkanth Industrial Estate and adjoining
areas has witnessed extraordinary industrial growth during the last five years,
resulting in a substantial increase in feeder loading, transformer loading and
upstream transmission loading. Anticipating this growth, the Respondent,
DGVCL, had proactively initiated infrastructure augmentation well before the
present complaint and had also informed GETCO regarding the expected load
growth vide Letter No. DGVCL/SD/MLI/0061/03/2026 dated 31.03.2026,
requesting strengthening of the upstream transmission network. The issue of
loading at 220 KV Kim Substation and 66 KV Palod-2 Substation has been
continuously reviewed in coordination with GETCO through joint meetings and
Minutes of Meeting (MoM), wherein capacity enhancement, load redistribution
and establishment of a new substation were planned as long-term solutions.
Further, the proposed 11 KV Inara Feeder bifurcation work was delayed only
due to pending statutory canal crossing permission from the competent
authority. After obtaining the necessary approval, HDD work has been
substantially completed, and cable laying work is in progress, which is expected
to be completed shortly, resulting in further improvement in supply reliability.
Hence, there is no negligence or deficiency in service on the part of the
Respondent, DGVCL, and all necessary corrective measures have been
undertaken in a timely and proactive manner.

The Respondent, DGVCL respectfully submits that there has been no
negligence, deficiency in service or breach of any statutory obligation on the
part of the Respondent, DGVCL. A significant number of interruptions occurred
due to GETCO disturbances, consumer-side faults, third-party cable damages,
external agencies, natural causes and transient system disturbances, all of
which were beyond the reasonable control of the Respondent.

The Respondent respectfully prayed that this Hon'ble Electricity Ombudsman
may be pleased to dismiss the present Appeal, uphold the Order dated
22.06.2026 passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Surat in
Case No. DG-437/2026-27, hold that no compensation is payable by the
Respondent, DGVCL under the applicable provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003
and the GERC Regulations, and pass such other or further order as may be
deemed fit and proper in the interest of justice.

Vide letter no. DGVCLDOKI/0238/08/2026 dated 10.08.2026, The Respondent has
reiterated the representation of Para No.3.1 and added that The Respondent submitted
that after 02.06.2026 up to 10.08.2026, only 3 Temporary Fault (TT) occurred, and
only 7 Supply Failure (SF) interruptions occurred. Thus, the total interruption
duration due to SF was only 2 Hr 38 minutes and mentioned Supply Code Clause No.
9.4: “The Distribution Licensee shall always be entitled for reasons of testing or

Page 7 of 28



Case No.13/2026

outages or maintenance or any other cause for efficient working of the undertaking to
temporarily discontinue the supply for such period as may be necessary. The
Distribution Licensee shall however, endeavour wherever possible to give advance
notice in this behalf with the objective of causing minimum inconvenience to the

Consumer.”

The Respondent also submitted Analysis of meter-recorded interruptions with this

letter which is as under:

Analysis of meter-recorded interruptions

SS Panel
OMS Meter Within Control
Power Power : (Licen- Status : of Distribution
Date off Restored Duration see (As per Reason for Interruption license ?
data) Log book (Yes / No)
/ DAS)
25.02.2026 | 12:50:28 | 13:34:31 44m 03s NO YES Cable Damage by Third Party at No
Orange Park
Yes (Plan To
1. A Construction Material Fall On Line At Provide Booting
01.03.2026 | 14:17:38 | 14:47:53 30m 15s NO YES Ovamge Park & Droside RMU
For Section)
04.03.2026 | 18:46:02 | 19:07:16 21m 14s NO YES For Load Diversion As Kastbhanjan No
Feeder Cable Fault
10.03.2026 | 00:49:52 | 02:41:41 | 1h51m 49s NO YES Cable Fault And For Load Diversion No
As Cable Fault
11.03.2026 | 19:02:08 | 19:27:31 25m 23s NO YES For Load Diversion As Cable Fault No
Rectified
12.03.2026 | 11:25:05 | 11:51:17 26m 12s NO YES Nilkanth Office TC DO Short With Yes (Provide
Angle Coated Jumper)
Yes (Provide
o no. Measuring Tap While Construction Booting & RMU
14.03.2026 | 17:58:28 | 18:09:57 11m 29s NO YES Fall On TG At Orange Park e
Fault Reflection)
15.03.2026 | 12:13:02 | 12:29:40 16m 38s NO YES Bus Down (66KV GETCO Side) No
17.03.2026 | 01:33:55 | 02:45:26 | 1h 11m 31s NO YES gg""mf"rmer Issue At Kiran Plot 33- Yes (Provide LA)
18.03.2026 | 06:24:31 07:29:59 1h O5m 28s NO YES No Cause Found Yes
For DO Remove Work At Kiran Park
21.03.2026 | 05:00:10 07:33:25 2h 33m 15s NO YES (Planned Shutdown New Connection No
Work On This Connection Tapline)
01.04.2026 | 07:14:22 | 08:09:48 55m 26s NO YES Connection Greenpower TC DO Blown No
Out (Connection Internal Fault)
06.04.2026 | 13:42:31 | 14:09:11 26m 40s NO YES Cable Fault At Shubham Gate Near .
Yes (Provide
Canal & For Jumper Work For Fault RMU F.
06.04.2026 | 14:09:12 | 14:15:41 6m 29s NO YES Cable Isolation, For Jumper Work To Section] OFr It
Joint Cable That Were Isolated Due To ecR;%r:czteiona;u
06.04.2026 | 14:15:42 | 20:39:46 | 6h 24m 04s NO YES Fault As Cable Fault Rectified
13.04.2026 | 09:26:35 | 13:05:58 | 3h 39m 23s NO YES For Line Shifting Worl (Planned Yes
Shutdown)
16.04.2026 | 02:36:24 03:04:00 27m 36s NO YES GETCO Relay Tripping Alarm Issue No
17.04.2026 | 04:03:59 | 04:16:49 12m 50s NO YES
Yes (Provide
17.04.2026 | 04:18:03 | 04:23:28 5m 25s NO YES Cable Fault At Orange Park By Third RMU For
Party Sectionize Fault
Reflecti
17.04.2026 | 04:23:30 | 04:37:49 14m 19s NO YES eflection)
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Vide letter no. DGVCLDOKI/0266/08/2026 dated 11.08.2026, The Respondent has
submitted written reply as under:

(1)

The Respondent stated that the old meter installed at the premises of the
Appellant was inspected/tested by the Meter Testing Laboratory. The relevant
Laboratory Inspection/Test Report and MRI data of the old meter are submitted.
Further, the MRI data of the new meter installed at the premises is also
submitted for kind perusal and consideration.

The Respondent stated that the date-wise and time-wise details of interruptions
during the relevant period including the date of interruption, start time,
restoration time, total duration, nature/cause of interruption and action taken
by the Respondent for restoration of supply, have been obtained from the DAS
(Daily Activity System) maintained under the official records of the Respondent.
The detailed interruption data is submitted.

The Respondent stated that the feeder-wise interruption/outage details
pertaining to the 11 KV Inara Feeder have been obtained from the OMS (Outage
Management System) maintained by the Respondent.

The said data includes the date and time of interruption, duration of outage,
nature/cause of interruption, restoration time and action taken by the
Respondent for restoration of supply.

The detailed OMS outage data of 11 KV Inara Feeder is submitted.

The details of complaints received from the Appellant regarding interruption
and/or quality of power supply, along with the corresponding records
maintained by the Respondent.

The comparative statement includes the date of complaint, nature of grievance,
complaint reference/number, date and time of attending the complaint, cause
of interruption, corrective action taken by the Respondent, restoration details
and closure of the complaint.

The said records demonstrate that the complaints received from the Appellant
were attended to by the Respondent and necessary action was taken as per the
nature of the complaint and prevailing system conditions.

The Respondent stated that after receipt of the grievance, the Respondent,
DGVCL, Kim Industrial Division, has undertaken various technical measures
to improve the reliability and quality of power supply in the area.

As part of the immediate system improvement measures, RMU was installed on
06.06.2026 for quicker fault isolation and restoration of supply. Further, feeder
bifurcation, load redistribution and development of UG cable network/new
feeders have been taken up to strengthen the distribution network.

The 11 KV Inara Feeder bifurcation work has also been taken up on priority.
The HDD work has already been completed during the last week, while the UG
cable laying work is presently in progress and is expected to be completed
within approximately two days from 11.08.2026, subject to site conditions and
other technical requirements.

The Respondent, DGVCL has also continuously coordinated with GETCO
regarding the loading constraints associated with the 220 KV Kim Substation
and 66 KV Palod-2 Substation. Necessary system-strengthening measures have
been taken up in coordination with GETCO, considering the rapid industrial
load growth in the area.
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Upon completion of the ongoing 11 KV Inara Feeder bifurcation and UG cable
work, the existing feeder load will be further redistributed, thereby reducing the
loading on the existing network and improving the reliability of supply to the
concerned industrial consumers, including the Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab.
The Respondent stated that as a long-term solution for improving the reliability
of power supply in the area, system-strengthening measures have been
proposed/initiated to address the upstream loading constraints and rapidly
increasing industrial demand.

In this regard, installation/commissioning of the 4th Transformer at 220 KV
Kim GETCO Substation is under progress and is expected to be completed
within approximately one month. The additional transformer capacity will
strengthen the upstream system and assist in catering to the rapidly increasing
industrial load in the area.

Further, the proposed new 66 KV Substation and 11 KV feeder bifurcation with
UG cable network will provide additional capacity, facilitate load redistribution
and improve the reliability and quality of power supply to the concerned
industrial consumers.

The matter regarding loading of the 220 KV Kim Substation and 66 KV Palod-2
Substation has also been taken up with GETCO through meetings and Minutes
of Meeting (MoM) for necessary upstream system strengthening.

These measures constitute long-term infrastructure augmentation intended to
accommodate future industrial load growth and improve the reliability of power
supply in the area.

The Respondent stated that the industrial area around Pipodara, Shubham
Estate, Orange Industrial Estate, Nilkanth Estate and surrounding industrial
estates has witnessed substantial and rapid industrial development during the
last few years.

Consequently, the electrical loading on the existing 11 KV feeders, distribution
transformers and upstream transmission system has increased considerably.
Considering the present and anticipated future load growth, GETCO has
already initiated planning for development of a new 66 KV Substation near the
load growth area under the 220 KV Kim GETCO system.

In addition, The Respondent, DGVCL is also planning/proposing additional 66
KV Substations and associated 11 KV feeders to cater to the continuously
increasing industrial load and to ensure adequate capacity and reliable power
supply in the future.

These long-term augmentation works will facilitate load redistribution, reduce
loading on the existing network, improve system reliability and provide
adequate infrastructure for future industrial demand.

It is pertinent to mention that the Respondent, DGVCL has been proactively
taking steps for system strengthening even prior to the present complaint. In
this regard, Molvan Sub Division had officially informed GETCO regarding the
anticipated load growth and requirement of upstream system strengthening
vide Letter No. DGVCL/SD/MLI/0061/03/2026 dated 31.03.2026.

The above correspondence clearly demonstrates that the Respondent, DGVCL
had already recognized the increasing industrial load in the area and had
initiated coordination with GETCO for strengthening of the upstream
infrastructure. Therefore, the system augmentation measures are not merely
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reactive measures taken after filing of the present complaint, but form part of
the proactive planning undertaken by the Respondent, DGVCL in view of the
rapid industrial development and anticipated future load growth.

The Respondent respectfully submitted that, based on the records and
documents available with the Respondent, DGVCL, there is no violation or non-
compliance on the part of the Respondent, DGVCL in respect of the applicable
provisions referred to under Clauses 4.13, 4.16 and 9.4, as well as Clauses 9.2,
9.3 of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 2015, in the present matter.

The Respondent, DGVCL has maintained the relevant records pertaining to
meter testing, MRI data, interruptions, feeder-wise outages, complaints,
restoration of supply and corrective measures undertaken. The relevant
documentary records are being submitted before the Hon’ble Electricity
Ombudsman for kind verification and consideration.

The interruptions complained of by the Appellant have been examined with
reference to the actual date, time, duration, nature and cause of each
interruption and the action taken for restoration of supply. The records indicate
that the interruptions cannot be treated uniformly as attributable to the
Respondent, DGVCL, as the causes may include distribution network faults,
upstream system constraints, GETCO-related issues, consumer-end faults and
other circumstances beyond the direct control of the Respondent, DGVCL,
wherever applicable.

The Respondent further submitted that every occurrence of interruption by
itself cannot be construed as a violation of the applicable Standards of
Performance. The compliance is required to be examined with reference to the
actual cause of interruption, duration, applicable provisions/exclusions,
technical circumstances and the efforts made by the Distribution Licensee for
restoration and improvement of the system.

The Respondent, DGVCL has duly attended the complaints received from the
Appellant and has taken necessary corrective and restoration measures
depending upon the nature and cause of each complaint/interruption. The
Respondent submitted action taken Photos.

Further, the Respondent, DGVCL has undertaken several technical and
system-strengthening measures for improving reliability and quality of power
supply in the area. These include:

1. Installation of RMU on 06.06.2026 for quicker fault isolation and
restoration of supply.

2. 11 KV Inara Feeder bifurcation work taken up on priority.

3. HDD work completed and UG cable laying work presently in progress.

4. Load redistribution and feeder strengthening to reduce loading on the

existing network.

5. Development of UG cable network/new feeders for improving reliability.

6. Continuous coordination with GETCO regarding loading constraints of
the 220 KV Kim Substation and 66 KV Palod-2 Substation.

7. Installation/commissioning of the 4th Transformer at 220 KV Kim

GETCO Substation, which is under progress, for augmentation of
upstream capacity.
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8. Planning/proposal for new 66 KV Substations and associated 11 KV
feeders considering the rapid industrial load growth in the area.

The above measures demonstrate that the Respondent, DGVCL has not ignored
the reliability concerns of the Appellant but has continuously undertaken
immediate, corrective as well as long-term system-strengthening measures to
improve continuity, reliability and quality of power supply.

The Respondent mentioned that Clause 9.2 provides that the Distribution
Licensee shall take all reasonable precautions to ensure continuity of power
supply to the consumer. However, subject to a contract to the contrary, the
Distribution Licensee shall not be responsible for loss to the consumer or
damage to the consumer's plant and equipment due to interruption/fluctuation
of supply, particularly where such interruption arises from circumstances
including breakdown of plant and machinery, load shedding as suggested by
SLDC, or causes beyond the control of the Distribution Licensee. The provision
further requires the Distribution Licensee to communicate, through convenient
means and as early as possible, the probable duration of such interruption
wherever practicable.

In the present case, the Respondent, DGVCL has taken reasonable and
continuous precautions and measures to improve continuity and reliability of
supply, including installation of RMU, feeder bifurcation, load redistribution,
UG cable network development and system strengthening. The relevant
interruption records and restoration details are submitted.

The Respondent mentioned that Clause 9.3 provides that the Distribution
Licensee may curtail, stagger or cut off the supply for such period as may be
necessary where the power position or any other technical emergency warrants
such action.

Accordingly, where an interruption is caused by an upstream power-system
constraint, technical emergency, system loading condition or other
circumstances requiring curtailment or interruption of supply, the same is
required to be examined in the context of the actual technical circumstances
prevailing at the relevant time.

The Respondent mentioned that Clause 9.4 further provides that the
Distribution Licensee is entitled, for reasons including testing, outages,
maintenance or any other cause necessary for efficient working of the
undertaking, to temporarily discontinue supply for such period as may be
necessary. The Distribution Licensee is required, wherever possible, to
endeavour to give advance notice with the objective of causing minimum
inconvenience to the consumer.

Therefore, the interruptions complained of by the Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab
cannot be considered merely on the basis of their occurrence. Each interruption
is required to be examined with reference to its actual cause, duration,
technical circumstances, whether it was scheduled or unscheduled, whether it
arose from the Respondent, DGVCL distribution system or upstream system,
the applicability of Clause 9.3/9.4 and the action taken for restoration of

supply.
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Similarly, with regard to Clauses 4.13, 4.16 and 9.4, the Respondent, DGVCL
has taken necessary action in accordance with the prevailing technical
circumstances and has maintained the relevant records in support of the same.
The Respondent mentioned that as per Clause 4.13 of the GERC (Standard of
Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations, 2023, the Licensee shall
maintain and operate the distribution system in such a manner that there shall
not be more than two interruptions in a day to the consumer.
The Respondent mentioned that as per Clause 4.16 of the GERC (Standard of
Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations, 2023, the anticipated period
of interruption due to scheduled outage is required to be notified well in
advance, with a minimum notice of 48 hours, through public notice and by
placing the information on the Licensee’s website. Further, such scheduled
outages shall not exceed 10 hours in a day, and the Licensee shall normally
ensure restoration of supply by 6:00 PM. The provision also requires the
Licensee to maintain supply to essential services through prior consultation
and to display feeder-wise outage data and efforts made for minimising outages
on its website.
The Respondent mentioned that as per Clause 9.4 provides that the
Distribution Licensee is entitled, for reasons including testing, outages,
maintenance or any other cause necessary for efficient working of the
undertaking, to temporarily discontinue supply for such period as may be
necessary. The Distribution Licensee is required to endeavour, wherever
possible, to give advance notice with the objective of causing minimum
inconvenience to the consumer.
The Respondent therefore respectfully submitted that mere occurrence or
number of interruptions cannot, by itself, establish any violation or non-
compliance by the Respondent, DGVCL. The interruptions are required to be
examined individually with reference to their actual causes, duration,
responsibility, applicable provisions and restoration efforts.
In view of the above documentary evidence, technical records and system-
strengthening measures already undertaken/in progress, the Respondent
respectfully submitted that no violation or non-compliance of the applicable
provisions of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, including Clauses 9.2, 9.3 and
4.13, 4.16, 9.4 is established against the Respondent, DGVCL in the present
case.
The Hon’ble Electricity Ombudsman is therefore humbly requested to kindly
consider the aforesaid facts, records and technical circumstances while
deciding the present representation and reject the claim for compensation
insofar as the same is not supported by the actual interruption records,
established causation and documentary evidence attributable to the
Respondent, DGVCL.

:: ORDER ::

I have considered the contentions of the Appellant and the contentions of the
Respondent and the facts, statistics, and relevant papers, which are on record, and
considering them in detail, my findings are as under.

The authorized representative of the Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd., Shri
Ketanbhai S. Dudhagara, and the representative of the Respondent, Shri B.P.Gohil,
Executive Engineer, Dakshin Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Ind. Division Office, Kim,
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appeared before the Electricity Ombudsman; their respective oral and written
submissions, as recorded in Para No. 2.0 and 3.0 above, have been duly examined and
taken on record.

The Appellant, M/s. Inara Polyfab Pvt. Ltd., having an electricity connection at Block
No. 35, Near National Industrial-4, Village- Pipodara, Ta. Mangrol, Dist. Surat under
the HTP-I tariff vide Consumer No. 12909 having a continuous process plastic
manufacturing plant processing polypropylene (PP) and polyethylene (PE) at high
temperatures (180°C to 260°C).

The Appellant stated that a power loss causes the molten plastic inside the extruder
barrel to solidify immediately around the screw and die. When power returns, it
requires a 45-90-minute re-heating cycle, resulting in permanent polymer
degradation, machine safety hazards (screw seizure), massive material scrap, and
extensive idle labor downtime.

The Appellant pays an average of X15,00,000/- per month in electricity consumption
charges yet is denied the basic baseline of a stable power supply guaranteed under
the law, and stated that the primary catalyst for this dispute is the absolute
indifference and systemic apathy exhibited by the local divisional offices of the
Respondent, DGVCL. Despite exhaustive, repeated written complaints, personal visits,
and rigorous follow-ups by the Appellant detailing the catastrophic operational
impacts of frequent power trippings, the local authorities consistently failed to take
any corrective or investigative action. Left with no administrative recourse and
suffering compounding, ruinous financial losses, the Appellant was forced to seek
intervention from the CGRF.

The Appellant is deeply aggrieved by the superficial and dismissive manner in which
the CGRF adjudicated a matter of such profound technical and financial significance.
The Appellant also stated that if operational interruptions or shutdowns are
technically unavoidable, they must be meticulously planned, minimized, and
communicated to the high-tension consumer well in advance. Instead, the Appellant
has been made a silent victim of negligent, unplanned loading and erratic load-
balancing on the licensee’s feeder lines, severely crippling manufacturing efficiency.
The Appellant stated that Industrial productivity is the bedrock of our nation’s
economic growth. To maximize industrial output, sustain employment, and contribute
to the national exchequer, a continuous-process industry requires a stable,
uninterrupted, and quality power supply as an absolute baseline.

The Appellant is constrained to place before the Hon’ble Ombudsman a fundamental
grievance regarding the structural integrity of the lower forum. The very nomenclature
of the ‘Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum’ implies a statutory body established to
protect, hear, and redress the systemic imbalances between a consumer and a
monopolistic utility.

However, the manner in which the proceedings were conducted, coupled with the
glaringly one-sided reasoning in the impugned order, forces the Appellant to question
whether the Forum is correctly named. Rather than operating as an independent,
objective adjudicatory bench, the Forum functioned as a protective shield for the
officials of the Respondent. By systematically overlooking the operational negligence
of the Respondent’s officers, blindly accepting their unsubstantiated defenses, and
placing an impossible burden of technical proof on the consumer, the Forum appeared
more interested in insulating officials of the Respondent from accountability than
delivering justice. When the very judges appointed to redress consumer grievances act
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to defend the omissions of the Respondent’s officers, the legislative intent behind
establishing the CGRF under the Electricity Act, 2003 is completely defeated.

The Appellant stated that the Respondent’s filings before the CGRF structurally admit
grid inadequacies - citing underground cable damage at Orange Park, conductor
snapping, and execution of delayed projects like the 66 kV Karanj-1 Substation to
reduce feeder overloads. Systemic policy and planning delays by the Respondent
cannot mitigate their statutory obligation to provide stable power.

The Appellant stated that the CGRF erred in dismissing the claim for compensation
because the consumer failed to present “sufficient data” of the daily interruptions. The
CGREF explicitly noted in Para 08 of its order that “Respondent DGVCL failed to submit
MRI Data of the Consumer end.” The Respondent is the sole custodian of the
specialized Meter Reading Instrument (MRI) trippings logs. Denying compensation
because the Respondent withheld technical evidence shifts the burden of proof
unlawfully onto the consumer and also stated that the CGRF accepted the
Respondent’s defense without any concrete evidence or proof that the supply cuts were
within the standard GERC Standards of Performance (SoP) limits (less than 2
trippings/day, under 4 hours duration). The Appellant pleads that the macro reliability
indices designed for ordinary industrial users cannot apply to a high-tension
continuous process industry where even a 1-second transient voltage dip triggers the
absolute failure of the thermal cycle, causing a net loss of approximately 310,000 per
event.

The Appellant stated that the Respondent is in direct violation of Section 42 & 43 of
the Electricity Act, 2003, which mandates a distribution licensee to develop and
maintain an efficient, coordinated, and economical distribution system to supply
electricity in accordance with the provisions of the Act, and that the failure to maintain
quality grid parameters further violates Clause 2 & 9.1 of the GERC Supply Code,
2015, the mandated operational efficiency standards set out under the GERC
(Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations.

The Appellant wishes to place on record, with the utmost respect and firmness, that
they are not appearing before the Hon’ble Ombudsman to beg for concessions,
sympathy, or charity. As a law-abiding, high-tariff-paying industrial entity
contributing millions of rupees to the state utility, the Appellant is strictly demanding
that the Respondent respect, honour, and enforce the Appellant’s statutory consumer
rights.

The Appellant also stated that the right to receive quality, uninterrupted power supply
is legally guaranteed under the Electricity Act, 2003 and the GERC Supply Code. The
Respondent’s failure to provide this, followed by the CGRF’s refusal to hold them
accountable, represents a flagrant denial of justice and a violation of the statutory
compact between the licensee and the consumer.

Subsequently, on 06.08.2026, the Appellant submitted a handwritten date-wise
statement of power interruptions recorded at its premises, containing dates of
interruptions and respective power OFF and restoration/ON timings for the period
from 05.07.2025 to 04.08.2026, in support of its grievance regarding frequent and
repeated interruptions.
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The Appellant prays to the Electricity Ombudsman as under:

(A) To set aside the order of the Hon’ble CGRF dated 22.06.2026 in Case No. DG-
437/2026-27 to the extent that it denies financial compensation.

(B) Direct the Respondent, DGVCL to provide credit/billing adjustments for the
structural losses incurred (direct scrap, purging, idle labor, surge energy)
quantified conservatively at a rate of 310,000 per unplanned interruption.

©) Direct the Respondent to immediate cessation of manual “load balancing”
switching actions on the 11kV Inara Feeder.

(D)  To accurately establish the exact quantum of loss, the nature of the continuous
process, and the core operational trappings data, the Hon’ble Ombudsman may
appoint a team of independent technical experts, including technical officers of
the licensee, to inspect the Appellant’s facility, retrieve consumer-end meter
logs, and formally audit the exact financial and systemic damages sustained.

The Respondent stated that the industrial area comprising Pipodara, Shubham Estate,

Orange Industrial Estate, Nilkanth Industrial Estate and adjoining areas has

witnessed extraordinary industrial growth during the last five years, resulting in a

substantial increase in feeder loading, transformer loading and upstream

transmission loading. Anticipating this growth, the Respondent had proactively
initiated infrastructure augmentation well before the present complaint and had also
informed GETCO regarding the expected load growth vide Letter No.

DGVCL/SD/MLI/0061/03/2026 dated 31.03.2026, requesting strengthening of the

upstream transmission network. The issue of loading at 220 KV Kim Substation and

66 KV Palod-2 Substation has been continuously reviewed in coordination with

GETCO through joint meetings and Minutes of Meeting (MoM), wherein capacity

enhancement, load redistribution and establishment of a new substation were planned

as long-term solutions. Further, the Respondent stated that the proposed 11 KV Inara

Feeder bifurcation work was delayed only due to pending statutory canal crossing

permission from the competent authority. After obtaining the necessary approval,

HDD work has been substantially completed, and cable laying work is in progress,

which is expected to be completed shortly, resulting in further improvement in supply

reliability. Hence, there is no negligence or deficiency in service on the part of the

Respondent, and all necessary corrective measures have been undertaken in a timely

and proactive manner.

The Respondent further submitted that the entire distribution network, including the

feeder, transformer and associated electrical equipment, had been technically

inspected and found to be operating satisfactorily. No inherent defect, negligence or
deficiency in the distribution system of the Respondent was observed during the
relevant period. The Respondent also explained the extensive system improvement
works undertaken to enhance the reliability of power supply. Initially, the Appellant

was receiving supply through the 11 KV Kameshwar Feeder emanating from the 66

KV Palod-2 Substation through an overhead line network. Under the System

Improvement Scheme, the existing overhead bare conductor was converted into an

overhead XLPE-covered conductor to minimize interruptions caused by external

factors and improve system reliability.

The Respondent further submitted that a new underground cable feeder of

approximately 3.2 kilometer was developed from the 66 KV Palod-2 Substation for

providing supply to M/s. Kastabhanjan Texo Company through the newly created

Kastabhanjan Feeder. Consequently, part of the load of the existing Kameshwar

Page 16 of 28



4.14.

Case No.13/2026

Feeder and Shubham Feeder was shifted to the new feeder, thereby reducing feeder
loading and improving supply reliability. Similarly, another underground cable feeder
of approximately 3.5 kilometer was laid from the 66 KV Palod-2 Substation for
supplying M/s. Bandhan Silk Mill. This resulted in further redistribution of network
load and improvement in the quality and continuity of power supply. The network
supplying the industrial area now substantially comprises underground cable and
overhead XLPE cable, thereby eliminating the earlier exposed bare conductor network.
The Respondent also brought to the notice of the CGRF that considering the rapid
industrial development in the area and future increase in demand, feeder bifurcation
from the proposed new feeder emanating from the 66 KV Karanj-1 Substation had
already been approved and the cable laying work had commenced. Upon completion
of this work, the overall reliability and quality of supply would further improve.

The Respondent respectfully submitted that during the proceedings before the CGREF,
the Respondent filed a detailed reply dated 29.04.2026 along with interruption records
for the period from 01.01.2026 to 17.04.2026. The examination of the complaint
revealed that out of a total of 34 recorded interruptions, only 8 interruptions,
constituting approximately 23%, were attributable to planned shutdowns undertaken
by the Respondent, DGVCL, for preventive maintenance, system improvement works
and release of new power connections. Such planned shutdowns are essential for
ensuring safe, reliable and uninterrupted power supply to all consumers, and further
demonstrated before the CGRF that the remaining 26 interruptions, constituting
approximately 77% of the total interruptions, were not attributable to the Respondent,
DGVCL. These interruptions occurred due to circumstances beyond the control of the
Respondent, including upstream supply failures and grid disturbances on the GETCO
network, consumer-side electrical faults, damage to underground cables by third-
party excavation agencies, transient faults and other unavoidable external causes.
Therefore, the allegation that the Respondent, DGVCL, was solely responsible for the
interruptions is factually incorrect.

The Respondent subsequently informed an additional submission dated 08.06.2026
to the CGRF that several additional reliability improvement measures were under
implementation. These included installation of Ring Main Units (RMUs) for quick
isolation of faulty sections and faster restoration of supply, systematic conversion of
remaining bare overhead conductors into XLPE covered conductors, and further feeder
bifurcation for optimum load distribution and reduction of future interruptions.
Comparative interruption data of the last two financial years and detailed records of
all major interruptions, along with their causes and corrective actions, were also
produced before the CGRF. During the hearing held on 09.06.2026, the Respondent
further clarified that the interruption details submitted clearly established that there
were no daily multiple interruptions as alleged by the Appellant. Except for planned
shutdowns undertaken for system improvement works, the duration of major
interruptions generally remained below four hours. It was also explained that one
major earth fault had occurred due to an iron strip falling from a nearby newly
constructed industrial estate, which was an external event beyond the control of the
Respondent. The Respondent had already installed an RMU on 06.06.2026 to isolate
and prevent recurrence of such incidents in the affected industrial estate and improve
system reliability.
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The Respondent submitted that after 06.06.2026 up to 30.07.2026, only 1 Temporary
Fault (TT) occurred, and only 2 Supply Failure (SF) interruptions occurred. Thus, the
total interruption duration due to SF was only 33 minutes. The Respondent also
submitted that planned shutdowns were only for RMU installation on 06.06.2026 and
for GETCO maintenance at 66 KV Palod-2 Substation on 11.06.2026

The Respondent respectfully submits that there has been no negligence, deficiency in
service or breach of any statutory obligation on the part of the Respondent. A
significant number of interruptions occurred due to GETCO disturbances, consumer-
side faults, third-party cable damages, external agencies, natural causes and transient
system disturbances, all of which were beyond the reasonable control of the
Respondent.

The Respondent stated that the present Appeal is devoid of merit and deserves to be
dismissed. The Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum has passed a detailed,
reasoned and speaking order after considering all pleadings, documentary evidence
and oral submissions of both parties. The Appellant has failed to point out any error
of law, procedural irregularity or perversity in the findings recorded by the CGRF. The
present Appeal is merely a repetition of the allegations already considered and rejected
by the CGRF.

The Respondent respectfully prayed that the Hon’ble Electricity Ombudsman may be
pleased to dismiss the present Appeal and uphold the Order dated 22.06.2026 passed
by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Surat, in Case No. DG-437/2026-27,
hold that no compensation is payable by the Respondent under the applicable
provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003 and the GERC Regulations, and pass such other
or further order as may be deemed fit and proper in the interest of justice.

The Respondent further submitted, vide letter dated 10.08.2026, that during the
period from 02.06.2026 to 10.08.2026, 3 Temporary Faults, 7 DGVCL Network Supply
Failures having a total interruption duration of 2 hours 38 minutes, and 3 GETCO
Network Supply Failures having a total interruption duration of 19 minutes had
occurred. The Respondent also stated that planned shutdowns during the said period
were on 06.06.2026 for RMU installation and 11.06.2026 for GETCO maintenance at
66 kV Palod-2 Substation.

Vide letter dated 11.08.2026, the Respondent further produced the Laboratory
Inspection/Test Report and MRI data of the old meter, MRI data of the new meter,
date-wise and time-wise interruption details from the Daily Activity System (DAS),
feeder-wise interruption/outage details from OMS, and complaint/action-taken
records. According to the Respondent, these records establish that the complaints
received from the Appellant were attended to, and necessary action for restoration was
taken in accordance with the nature of each complaint and prevailing system
conditions.

The Respondent submitted that HDD work for bifurcation of the 11 kV Inara Feeder
had been completed and underground cable laying work was in progress. It also stated
that installation/commissioning of the 4th transformer at 220 kV Kim GETCO
Substation was under progress and additional 66 kV substation capacity and
associated 11 kV feeders were being planned considering rapid industrial load growth
in the area. According to the Respondent, these measures would facilitate load
redistribution and improve reliability and quality of supply.
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4.20. The Respondent relied upon Clauses 9.2, 9.3 and 9.4 of the GERC (Electricity Supply

4.21.

4.22.

Code and Related Matters) Regulations, 2015 and Clauses 4.13 and 4.16 of the GERC
(Standards Performance of Distribution Licensee) Regulations, 2023. According to the
Respondent, the mere occurrence or number of interruptions does not by itself
establish a violation, and each interruption is required to be examined with reference
to its cause, duration, technical circumstances, responsibility, whether scheduled or
unscheduled, and the action taken for restoration.

The Respondent maintained that there was no negligence, deficiency in service, or
breach of statutory obligation on its part and that necessary immediate and long-term
corrective measures had been undertaken. It therefore prayed for dismissal of the
Appeal, confirmation of the CGRF order dated 22.06.2026, and rejection of the
compensation claim.

During the hearing dated 13.08.2026, the Appellant submitted that the Interruption
Data provided by him should be compared with the MRI of the Respondent, and a
technical officer should be sent to verify and inspect, and also requested the
compensation as demanded.

During the said hearing, the Respondent submitted that the electricity connection of
the Appellant has been shifted from 66 kV Palod-2 to 66kV Karanj-1 Substation of the
Orange Feeder via U/G cable with RMU, energized on 12.08.2026, to provide quality
supply to the Appellant and to minimize the interruptions. The Respondent also stated
that the Respondent continuously coordinated with GETCO to minimize the
interruptions.

The Appellant has filed a representation before the Electricity Ombudsman,
Ahmedabad, against the Order No. DGCS/1516/06/2026 dated 25.06.2026 passed
by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Dakshin Gujarat Vij Company Limited,
Surat (Corporate) in Case No. DG-437/2026-27, order mentioned as below:

«

10. Forum observed and of the view that interruptions in power supply causes
problems/ troublesome & inconvenience to any consumers, however the
complainant consumer in this matter claimed various kinds of compensation
which prima-facie appears exorbitant and not as per the Regulations, hence
beyond scope/ jurisdiction of the Forum and also the consumer failed to provide
relevant supporting evidence/ data in respect of the power supply interruptions
more than five per day caused to the factory/ him by DGVCL as claimed &
submitted, violating any specific provisions of SOP/ Electricity Supply Code/
other Regulations of the Hon’ble GERC. Thus, the Forum, looking at the efforts/
works carried out & steps taken so far by DGVCL for the continuity of power
supply to the consumer, inclined to consider the submission of respondent
DGVCL, and inferred that no compensation payable by DGVCL to the complainant
consumer under the Regulations of Hon’ble GERC at present in this matter.

11. The Forum further of the view & decided the Respondent DGVCL to closely
monitor the power supply interruption of the complainant consumer for the
ensuing period, share all relevant data/ information in this regard with the
complainant consumer by keeping close coordination / rapport and undertake all
permissible & necessary action to enhance power supply stability/ minimizing
the power interruption to the consumer complainant being prime duty of
respondent DGVCL and for avoiding award of compensation in future.
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: ORDER :
1. Order according to Para No. 10 & 11 of Forum conclusion.
2. No order as to cost.
3. With this order, the complaint is disposed off.
4. Copies of this order are given to both the parties.
S/d. S/d. S/d.
(B.K. Patel) (N.T. Gamit) (A.S. Pasnani)
Chairperson Member (Finance) Member (Ind.)
S/d. S/d.
(N.K. Madrasi) (M.S. Prajapati)
Member (Con.) Member (Pros.)”

During the hearing held on 06.08.2026, an effort was made to resolve the grievance

through mediation between the parties. Daily Order Vide No. Ombudsman/ Order/

Case-13/2026/42 dated 06.08.2026, the Electricity Ombudsman, considering the

submissions made by both parties during the mediation proceedings, directed the

Respondent to furnish the following information/details:

1. Complete MRI data of the concerned connection/meter for the relevant period,
preferably in readable/tabular form, along with necessary explanation of
interruption/event codes recorded therein.

2. Date-wise and time-wise interruption details for the relevant period, indicating
duration of each interruption and, wherever available, the reason/cause
thereof.

3. Feeder-wise interruption/outage data pertaining to the feeder from which the

Appellant is supplied, so that the interruptions recorded at the consumer end
can be correlated with the feeder-level interruptions.

4. Details of the complaints received from the Appellant regarding
interruption/quality of supply and the corresponding action taken by the
Respondent, including dates of complaint, site inspection/rectification and
closure.

5. Details of the technical measures/rectification works already carried out by the
Respondent after receipt of the grievance, together with the dates on which such
works were completed and the improvement observed thereafter.

0. Details of the proposed permanent solution/future planning referred to by the
Respondent during the hearing, including the nature and scope of the proposed
work, present status, expected timeline for execution/completion and the
manner in which the proposed work is expected to address the grievance of the
Appellant.

7. The Respondent may also furnish any other technical report, site inspection
report, system study, feeder data or supporting document which, in its opinion,
would assist in arriving at an amicable and technically sustainable resolution
of the grievance.
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4.24. (A) The following provisions, as enumerated in the Electricity Act, 2003, are
required to be read to decide the further action on this appeal, which are reproduced
hereunder for ready reference.

“Section No. 42:

“Section No. 44:

(Duties of distribution licensee and open access): ---

(1) It shall be the duty of a distribution licensee to develop and
maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical distribution
system in his area of supply and to supply electricity in accordance
with the provisions contained in this Act.”

(Exceptions from duty to supply electricity):

Nothing contained in section 43 shall be taken as requiring a
distribution licensee to give supply of electricity to any premises if
he is prevented from so doing by cyclone, floods, storms or other
occurrences beyond his control.”

(B) The following clauses, as enumerated in the Gujarat Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Electricity Supply Code and Related Matters) Regulations, 2015 and its
Amendments, are required to be read to decide the further action on this appeal, which
are reproduced hereunder for ready reference.

“Clause No. 9.2:

“Clause No. 9.3:

“Clause No. 9.4:

The distribution licensee shall supply 24 x 7 power to all
consumers. However, the Commission may specify, from time to
time, lower hours of supply for some categories of consumers like
agriculture. However, except, subject to a contract to the contrary,
the Distribution Licensee shall not be responsible for any loss to
Consumer or damage to Consumer’s plant and equipment due to
interruptions / fluctuations in supply of power. Such
interruption/ fluctuations in supply may arise from the reasons
including but not limited to war, mutiny, riot, earthquake, cyclone,
tempest, strike, civil commotion, lock- out, lightning, fire, flood,
accident or breakdown of plant and machinery, load shedding as
suggested by SLDC or causes beyond control of the Distribution
Licensee. The Distribution Licensee shall communicate through
SMS or by other electronic mode along with estimated time for
restoration. This information shall also be available in the call
centre of the Licensee.”

The Distribution Licensee may curtail, stagger or cut off, for such
period as may be necessary, the supply of electricity if the power
position or any other technical emergency warrants such action.”

The Distribution Licensee shall always be entitled for reasons of
testing or outages or maintenance or any other cause for efficient
working of the undertaking to temporarily discontinue the supply
for such period as may be necessary. The Distribution Licensee
shall inform the consumer through SMS or by other electronic mode
along with estimated time for resumption of supply. This
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information shall also be available in the call centre of the
Licensee.”

Non-compliance of a standard contained in this Regulation shall not
be treated as a violation, and the licensee shall not be required to
pay any compensation to affected consumer(s), if such violation is
caused due to State Transmission Utility and/or Central
Transmission Utility, grid failure, a fault on the Transmission
licensee’s network or on account of instructions given by State Load
Dispatch Centre, over which the Distribution licensee has no
reasonable control.”

(@] The following clauses, as enumerated in the Gujarat Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensees) Regulations, 2023,
are required to be read to decide the further action on this appeal, which are
reproduced hereunder for ready reference.

“Clause No. 4.13:

“Clause No. 4.14:

The licensee shall maintain and operate the distribution system in
such a way that there shall not be more than 2 interruptions in a
day to the consumer.”

From the time of receipt of complaint, standard time period for
restoration of power supply, for various nature of faults, by the
Licensee is as under;

Sr. Standard time period to restore the supply in
Nat It

No. ature of fau Urban area Rural area

3 HT and LT line fault 4 (Four) hours 12 (Twelve) hours

“Clause No. 4.16:

“Clause No. 6.1:

Provided that for all essential services such as water supply, public
and large hospitals, and other Government Services, the Licensee
shall attend the complaint immediately.”

The anticipated period of interruption due to scheduled outage shall
be notified well in advance (a minimum of 48 (Forty eight) hours in
advance) by public notice through local newspapers or local
radio/ TV stations, etc. and placing the same on its website. Such
outages shall not exceed 10 (Ten) hours in a day. The licensee shall
ensure that supply is normally restored by 6 pm. The supply to
essential services shall be maintained through prior consultation
with providers of such services. The Licensee shall arrange to
display feeder wise outage data and efforts made for minimising
outages on its website..”

Any failure by the Distribution Licensee to achieve and maintain
standards of performance specified in these Regulations shall
render the Distribution Licensee liable to payment of compensation
under the Act as specified in Clause 6.2 to the affected person.”
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The Distribution Licensee shall be liable to pay to the affected
person, such compensation as provided in Clause 6.2 to these
Regulations:

Provided that in the event of failure of Distribution Licensee to meet
the standards of performance, the compensation shall be payable
automatically by the Distribution Licensee for the parameters as per
Clause 6.2 to all the affected persons/Consumers, without
requiring a claim to be filed by the affected person/Consumer:
Provided that the Distribution Licensee, within 3 (Three) months
from the date of notification of these Regulations, shall create an
online facility on which consumer may register claim for
compensation:

Provided further that the automatic compensation mechanism shall
be implemented within 4 (Four) months of the date of notification of
these Regulations:

Provided further that any person who is affected by the failure of
the Distribution Licensee to meet the standards of performance
specified under these Regulations for the parameters not entitled
for automatic compensation as per Clause 6.2 and who seeks to
claim compensation shall file his claim in the format prescribed at
Appendix C of these Regulations, with such a Distribution Licensee
within a maximum period of 60 (Sixty) days from the time such a
person is affected by such failure of the Distribution Licensee to
meet the standards of performance :

Provided further that the compensation shall be payable as per
Clause 6.2 to only those affected persons/Consumers who have
paid all their bills to the Distribution Licensee within the due dates
of each bill without any delay in last 1 (One) year or in cases where
supply has been provided for a shorter period, such shorter period
shall be considered and there is no outstanding amount to be paid
to the licensee except for current bill which is not due and have not
been, during last 2 (Two) years, either convicted for theft of
electricity or finally assessed for Unauthorised Use of Electricity:
Provided further that the affected person/Consumer who have paid
the bills, though not within due date but with delayed payment
charges, in last 1 (One) year or in cases where supply has been
provided for a shorter period, such shorter period shall be
considered and there is no outstanding amount to be paid to the
licensee except for current bill which is not due and have not been,
during last two years, either convicted for theft of electricity or
finally assessed for Unauthorised Use of Electricity, such affected
person/Consumer who seeks to claim compensation shall file his
claim with such a Distribution Licensee within a maximum period
of 60 (Sixty) days from the time such a person is affected by such
failure of the Distribution Licensee to meet the standards of
performance and such affected person/Consumer shall only be
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entitled for Compensation of half the amount specified in Clause
6.2.

Provided further that the Distribution Licensee shall compensate the
affected person(s) within a maximum period of 90 (Ninety) days
from the date of filing his claim from the previous months billing
cycle and the payment of such compensation shall be paid or
adjusted in the Consumer’s future bills:

Provided that in case the compensation is to be paid to the affected
person who is not consumer, the Distribution licensee shall
compensate by any mode of payment other than cash, preferably
through electronic mode.

Provided further that a confirmation message shall also be sent to
the Consumer/ affected person informing about the Compensation
paid by the Distribution Licensee.”

In case the Distribution Licensee fails to pay the compensation or if
the affected person is aggrieved by non- redressal of his grievances,
he/she may make a representation for the redressal of his
grievance to the concerned Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum
in accordance with the provisions of Gujarat Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum and Electricity
Ombudsman) Regulation, 2019, as amended from time to time:

»

If a Licensee fails to meet the standards specified, the affected
consumer is entitled to compensation from the Licensee as provided
below:

Compensation
payable consumer
SL Service Area Standard Computation of | forthe period of Mode of '
No. period of default | default in case of | Compensation
violation of
standard

11 | Restoration of Power Supply
(i) | More than 2| As per | From 34| Rs. 25/- for each | Manual”

interruptions | Regulation | interruption interruption

inadaytothe | 4.13 of | onward in a day | subject to

consumer for | these maximum Rs.

the reasons | Regulations 500/-  for LT

not connection  and

attributable to Rs. 50/- for each

the nature of interruption

fault as subject to

mentioned in maximum Rs.

Clause 8.4 of 1000/- for HT

these connection.

Regulations.
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4.25. After reviewing the submissions made by both parties, the order passed by the
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, clauses/provisions of the GERC (Electricity
Supply Code and Related Matters) Regulations, 2015 and its Amendments, and the
GERC (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensees) Regulations, 2023, the
following observations are made, which are required to be noted and considered for
deciding the matter.

(1)

The main grievance of the Appellant is regarding frequent and repeated
interruptions affecting its continuous-process manufacturing activity, whereas
the Respondent has disputed its responsibility for all such interruptions and
has attributed them to planned shutdowns, GETCO supply failures, third-party
damages, external faults, and other technical causes. The Respondent has also
placed on record various system-improvement measures undertaken and under
implementation.

The two sets of MRI data available on record establish the occurrence of power-
failure events at the consumer end. The combined MRI data records 45 power-
failure events during the available periods from 25.02.2026 to 04.08.2026. The
subsequent interruption data submitted by the Respondent also contains
corresponding SS Panel Meter, OMS/DAS, and feeder interruption details, with
reasons for various events. Thus, while the MRI data establishes the occurrence
of power-failure events at the consumer end, the cause and classification of
individual interruptions are required to be considered with the corresponding
system records submitted by the Respondent.

The MRI data also establishes repeated power-failure events on certain dates.
Three events each were recorded on 06.04.2026, 17.04.2026, and 06.06.2026,
while two events each were recorded on 02.06.2026, 27.06.2026, and
01.08.2026 as represented below:-

Consumer No.: 12909

Consumer Name : M/s. Inara Poly Fab Private Limited

Meter No.: (1) DGHTS5470, and (2) GHB06479
MRI Date : (1) 17.04.2026, and (2) 07/08/2026

Power Failure Related Events:

Event (Date & Time)

Power (Start / End)

Reason for Interruption

06/04/2026 13:42:31

Meter power off — start

06/04/2026 14:09:11

Meter power off — end

06/04/2026 14:09:12

Meter power off — start

06/04/2026 14:15:41

Meter power off — end

06/04/2026 14:15:42

Meter power off — start

06/04/2026 20:39:46

Meter power off — end

CABLE FAULT AT SHUBHAM INDUSTRIAL
GATE NEAR CANAL & FOR JUMPER
WORK FOR FAULT CABLE ISOLATION,
FOR JUMPER WORK TO JOINT CABLE
THAT WERE ISOLATED DUE TO FAULT AS
CABLE FAULT RECTIFIED

17/04/2026 04:03:59

Meter power off — start

17/04/2026 04:16:49

Meter power off — end

17/04/2026 04:18:03

Meter power off — start

17/04/2026 04:23:28

Meter power off — end

17/04/2026 04:23:30

Meter power off — start

17/04/2026 04:37:49

Meter power off — end

CABLE FAULT AT ORANGE INDUSTRIAL
PARK BY THIRD PARTY DURING DIGGING
WORK
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02/06/2026 10:44:44

Meter power off — start

02/06/2026 10:52:48

Meter power off — end

02/06/2026 10:52:49

Meter power off — start

02/06/2026 11:24:48

Meter power off — end

JUMPER WORK AT ORANGE AND NEW
VALESHWAR FOR NEW CONNECTION
UNDER ND SCHEME

06/06/2026 10:03:21

Meter power off — start

06/06/2026 15:33:09

Meter power off — end

NEW FOR RMU CHARGE WORK BY
RAJESH POWER

06/06/2026 16:16:30

Meter power off — start

06/06/2026 16:41:07

Meter power off — end

06/06/2026 20:45:08

Meter power off — start

06/06/2026 20:55:57

Meter power off — end

3 NOS NEW RMU RELAY SETTING &
SYNCRONIZING CONTROL WIRING
SETTING WITH 66KV SS MAIN PANEL OF
11KV INARA

27/06/2026 16:26:01

Meter power off — start

27/06/2026 16:48:24

Meter power off — end

AT ORANGE PARK CABLE FAULT DUE TO
UNDER CONSTRUCTION FACTORY
CONTRACTOR

27/06/2026 17:29:54

Meter power off — start

27/06/2026 17:35:15

Meter power off — end

TRIPPING

01/08/2026 12:03:01

Meter power off — start

01/08/2026 13:59:52

Meter power off — end

POWER TRANSFORMER ISSUE AT GETCO
SIDE

01/08/2026 14:07:09

Meter power off — start

01/08/2026 20:55:33

Meter power off — end

GETCO SIDE LOAD SHEDDING

Thus, the technical record supports the Appellant's grievance to the extent that
interruptions, including repeated interruptions on certain dates, had actually
occurred. However, the occurrence of an interruption and attribution of
responsibility for the same are separate aspects, and the records indicate
different causes for different interruptions, as per Para No.3.2 above.

(4) Clause 4.13 of the GERC (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensees)
Regulations, 2023 provides that the Licensee shall maintain and operate the
distribution system in such a manner that there shall not be more than two
interruptions in a day to a consumer. Clause 6.2, Sr. No. 11(i) provides for
compensation from the third interruption onwards in a day, subject to the
conditions prescribed therein and the nature of fault referred to in Clause 8.4.
The mode of compensation for the said parameter is prescribed as “Manual”.

(5) Chapter VI of the said Regulations, particularly Clause 6.1.1, prescribes the
procedure and time limit for claiming compensation by an affected consumer
and the corresponding process by the Distribution Licensee. In the present
case, no material has been placed on record by either party to establish that
the Appellant had submitted a claim for compensation before the Respondent
in the prescribed manner and within the stipulated period. Similarly, no record
regarding processing, acceptance or rejection of such statutory compensation
claim has been placed before the Ombudsman. Therefore, in the absence of
material showing that the prescribed claim procedure was followed, the claim
for statutory compensation under Clause 6.2, Sr. No. 11(i) cannot be considered
for determination in the present proceedings.

(6) The Appellant has separately claimed credit/billing adjustments of 310,000/-
per unplanned interruption towards alleged loss of its direct scrap, purging,
idle labour, and surge energy. However, the Appellant has neither referred to
any provision of the Electricity Act, 2003 or applicable GERC Regulations under
which compensation at ¥10,000/- per interruption is payable. The claim of
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%310,000/- per interruption towards alleged industrial loss and the claim for
statutory compensation under the SoP Regulations are distinct. The former is
not supported by any cited statutory/regulatory provision, whereas the latter
is governed by the specific standard, prescribed compensation, eligibility
conditions, and claim procedure under Chapter VI. Accordingly, the claim of
%10,000/- per interruption is not found sustainable, while the claim for
statutory compensation under the SoP Regulations cannot be considered in the
present proceedings in the absence of material regarding compliance with the
prescribed claim procedure.

(7) At the same time, the MRI and other interruption records establish that the
grievance regarding supply interruptions is not without basis. The records also
indicate certain interruptions attributable to loading/overloading conditions of
the upstream system. The Respondent has placed on record various system-
strengthening measures, including the installation of RMUs, feeder
bifurcations, underground cable works, load redistribution, and coordination
with GETCO for upstream augmentation.

(8) During the hearing held on 13.08.2026, the Respondent submitted that, in
furtherance of the direction given by the Ombudsman during the hearing dated
06.08.2026 to expedite the feeder bifurcation work, the bifurcation of the 11 kV
Inara Feeder was completed on 12.08.2026 and the new 11 kV Orange Feeder
was charged from 66 kV Karanj-1 Substation. The Respondent further
submitted that the new feeder is provided through an underground cable and
equipped with an RMU and, consequently, the Appellant's installation has been
shifted from the earlier supply arrangement and would no longer be affected by
overloading of the 66 kV Palod-2 Substation. The Appellant confirmed during
the hearing that the aforesaid feeder changeover had been carried out.

9) Considering the above, the Ombudsman finds no sufficient ground to allow the
Appellant’s prayer for compensation of 310,000/- per interruption. As regards
statutory compensation under the SoP Regulations, the same cannot be
considered in the present proceedings for the reasons recorded hereinabove.
The grievance regarding frequent interruptions, however, stands established to
the extent reflected in the MRI and other technical records. The Respondent
has completed the feeder bifurcation and shifted the Appellant’s supply to the
newly charged 11 kV Orange Feeder from 66 kV Karanj-1 Substation as a
corrective measure for improving reliability of supply.

4.26. (1) The prayer of the Appellant for compensation/credit of 210,000/- per
unplanned interruption towards alleged structural losses incurred due to the direct
scrap, purging, idle labour and surge energy is rejected, as there is no
statutory/regulatory provision for the grant of compensation in the manner claimed.
(2) The prayer for compensation under the GERC (Standards of Performance of
Distribution Licensees) Regulations, 2023 is not allowed in the present proceedings,
as no material has been placed on record to establish that the prescribed procedure
for claiming such compensation under Clause 6.1.1 was followed by the Appellant.
However, this shall not preclude the Appellant from submitting a compensation claim,
if otherwise permissible under the applicable provisions of the said Regulations, before
the concerned office of the Respondent. Upon receipt of any such claim, the
Respondent shall consider and decide the same strictly in accordance with the
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applicable provisions of the GERC (Standards of Performance of Distribution
Licensees) Regulations, 2023.
(3) The Appellant has not summitted or highlighted any statutory provision to
appoint a team of independent technical officers of the licensee to conduct a formal
audit to establish quantum of loss, the nature of continuous process and the core
operational trippings data. The Ombudsman does not find it appropriate and essential
to do so in the present case as the required technical data already submitted by the
parties, which are sufficient to decide the grievance. Any monetary relief is strictly
limited to the compensation parameters prescribed under the Gujarat Electricity
Regulatory Commission (Standards of Performance of Distribution Licensees)
Regulations, 2023.
(4) The Ombudsman takes on record the completion of bifurcation of the 11 kV
Inara Feeder and charging of the new 11 kV Orange Feeder from 66 kV Karanj-1
Substation on 12.08.2026, through which the Appellant's installation is now being
supplied. The Respondent shall maintain and monitor the quality and reliability of
supply to the Appellant in accordance with the applicable GERC Regulations.
(5) The Respondent shall ensure due compliance with the applicable Standards of
Performance, including the provisions relating to interruptions and scheduled
outages, and shall maintain appropriate interruption records as prescribed under the
Regulations.
(©) The order dated 22.06.2026 passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal
Forum, Dakshin Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Surat (Corporate), in Case No. DG-
437/2026-27 stands modified to the extent of the directions contained hereinabove.

4.27. 1 order accordingly.

4.28. No order as to costs.

4.29. With this order on 18.08.2026 representation/Application stands disposed of.

S/d.
(R.G.Devdhara)
Electricity Ombudsman
Gujarat State, Ahmedabad

Ahmedabad.
Date: 18.08.2026.
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