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

CMTS Building, Telephone Exchange, Bimanagar, Jeevandhaam Road, 
Ahmedabad-380015. 

 
CASE NO.6/2026 

 
Appellant:  M/s. Viramgam Wires 

Khadia Gin Compound, Viramgam - 382150. 
Mob. No.9825234544, 9825120592. 

 
Represented by: Shri Narendrakumar B. Patel, Owner. 
   Shri Rameshbhai B. Patel, Authorized Representative. 
   Shri Vishalbhai R. Patel, Authorized Representative. 
 

V/s. 
 
Respondent: Executive Engineer, 

Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, 
Rural Division Office, First Floor, 
Radhe Exotica, Nr. Sanand Green Residency, Sanand-382110. 

 
Represented by: Shri A.K.Parmar, E.E., UGVCL, Rural Division Office, Sanand. 
 Shri P.D.Halani, D.E., UGVCL, Town Sub-Div. Office, Viramgam. 

Shri J.J.Tapariya, Dy. Supdt., UGVCL, Town S/dn., Viramgam. 
Shri A.P.Khandare, Dy.S.A., UGVCL, Rural Div. Office, Sanand. 

 
::  Proceedings  :: 

1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the order 
No.UGVCL/Corporate/CGRF/Order/7 dated 29.01.2026 passed by the Consumer 
Grievances Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Mahesana 
(Corporate) Case No. UG316(UGC-03-001-2025-26). As per the Section 42(6), 
Electricity Act 2003, and Regulation 3.19 of GERC (CGRF and Ombudsman) 
Regulations, 2019, the representation was registered at this office as Case No.6/2026. 
The hearing of this case was kept on 18.03.2026. 

2.0. The Appellant has represented the case as under: 
2.1. Vide letter dated 13.02.2025, The Appellant has submitted written representation as 

under. 
The Appellant, M/s. Viramgam Wires had industrial electrical connection of the 
Respondent, UGVCL of LTMD NIGHT Category since year 2012 for Consumer No. 
25601000662 of the Appellant. The Appellant received a letter Dt.11.09.2025 along 
with supplementary bill from Deputy Engineer, Sub Division office, Viramgam Town 
of the Respondent, for demand of Rs.1,19,095.22, for above connection No. 
25601000662. 
The Appellant received the above letter along with supplementary bill on 20.09.2025. 
The Demand of Rs.1,95,095.22 in place of credit of Rs.1,65,456/- of the Appellant is 
due to wrong post recovery of Rs.2,65,998.18, on account of arbitrary change of tariff 
Category from LTMD Night to LTMD, with effect from 01.06.2024 to 31.01.2025. 
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Further, the Respondent, UGVCL charged Rs.68,391/- for the period from March’25 
to June’25 due to change of tariff. The Appellant strongly objected for such unjustified 
and arbitrary demand before Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum(CGRF) UGVCL 
through letter of the Appellant Dt.24.09.2025 & personal representation but the same 
was not accepted by CGRF order Dt.29.01.2026 and hence the Appellant are before 
your Hon'ble Electricity Ombudsman against CGRF order. Point wise representation 
of the Appellant is as under: 
(1) The Appellant has never issued any notice by the Respondent, UGVCL for 

change of tariff category from LTMD Night to LTMD. The Respondent, UGVCL 
itself changed the Category arbitrarily. Kindly refer Clause No. 4.76 of 
Electricity Supply Code - 2015 of GERC, regarding Classification of Consumer 
Category. The Appellant have to state that the Respondent, UGVCL neither 
issued any advance notice nor executed a fresh agreement for change of tariff 
Category, as required as per above clause No. 4.76. Thus, in absence of any 
notice and fresh agreement, the Respondent, UGVCL can not change for LTMD 
Tariff in place of LTMD Night tariff, on their own. 

(2) It has come to knowledge of the Appellant very lately that GERC Tariff Order, 
in case no.2321 of 2024, for determination of Tariff for the Respondent, UGVCL 
for F.Y.2024-25, was passed on 01.06.2024. In this order, it is stated by GERC 
“The commission observed that there is no consumer in the tariff category 
LTMD Night and NGRP Night, making these tariff categories redundant. In order 
to simplify the tariff schedule, the commission decides to accept the proposal 
of the petitioner (UGVCL).” Thus, GERC has passed the order on the 
misrepresentation by the Respondent, UGVCL that there was no consumer in 
the LTMD Night Category even though the Appellant had LTMD Night 
Connection at the relevant time. Further, the Appellant have been never 
provided any opportunity to represent case of LTMD Night Category of the 
Appellant, which is contrary to the law of natural justice. 

(3) As Per Sub-Clause (4) Of Section - 64 of Electricity Act - 2003 for procedure for 
Tariff Order, it is stated “The Appropriate Commission shall, within seven days 
of making the order, send a copy of the order to the appropriate government, 
the Authority, and the concerned licensees and to the Person Concerned.” 
However, no tariff Order of GERC was sent to the Appellant for Discontinuation 
of LTMD Night category. 

(4) First time on Date 17.03.2025, the Respondent, UGVCL issued our electricity 
Bill for March-2025, under LTMD Category in place of LTMD Night Category, 
without any Information or any notice to the Appellant. On Inquiry of the 
Appellant with the Respondent, UGVCL for above bill of March-2025, The 
Appellant came to know for the first time that electrical connection of the 
Appellant is categorized under LTMD category in place of LTMD Night by the 
Respondent, UGVCL, without serving any notice in this regard. 

(5) In order to convert raw material to finish product of the Appellant, major 
conversion charge constitutes electrical energy charges. So, on the basis of 
prevailing electrical charges, the Appellant sell their finish product to their 
consumers. Thus, less LTMD Night Tariff charges have already been passed 
over to customers of the Appellant, which cannot be recovered now, and hence 
it will result into financial loss to the Appellant. Thus, post recovery of difference 
of LTMD and LTMD Night Charges, by the Respondent, UGVCL, is unjustified 
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and unethical. Had the Respondent, UGVCL informed the Appellant it before 
01.02.2025. the Appellant would have charged it accordingly from their 
customers. 

(6) The Appellant has to state that as the Respondent, UGVCL has already 
charged/recovered of Rs.68391/- towards difference of LTMD tariff and LTMD 
Night tariff, for the period from 01.03.2025 to 04.06.2025. These increased 
charges are contrary to the clause No.4.76 of Electricity Supply Code-2015. 
Hence, Rs.68391/- is to be reimbursed to the Appellant. 

(7) As stated above in Para No.2.1(4) the Respondent, UGVCL itself came to know 
about the discontinuation of LTMD Night category in the month of March 2025, 
how one can expect from SSI unit like the Appellant to keep updation on day-
to-day basis about sudden abolition of LTMD Night Category. Not only the 
Respondent, UGVCL but GERC should provide opportunity by intimating 
individually, affecting small entities like the Appellant to represent their case 
while taking decision for discontinuation of LTMD Night. This is contrary to 
principal of natural justice & basic fundamental rights of small consumers like 
the Appellant. Though the Respondent, UGVCL had preferred appeal before 
GERC, for discontinuation of both LTMD Night & HTP-IV category connections 
& provided exactly the same reasons for it, it is worth to note here that both the 
Respondent, UGVCL & GERC to gather discontinued LTMD Night category 
while keeping HTP-IV category as it is & the same continues till date. This is 
gross violation of section 45(4) & 62(3) of Electricity Act 2003 & according to 
which both LTMD Night & HTP-IV category should have been treated at par. 

(8) As stated above in Para No.2.1(1) the Respondent, UGVCL never issued any 
notice nor prepared any fresh agreement for change of category from LTMD 
Night to LTMD. This is gross violation of clause no.4.76 of Electricity Supply 
Code-2015 & relevant provision of Contract Act. 

(9) As per Para No.2.1(1) & Para No.2.1(3) of CGRF order the Respondent, UGVCL 
considered LTMD Night Category as the optional of LTMD Category & hence 
when LTMD Night tariff discontinued by GERC, LTMD tariff is applicable 
automatically as per the Respondent, UGVCL. There is no such provision in any 
of the related rules & regulations of GERC. As per prescribed rules & 
regulations Consumer may switch over between LTMD Category & LTMD Night 
Category but it does not mean that LTMD Night is part or optional of LTMD 
Category. It is to be noted that LTMD & LTMD Night are two different & 
distinguish categories & hence neither optional nor can be changed 
automatically by Consumer or UGVCL. It has to be followed the prescribe 
procedure for Reclassification of Consumer Category as per Supply code clause 
no. 4.76 & relevant provision of Contract Act & principal of natural justice. It is 
to be noted that in GERC order itself LTMD Night is considered as “Category” 
by stating on page 230 the heading itself as “Discontinuation of Non-RGP and 
LTMD Night Tarif Category”. 
It is nowhere mentioned in Tarif order for year 2024-25 that discontinuation of 
LTMD Night will be effective from 01.06.2024 & that too without any 
notice/intimation to the concerned consumers. This is pure prerogative of the 
Respondent, UGVCL. 
The Appellant can understand that increase/decrease in rates of electricity can 
be implemented immediately from day one of GERC order but when the 
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complete category electric connection is discontinued it can not be implemented 
over night - on the same date of GERC order. As per principal of natural justice, 
some minimum period has to be provided & proper notice/intimation has to be 
given to the concerned consumers when a class of category is abolished, 
keeping in view the consequences arise due to such abrupt/sudden action on 
the part of UGVCL/GERC. It is to be noted that when LTMD Night category is 
abolished, it has lot of consequences & repercussion on the concerned 
consumers’ business & it takes considerable time to settle various issues arisen 
due to it. 

(10) In reply to Para 2 of CGRF order, The Appellant has to state that as explained 
in Para No.2.1(2) above it is stated by GERC in its Tarif order “The commission 
observed that there is no consumer in the tariff category LTMD Night and NGRP 
Night, making these tariff categories redundant. In order to simplify the tariff 
schedule, the commission decides to accept the proposal of the petitioner 
(UGVCL).” Thus, GERC has passed the order on the misrepresentation by 
UGVCL that there was no consumer in the LTMD Night Category, even though 
the Appellant had LTMD Night Connection at the relevant time. 

(11) As per Para 4 of CGRF order LTMD Night rebate was availed by the consumer. 
The Appellant has to state that LTMD Night charges is not the rebate in LTMD 
charges but it a separate tariff charges as decided by GERC from time to time. 
Further, it is stated by UGVCL that bill issued on 17.03.2025 itself served as 
notice. The Appellant has to state that notice is to be served in proper prescribed 
Performa & manner. Even if the bill dt.17.03.2025 can be considered as notice 
then also the applicable rates of LTMD category becomes effective from 
17.04.2025 as per rules prescribed. In that case also the Respondent, UGVCL 
cannot recover charges from 01.06.2024 to 17.04.2025. 

(12) For Para 5 of CGRF order, the Appellant has to state that the Respondent, 
UGVCL should act as a licensee to implement the tariff orders issued by GERC 
as per relevant rules & regulations & laws and not in arbitrary manner. 

(13) As per Para 6, 7 & 15 of Findings of CGFR order, CGRF observed on its own 
that UGVCL had continued to give benefit of LTMD night tariff due to non-
updation of billing system from June 2024 to Feb. 2025. The grievance has 
arrived due to non-updating billing system and thereby delay in implementation 
of GERC tariff order by UGVCL. The Appellant has to state that Consumer 
should not be suffered due to reasons attributed to UGVCL. 

 (14) The Appellant prays to the Hon'ble Electricity Ombudsman as under: 
(1) The Electricity Ombudsman may be pleased to cancel the demand of 

Rs.1,19,095.22/- raised by the Respondent, UGVCL and get paid credit 
of Rs.1,65,456/- of the Appellant and get reimbursed the excess 
recovered Rs.68,391/-, keeping in view the above representation of the 
Appellant. 

  (2) The Electricity Ombudsman may be pleased to quash the CGRF order. 
(3) The Electricity Ombudsman may be pleased to grant such other & 

further relief as may be fit just and proper in the interest of the justice. 
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3.0. The Respondent has represented the case as under: 
3.1. Vide letter no. UGVCL/Rev/CGRF/323 dated 16.03.2026, The Respondent has 

submitted written reply as under. 
 The Appellant, M/s. Viramgam Wires has submitted the representation as letter dated 

13.02.2025 received on 17.02.2026 against CGRF Order No. 
UGVCL/Corporate/CGRF/Order/7 dated 29.01.2026 to the Electricity Ombudsman 
Office Case No.6/2026 regarding the discontinuation of LTMD Night Tariff by Hon’ble 
GERC and subsequent billing under LTMD category by the Respondent, UGVCL. 

 The Appellant was earlier availing LTMD Night Tariff since 2012, having exercised the 
option to switch from LTMD to LTMD Night by submitting the required notarized 
declaration at that time. 

 As per the GERC Tariff Order (Case No.2321 of 2024), the Commission approved the 
rationalization and discontinuation of LTMD Night and NRGP Night tariff categories, 
effective from 01.06.2024. Subsequently, as per the Tariff Order for FY 2025-26 (Case 
No.2421 of 2024, dated 31.03.2025), the Respondent, UGVCL has implemented the 
revised tariff structure accordingly. Hence, the LTMD Night category was discontinued, 
and the consumer was billed under the regular LTMD category. 

 The Respondent submitted in reference to the point-wise representation of the 
Appellant as follows: 
(1) In reference to Para No.2.1(1) & 2.1(8), the Respondent clarifies that, as per the 

tariff terms, the option to avail LTMD Night is temporary and subject to the 
prevailing tariff schedule. Consumer may switch between LTMD and LTMD 
Night twice in a calendar year by providing one month’s written notice. Once 
the LTMD Night tariff category was discontinued under the new GERC order, 
the option automatically became invalid. Therefore, no separate notice from the 
Respondent, UGVCL was required. 

(2) In reference to Para No.2.1(2) & 2.1(10), the Respondent clarifies that, as per 
GERC Tariff Order Case No.2321 of 2024 and further Case No. 2421 of 2024, 
the commission itself directed discontinuation of LTMD Night and NRGP Night 
categories as part of tariff simplification and rationalization. The 
implementation is strictly based on the GERC’s approved order; hence, there is 
no misrepresentation or independent action by the Respondent, UGVCL. 

(3) In reference to Para No.2.1(3), the Respondent clarifies that the LTMD Night 
tariff was an optional benefit, subject to prescribed conditions and continuation 
of the category under GERC tariff orders. With the disconnection of LTMD 
Night, the consumer automatically reverted to the regular LTMD category. 

(4) In reference to Para No.2.1(4), the Respondent clarifies that the Respondent, 
UGVCL implemented the revised tariff as per GERC order effective 01.06.2024. 
LTMD Night rebates availed by the Appellant from June 2024 to January 2025 
were later adjusted through recovery in accordance with the new tariff. Further, 
the bill issued on 17.03.2025 under LTMD category itself serves as notice and 
confirmation of tariff change. 

(5) In reference to Para No.2.1(5), 2.1(9) & 2.1(13), the Respondent clarifies that 
the tariff design, revision, and discontinuation are solely governed by GERC. 
The Respondent, UGVCL act as a licensee to implement the tariff orders issued 
by the Commission. Any financial implications due to such regulatory changes 
are beyond the review of the Respondent. 



  Case No.6/2026 

Page 6 of 13 
 

(6) In reference to Para No.2.1(6), the Respondent clarifies that claim for the period 
01.03.2025 to 04.06.2025 of the Appellant is not admissible. The bills were 
correctly issued under the applicable tariff in force during that period as per 
the order of the GERC, and the recovery made is legitimate. 

(7) In reference to Para No.2.1(7), the Respondent clarifies that the tariff design, 
revision, and discontinuation are solely governed by GERC. The Respondent, 
UGVCL act as a licensee to implement the tariff orders issued by the 
Commission. Also, the Appellant should agree to implementation of norms, 
because the matter is already accepted by the Appellant in (1) Application Form 
and (2) the agreement sign when the Appellant has applied for new connection.  

(8) In reference to Para No.2.1(11), the Respondent clarifies that, as per the GERC 
Tariff Order (Case No.2321 of 2024), the Commission approved the 
rationalization and discontinuation of LTMD Night and NRGP Night Tariff 
categories, effective from 01.06.2024. Subsequently, as per the Tariff Order for 
FY 2025-26 (Case No.2421 of 2024, dated 31.03.2025), the Respondent, 
UGVCL has implemented the revised tariff structure accordingly. 

(9) In reference to Para No.2.1(12), the Respondent clarifies & ensures that the 
Respondent, UGVCL always act as a good licensee to implement the tariff orders 
issued by GERC as per relevant rules, regulations & laws. 

 The Respondent, UGVCL has correctly implemented the tariff orders as issued by the 
GERC. The discontinuation of the LTMD Night tariff and subsequent recovery of 
differential amounts are in line with regulatory provisions. Hence, the demand raised 
and adjustments made are justified and as per the approved tariff schedule. 

 Accordingly, the Respondent humbly submitted that the complaint of the Appellant 
may kindly be disposed of. 

  
:: ORDER :: 

4.0. 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. 

4.1. The Appellant, Shri Narendrakumar B. Patel, and authorized representatives of the 
Appellant, Shri Rameshbhai B. Patel, and Shri Vishalbhai R. Patel, and the 
representatives of the Respondent, Shri A.K.Parmar, Executive Engineer, Shri 
J.J.Tapariya, Dy. Supdt., Shri P.D.Halani, D.E., and Shri A.P.Khandare, Dy.S.A., of 
Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Rural Division Office, Sanand and Town Sub-Div. 
Office, Viramgam, respectively, 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. 

4.2. The Appellant, M/s. Viramgam Wires, has submitted that, they are having an 
electricity connection with the Respondent, UGVCL, under LTMD Night Category since 
the year 2012 bearing Consumer No. 25601/00066/2. It is submitted that the 
Appellant received a letter dated 11.09.2025 along with a supplementary bill from the 
Deputy Engineer, Viramgam Town Sub-division, which was received on 20.09.2025. 
The Appellant has stated that instead of giving a credit of Rs.1,65,456/-, the 
Respondent has raised a demand of Rs.1,19,095.22 by way of post recovery of 
Rs.2,65,998.18 on account of change of tariff category from LTMD Night to LTMD for 
the period from 01.06.2024 to 31.01.2025. Further, an amount of Rs.68,391/- has 
been recovered for the period from March-2025 to June-2025 due to such change. 



  Case No.6/2026 

Page 7 of 13 
 

Being aggrieved, the Appellant approached the CGRF, aggrieved by the CGRF order 
dated 29.01.2026, the Appellant has submitted the present representation before the 
Electricity Ombudsman, Ahmedabad. 

4.3. The Appellant has contended that no notice was ever issued by the Respondent for 
change of tariff category from LTMD Night to LTMD and the change has been carried 
out unilaterally. By referring to Clause no.4.76 of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 
2015, the Appellant has submitted that no advance notice was given, and no fresh 
agreement was executed, which is mandatory for such change. 

4.4. The Appellant has further submitted that as per the GERC Tariff Order dated 
01.06.2024 in Case No. 2321 of 2024, UGVCL had submitted that there was no 
consumer under LTMD Night category and on that basis the category was 
discontinued. The Appellant has contended that this submission was factually 
incorrect as it was itself a consumer under LTMD Night category and no opportunity 
of hearing was provided, which is contrary to principles of natural justice. The 
Appellant has also referred to Section 64(4) of the Electricity Act, 2003 and submitted 
that no copy of tariff order was sent to them. 

4.5. The Appellant has further submitted that the first bill under LTMD category in place 
of LTMD Night category was issued on 17.03.2025 without any prior intimation. On 
inquiry, it came to know that its category had been changed. It is submitted that 
electricity charges form a major component of its conversion cost and based on LTMD 
Night tariff, it had already sold its finished goods to its customers. Therefore, the 
recovery of difference between LTMD and LTMD Night tariff subsequently is unjustified 
and has caused financial loss as such cost cannot now be recovered from customers. 
The Appellant has also contended that recovery of Rs.68,391/- for the period from 
01.03.2025 to 04.06.2025 is also not proper and is contrary to Clause 4.76. 

4.6. The Appellant has further submitted that even the sub-division office of the 
Respondent is not knowing about the change in tariff order, therefore it is not 
reasonable to expect a small-scale industrial unit to keep track of such changes 
without any individual notice. It is contended that both UGVCL and GERC ought to 
have informed affected consumers individually before discontinuing LTMD Night 
category. 

4.7. The Appellant has also submitted that while UGVCL proposed discontinuation of 
LTMD Night and HTP-IV categories, only LTMD Night category was discontinued, 
which is discriminatory and violative of Sections 45(4) and 62(3) of the Electricity Act, 
2003. It is further contended that LTMD Night is a separate tariff category and cannot 
be treated as an optional tariff under LTMD and there is no provision for automatic 
conversion without following procedure under Clause 4.76. 

4.8. The Appellant has also submitted that even if the bill dated 17.03.2025 is considered 
as notice, the change of tariff could be made effective only after completion of 
prescribed notice period and therefore recovery for the period from 01.06.2024 to 
17.04.2025 is not justified. 

4.9. The Appellant has further objected to the CGRF findings that LTMD Night is only a 
rebate and that UGVCL has only implemented the tariff order. It is contended that 
LTMD Night is a separate tariff category, and the consumer cannot be made liable due 
to delay of the Respondent in implementation of tariff order from June 2024 to 
February 2025. 
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4.10. During the hearing, the Appellant has submitted that, their business is not able to 
survive after the discontinuation of the LTMD night tariff and hence they need to be 
applied for PDC of the said connection on 02.06.2025. 

4.11. The Appellant has prayed before the Electricity Ombudsman to give the relief to small 
industry by ordering to cancel the demand of Rs.1,19,095.22 raised by the Respondent 
and to grant credit of Rs.1,65,456/-, to refund Rs.68,391/- recovered for the period 
from 01.03.2025 to 04.06.2025 by the Respondent. Further requested to set aside the 
CGRF order dated 29.01.2026 and to grant appropriate relief. 

4.12. The Respondent, UGVCL, has submitted that the Appellant, M/s. Viramgam Wires, 
has filed the present representation vide letter dated 13.02.2025 received on 
17.02.2026 against CGRF Order No. UGVCL/Corporate/CGRF/Order/7 dated 
29.01.2026 in Case No.6/2026, regarding discontinuation of LTMD Night tariff by 
Hon’ble GERC and subsequent billing under LTMD category. It is submitted that the 
Appellant was availing LTMD Night tariff since 2012 after exercising option by 
submitting notarized declaration. 

4.13. The Respondent has submitted that as per GERC Tariff Order in Case No.2321 of 
2024, the Commission approved rationalization and discontinuation of LTMD Night 
and NRGP Night tariff categories effective from 01.06.2024. Further, as per Tariff Order 
for FY 2025-26 in Case No.2421 of 2024 dated 31.03.2025, the Respondent has 
implemented the revised tariff structure. Accordingly, LTMD Night category was 
discontinued, and the Appellant was billed under regular LTMD category in 
compliance of the tariff orders. 

4.14. The Respondent has further submitted that the option of LTMD Night tariff was 
temporary and subject to prevailing tariff schedule, and the consumer could switch 
between LTMD and LTMD Night twice in a calendar year by giving one month’s notice. 
It is contended that once LTMD Night tariff category was discontinued by GERC, the 
option automatically became invalid and therefore no separate notice from the 
Respondent was required. It is also submitted that discontinuation of LTMD Night and 
NRGP Night categories was directed by the Hon’ble Commission itself and there is no 
misrepresentation or independent action by the Respondent. 

4.15. The Respondent has clarified that LTMD Night tariff was only an optional benefit 
subject to conditions and continuation under tariff orders and upon its 
discontinuation, the Appellant automatically reverted to regular LTMD category. It is 
further submitted that the revised tariff was implemented with effect from 01.06.2024 
and LTMD Night rebates availed by the Appellant from June 2024 to January 2025 
were adjusted through recovery as per the new tariff. It is also contended that the bill 
issued on 17.03.2025 itself serves as notice and confirmation of tariff change. 

4.16. During the hearing, the Respondent has further submitted that the tariff order issued 
by the Hon’ble Commission was duly published on the website of GERC as well as 
UGVCL and was also given wide publicity through press note at the relevant time. It 
is submitted that consumers are deemed to be aware of tariff changes through such 
publication and through electricity bills, and therefore it is neither possible nor 
mandatory to inform each individual consumer separately by issuing specific notice 
for change in tariff. The Respondent has further submitted that the representative of 
the Appellant was regularly visiting the concerned Sub-Division office and was aware 
about the change in tariff order as well as the fact that bills were initially generated 
under old tariff and a revised / supplementary bill would be raised once the LT billing 
system is updated. It is also submitted that the concerned Sub-Division had 
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communicated this position to the Appellant verbally; however, no written record is 
available for the same. 

4.17. The Respondent has reiterated that the tariff orders issued by GERC in Case No. 2321 
of 2024 and Case No. 2421 of 2024 have been correctly implemented, and that the 
discontinuation of the LTMD Night tariff and the recovery of the differential amount 
are in accordance with regulatory provisions. It is submitted that the Respondent has 
acted in compliance with applicable rules and regulations, and therefore, the demand 
raised and adjustments made are justified. Accordingly, the Respondent has prayed 
that the complaint of the Appellant may be disposed of. 

4.18. The Appellant has filed a representation before the Electricity Ombudsman, 
Ahmedabad, against the Order No.UGVCL/Corporate/CGRF/Order/7 dated 
29.01.2026 passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij 
Company Limited, Mahesana (Corporate) in Case No. UG316 (UGC-03-001-2025-26), 
order mentioned as below: 

 
 “… 

:: Order :: 
  

(1) After permanent disconnection of the appellant’s connection UGVCL had raised 
the demand for Rs.119095.22 after adjustment of security deposit is in order. 

(2) UGVCL had served electricity bills, for the period of March – 2025 to June – 2025 
are also in order. 

(3) Appellant’s request for cancellation of UGVCL’s demand for Rs.119095.22, 
credit/refund for amount of Rs.165456/- against security deposit and refund of 
excess recovered Rs.68391/- is not acceptable. 

 (4) With this order, the appellant’s application/representation disposed of. 
 (5) No order as to costs. 
 

S/d.  S/d. 
(B D Mori)  (S A Patel) 

Finance Member  Consumer Representative 
   

S/d.  S/d. 
(P P Barot)  (K K Patel) 

Prosumer Representative  Independent Member 
   
 S/d.  
 (G J Dhanula)  
 Chairperson”  

 
 
4.19. The Appellant has relied upon various provisions in support of its contentions, 

including Clause 4.76 of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 2015, the procedure 
prescribed under Section 64(4) of the Electricity Act, 2003 relating to tariff 
determination, and has further alleged that the action of the Respondent is in violation 
of the provisions of Sections 45(4) and 62(3) of the Electricity Act, 2003. The relevant 
clauses/provisions are reproduced hereunder for ready reference.. 

 



  Case No.6/2026 

Page 10 of 13 
 

“Clause No. 4.76: If it is found that a Consumer has been classified in a particular 
category erroneously or any order of reduction or enhancement of 
Contract Demand has been obtained, the Distribution Licensee may 
reclassify him under appropriate category after issuing notice (with 
minimum notice period of 30 days) to him to execute a fresh 
Agreement on the basis of the altered classification or modified 
Contract Demand. If the Consumer does not take steps within the 
time indicated in the notice to execute a fresh Agreement, the 
Distribution Licensee may, subject to the provisions of the Acts, 
Rules and Regulations for the time being in force, after issuing a 
clear 21 days show cause notice and after considering his 
explanation, if any, disconnect the supply of power. 
Further, the Distribution Licensee shall dispose of the applications 
for change of tariff class by a Consumer within maximum period of 
seven days after receipt of such application regarding the change 
of tariff class or communicate the reasons for not changing the tariff 
class, as applicable. In case of any dispute, the matter shall be 
referred to Forum for redressal of consumer grievances.” 

 
“Section 64. (Procedure for tariff order): --- (4) The Appropriate Commission shall, 

within seven days of making the order, 
send a copy of the order to the 
Appropriate Government, the Authority, 
and the concerned licensees and to the 
person concerned.” 

 
“Section 45. (Power to recover charges): --- (4) Subject to the provisions of section 

62, in fixing charges under this section 
a distribution licensee shall not show 
undue preference to any person or class 
of persons or discrimination against 
any person or class of persons.” 

 
“Section 62. (Determination of tariff): --- (3) The Appropriate Commission shall 

not, while determining the tariff under 
this Act, show undue preference to any 
consumer of electricity but may 
differentiate according to the 
consumer's load factor, power factor, 
voltage, total consumption of electricity 
during any specified period or the time 
at which the supply is required or the 
geographical position of any area, the 
nature of supply and the purpose for 
which the supply is required.” 
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4.20. In the first instance, it is required to discuss the arguments advanced by the 
representative of the Appellant, Shri Rameshbhai B. Patel, regarding the procedure 
adopted by the Hon’ble GERC while passing the Tariff Order. It has been argued that 
the petition before the Hon’ble Commission was filed under Regulation 16(2)(iii) and 
(vi) of the GERC Regulations, 2016 and that such provisions do not specifically deal 
with change in tariff. It has further been argued that adequate public participation 
was not ensured, and mere publication of advertisement cannot be treated as 
sufficient compliance, and that the discontinuation of Night Tariff has adversely 
affected small industries. It has also been contended that since the number of 
consumers under Night category was limited, the Hon’ble Commission could have 
informed such consumers individually. 
In this regard, it is observed that the question as to whether the principles of natural 
justice were followed by the Hon’ble Commission while issuing the Tariff Order does 
not fall within the jurisdiction of the Electricity Ombudsman. However, upon perusal 
of the Tariff Order passed by the Hon’ble GERC in Case No.2321 of 2024 dated 
01.06.2024, it is noted that public participation process was undertaken, and public 
notice was also issued prior to the hearing. It is further observed that if any party is 
aggrieved by the said Tariff Order, the appropriate course would be to challenge the 
same before the competent forum as provided under law. In absence of such challenge, 
the validity of the Tariff Order cannot be examined in the present proceedings before 
the Electricity Ombudsman. Accordingly, the contentions raised by the Appellant 
regarding alleged misrepresentation and violation of principles of natural justice in 
discontinuation of Night Tariff are not liable to be considered in the present matter. 

4.21. The Appellant has further contended that the issue has arisen due to non-updating of 
the billing system and that the consumer cannot be held responsible for lapses on the 
part of the Respondent. In this regard, it is observed from the order of the CGRF that 
such an observation was indeed recorded. It is also noted that during the course of 
hearing, the Deputy Engineer of UGVCL admitted that the concerned billing officer 
was not aware of the Tariff Order dated 01.06.2024 passed by the Hon’ble GERC. This 
indicates that not only the Appellant but even the concerned officials of the 
Respondent at Viramgam were not aware of the said Tariff Order at the relevant time. 
However, the issue for consideration is whether, in such circumstances, the Appellant 
is entitled to any relief. In this regard, it is observed that the Tariff Order was passed 
by the Hon’ble GERC on 01.06.2024 and, upon inquiry, it is noted that a press note 
regarding the proposed tariff petition was published in “Sandesh” Newspaper on 
26.01.2024 by UGVCL. Further, after issuance of the Tariff Order, another press note 
was released for publication on 03.06.2024 by GERC. It is also not in dispute that the 
said Tariff Order was uploaded on the website of the Hon’ble Commission as well as 
on the website of the Respondent licensee. Thus, it appears that adequate and wide 
publicity regarding the change in tariff was given. 
In view of the above, it is held that when such wide publicity has been given, individual 
notice to each consumer is not required. Accordingly, the contention of the Appellant 
that it was not aware of the Tariff Order cannot be accepted, and the same is not liable 
to be considered for granting any relief. 
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4.22. The representative of the Appellant has also drawn attention to the provisions of 
Section 64(4) of the Electricity Act, 2003 and contended that a copy of the Tariff Order 
was not supplied to the consumer. 
Regarding the above contention about non-supply of Tariff Order and requirement of 
notice, it is pertinent to refer to the provisions of Clause 6.48 of the GERC Electricity 
Supply Code, 2015, which reads as under: 
 
“Clause No.6.48: Tariffs and charges for supply of electricity shall be as determined 

by GERC from time to time. Tariff for each category of consumers 
shall be displayed on distribution licensee’s website and 
consumers shall be notified of change in tariff including Fuel and 
Power Purchase Price Adjustment (FPPPA) charges and other 
charges, a full billing cycle ahead of time, through distribution 
licensee’s website as well as through energy bills.” 

 
In view of the above provision, it is observed that tariff and its changes are to be 
communicated through the website of the distribution licensee as well as through 
energy bills, and not necessarily by issuing individual notices to each consumer. In 
the present case, it is not in dispute that the Tariff Order was uploaded on the website, 
and the revised billing was subsequently reflected in the energy bills issued to the 
Appellant. Therefore, the requirement of notification of tariff change stands complied 
with, and the contention of the Appellant regarding absence of individual notice or 
non-supply of Tariff Order is not found sustainable. 
 

4.23. The representative of the Appellant has also drawn attention to the provisions of 
Clause No. 4.76 of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 2015 and contended that the 
licensee was required to issue notice prior to modification of the contract. In this 
regard, it is observed that the change in the present case has not arisen out of any 
individual modification of contract by the licensee but is a consequence of the Tariff 
Order passed by the Hon’ble Commission applicable uniformly to all consumers. When 
such change is affected as a general regulatory measure applicable across the large 
numbers of consumers, the requirement of issuance of individual notice for 
modification of contract does not arise. Accordingly, the contention of the Appellant 
based on Clause 4.76 is not found tenable. 

 
4.24. The Appellant has further contended that no proper methodology was adopted by the 

concerned authorities to inform consumers well in advance about the change in tariff 
and that while the licensee is able to recover dues, the consumer is not in a position 
to recover such additional burden from its own customers. In this regard, it is observed 
that press note was published by the Respondent company prior to the tariff order 
about the proposed petition before Hon’ble GERC and upon issuance of the Tariff 
Order, press notes were issued and the tariff order is uploaded on the Respondent 
company’s website and GERC’s website as well, thereby providing public notice of the 
tariff changes. Such mode of dissemination cannot be considered as an improper 
methodology of communication. Accordingly, the contention of the Appellant in this 
regard is not found sustainable. 
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4.25. In view of the foregoing discussion and findings, it is observed that the discontinuation 
of LTMD Night tariff benefits and subsequent billing under LTMD category by the 
Respondent is in accordance with the Tariff Orders issued by the Hon’ble GERC and 
the applicable provisions of law. The contentions raised by the Appellant regarding 
lack of notice, improper methodology of communication, non-supply of Tariff Order 
and alleged violation of the provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003 and the GERC 
Electricity Supply Code, 2015 are not found tenable.  
Accordingly, the Appellant is not entitled to any relief in the present matter. Upon 
examination, no error found in the Order dated 29.01.2026 passed by the Consumer 
Grievances Redressal Forum, UGVCL, and the same is hereby upheld. The Appellant 
is hereby directed to pay the remaining amount of the bill. 

4.26. I order accordingly. 
4.27. No order as to costs. 
4.28. With this order on 25.03.2026 representation/Application stands disposed of. 
 
            
              S/d. 

         (R.G.Devdhara) 
           Electricity Ombudsman 

                Gujarat State, Ahmedabad 
 
Ahmedabad. 
Date: 25.03.2026. 


