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Shri A.J.Jadav, D.E., UGVCL, Division Office, Kalol.
Shri A.H.Champaneri, D.E., UGVCL, Sub-Div. Office, Nardipur.
Shri H.G.Patel, J.E., UGVCL, Sub-Division Office, Nardipur.

:: Proceedings ::
The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the order
No.UGVCL/CGRF Sabarmati/11 dated 24.03.2026 passed by the Consumer
Grievances Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Sabarmati (Circle)
Case No. UG355(UGS-04-001-2025-26). 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 No0.8/2026. The hearing of this
case was kept on 11.05.2026.
The Appellant has represented the case as under:
(1) Vide letter dated 26.03.2026, The Appellant has submitted written
representation as under:
The Appellant submit memorandum of appeal against the order passed by the
Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum (CGRF), Sabarmati, dated 24.03.2026,
regarding his application for a 20kW solar rooftop installation.
While the CGRF Order directed the Respondent, UGVCL to initiate the process
of shifting connection of the Appellant to a 24-hour JGY or similar feeder to
facilitate the 20kW load, the order remains “murky” and non-specific regarding
several critical technical and safety concerns raised during the hearing:
The Appellant specifically raised the issue that the existing 25kVA transformer
is running at full capacity. Despite submission of the Appellant that adding
third-party connections would overload the system, the forum’s order vaguely
states that UGVCL may provide connections to others based on capacity
without addressing the specific technical risks or the pending status of solar
application of the Respondent.
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The Order concludes that there is “no order regarding costs”, which fails to
clarify whether UGVCL will attempt to charge him for the feeder migration
necessitated by their own initial error of placing a residential (RGPR) connection
on an agricultural feeder.
The forum failed to provide a clear ruling on the initial deficiency of service
where his connection was processed on an agricultural feeder without his
consent or knowledge.
(2) Vide letter dated 25.03.2026, The Appellant has submitted written
representation as under:
(A) The Appellant submits a statement of the facts as under:

(1)

(4)

The Appellant is a residential consumer holding an RGPR
connection on Non-Agricultural (NA) land. The Appellant applied
for a 20 kW Solar Rooftop installation and has fulfilled all
preliminary financial requirements and estimated charges.

The Respondent, UGVCL has erroneously connected the
residential premises of the Appellant to an agricultural feeder
without consent of the Appellant or a legal basis for such
classification.

Based on this incorrect feeder classification, the Respondent
capped solar capacity at 6kW for the Appellant, citing technical
limitations of agricultural infrastructure, thereby denying the
right to a 20kW system for the Appellant.

The Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum (CGRF), in its order
dated 24.03.2026, acknowledged that the connection is for
residential use on NA land and directed the Respondent to shift
the connection to a 24-hour JGY or other appropriate feeder to
facilitate the 20kW solar capacity.

While the Forum ordered the feeder shift, it remained silent on the
cost liability, stating there is “no order regarding the costs.” This
creates an ambiguity that allows the Respondent to demand
“feeder shifting charges” from the Appellant for an error solely
committed by the Respondent.

The Appellant submitted specific evidence to the CGRF that the
existing transformer is already running at full rated capacity.
However, the Forum issued a vague direction allowing third-party
connections “as per capacity” without conducting a technical
audit or verifying the actual available load.

(B) The Appellant submits a ground for appeal as under:

(1)

The initial placement of the Appellant on agricultural feeder was
a documented administrative error by the Respondent, UGVCL.
The Appellant should not be penalized or burdened with the costs
of “correcting” a misclassification they did not request or cause.
The Respondent admitted the land is NA and the use is RGPR.
Technical limitations of an incorrectly assigned feeder cannot be
used as a legal basis to override a consumer’s right to the
renewable energy capacity permitted under residential
regulations.
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By failing to address the evidence regarding the transformer’s full
load, the CGRF issued a “diplomatic” rather than technical ruling.
This leaves 20kW solar infrastructure of the Appellant — and
existing residential supply — vulnerable to voltage instability,
equipment damage, and synchronization failures.

Allowing the Respondent to add third-party connections to an
already overloaded transformer, while the Appellant is
transitioning to a high-capacity solar system, constitutes a gross
deficiency in service and technical oversight.

(@] The Appellant respectfully prays the Ombudsman to:

(1)

(5

Order the Respondent to shift the connection of the Appellant to
a 24-hour JGY/ Residential feeder strictly at the cost of the
Respondent, as the shift is required to correct the original
misclassification of the Respondent.

Issue an immediate directive for the approval and commissioning
of the 20kW Solar Rooftop capacity as originally applied for.
Direct an independent technical cell or a senior executive engineer
(outside the local subdivision) to conduct a certified load-test on
the transformer to determine the actual available capacity.

Issue an interim stay on the release of any new third-party
connections from the subject transformer until the 20kW solar
system is successfully stabilized and commissioned.

Direct the Respondent to ensure that the change in feeder and the
addition of solar capacity does not result in voltage fluctuations
or poor power quality at the premises of the Appellant.

The Respondent has represented the case as under:

Vide letter no. UGVCL/KLL/TECH/Ombudsman/08-2026/2133 dated 27.04.2026,

The Respondent has submitted written reply as under:

(1) According to the present norms of the Respondent, UGVCL for transformer
capacity, the load calculated as per the demand of the Appellant and in this
case the motive power load is 14.92KW x 1.1(DF) (20 HP moter) + lighting load
4.58KW x 0.55 = 17.439KVA. The capacity of existing transformer is of 25 KVA
capacity. Considering the same, two new applications of residential purpose
were approved from this transformer. So, total approved load in this existing
transformer including 2 Nos. x 2 KW x 0.55 = 2.2 KVA is 19.639 KVA. There is
no any impact on the technical parameters like voltage regulation of existing
connection if these new two applications are given power from existing 25 KVA
transformer. The provision of supply code is mentioned below:

“Clause No.5.13:  The consumer shall provide space of requisite dimensions

and at convenient location as mutually agreed between the
consumer and the licensee, free of charge, for erection /
installation of that part of service line that falls within his
premises, transformers, switch gear, meter and all other
apparatus up to the point of commencement of supply. The
whole of service line and other apparatus shall be deemed
to be the property of the licensee and shall remain under
his control.”
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“Clause No.5.14:  The licensee may use the service line and other apparatus
to give supply to other consumers provided that the supply
to the consumer who has paid for them is not affected
adversely. Further, even if the supply to the consumer who
has paid for the line / apparatus is disconnected for
whatever reason, the consumer shall permit the licensee
continued access to the service line and other apparatus if
they are required to give supply to other consumers, and
no payment shall be due to the consumer for such access
/ facility, until alternate arrangements are made. However,
it is expressly provided that the licensee shall make all
possible efforts to make alternate arrangements as early as
may be practicably possible. For this purpose, the licensee
may explore a mutually acceptable arrangement for
continuation of the installation at the existing place.”

Hence, in this case, the Respondent, UGVCL, can provide connection to other
applicants from the network of the Respondent and same has ordered by the
CGREF in its judgement.

The Appellant had applied 20 kw solar connection in GEDA Portal. As per
circular No.UGVCL/R&c/Solar rooftop/FH/59/3259 dated 19.11.2025, solar
connection can be allowed upto only 6 Kw from Agriculture feeder. As the
existing connection of the Appellant, Shri Deepak Gordhandas Notani is fed
from agriculture feeder, the technical feasibility is not approved by the
Respondent, UGVCL considering the aforesaid guideline.

As per the order of CGRF, the process to change the feeder from agriculture to
JGY feeder is initiated by the Respondent, UGVCL. However, it is to be
mentioned here that there is no any clarity in judgement of CGRF regarding the
cost i.e. whether the expense to change the feeder from agriculture to JGY
feeder to be recovered from the Appellant or not.

As per the guideline issued by GUVNL vide letter No. GUVNL-tech-2-RNR-2719
dated 30.01.2017 (Norms rules & condition sub para number-13), for change
of feeder from agriculture to JGY, the cost has to be borne by the Appellant.

In addition to this, it is to state that the nearby JGY feeder is also too far and
there will be many crossings of existing 11 KV/LT/66 KV lines. Further there
will be obstacles during laying of line in private premises. As per supply code
2015, 4.27 sub para No.4 “The Distribution Licensee shall obtain the necessary
way leaves and permissions for laying down the service lines for the supply of
power. The applicant shall fully co-operate with the Distribution Licensee in
obtaining such necessary way leaves and permissions. However, where the
consumer has no frontage abutting a public street and where the service line
has necessarily to cross over or go under other property, the consumer shall
obtain the necessary way leave and permission at his own expense and continue
them as long as supply is to be maintained. Should, however, the way leaves or
permissions be withdrawn, the Supply may be cut off forthwith, subject to the
provisions of Acts, rules and regulations for the time being in force. Any extra
expense incurred in laying the service line and maintaining the same in
accordance with the way leaves shall be recovered from the Consumer. The
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Applicant shall provide necessary undertaking to the Distribution Licensee if
required.”

(3) The Appellant, Shri Deepakbhai Notani had applied application for new
residential connection on 23.01.2025. Connection was jointly surveyed with
him by the Respondent, UGVCL. Due to these circumstances and as agreed by
the Appellant, Shri Deepakbhai Notani orally at that time, the connection was
given from agriculture feeder.

The same was already within the knowledge of the Appellant. Only thing is that
no any written acknowledgement was taken from the Appellant, Shri
Deepakbhai Notani at that time.
Moreover, as per guideline from GUVNL vide letter No. GUVNL-tech-2-RNR-
2719 dated 30.01.2017 (Clause No.l sub para (3)... “if Jyotigram feeder is
extended from such power connection than the purpose from separating the
Agriculture feeder under the Jyotigram scheme will not be achieved. Also, the
chances of power thefts and accident will increase. Hence, as per the existing
policy, such power connection should be provided only from the Agriculture
feeder”. And as (clause No.1 sub para (6) ... “in cases when small parcel of land
or scattered N.A. area surrounded by Agriculture land, then the connection
shall be given from agriculture feeder.” Considering the said guideline of
GUVNL, connection was proposed from Agriculture feeder & released on dated
26.03.2025. There is no any objection received from consumer side regarding
this matter till application of solar connection registered in GEDA portal on
13.01.2026.
So, the process followed by the Respondent, UGVCL is no way unlawfull and
without any bias to any applicant. And still two person are not getting power
due to the objection raised by the Appellant, Shri Deepakbhai Notani.

:: 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 Appellant, Shri Deepak Gordhandas Notani, and the representatives of the

Respondent, Shri H.S.Patel, Executive Engineer, Shri A.J.Jadav, D.E., Shri

A.H.Champaneri, D.E., and Shri H.G.Patel, J.E., of Uttar Gujarat Vij Company

Limited, Division Office, Kalol and Sub-Division Office, Nardipur, 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.

The Appellant has submitted that he has filed the present appeal against the Order

dated 24.03.2026 passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, UGVCL,

Sabarmati regarding his application for installation of 20 kW Solar Rooftop system.

The Appellant has stated that though the CGRF directed the Respondent, UGVCL to

initiate the process of shifting his connection to a 24-hour JGY or similar feeder for

facilitating 20 kW solar load, the order remained vague and non-specific on important
technical and safety issues raised during the hearing.

The Appellant has submitted that he is a residential consumer having RGPR

connection on Non-Agricultural (NA) land and had applied for 20 kW Solar Rooftop

installation after fulfilling all preliminary formalities and estimated charges. However,
the Respondent had erroneously connected his residential premises to an agricultural
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feeder without his consent or any legal basis and, relying upon such feeder
classification, restricted the solar capacity to 6 kW by citing technical limitations of
agricultural infrastructure, thereby denying his entitlement for 20 kW solar capacity.
The Appellant has further submitted that the CGRF, in its order dated 24.03.2026,
acknowledged that the connection is for residential use on NA land and directed
shifting of the connection to a 24-hour JGY or appropriate feeder for facilitating 20 kW
solar capacity. However, the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum remained silent
regarding liability of feeder shifting charges by observing “no order regarding costs”,
thereby creating ambiguity and leaving scope for the Respondent to recover feeder
shifting charges from the Appellant despite the alleged error being attributable to the
Respondent.
The Appellant has also submitted that he had produced evidence before the CGRF
showing that the existing 25 kVA transformer is already operating at full rated capacity
and addition of further connections may overload the system. According to the
Appellant, the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum issued only a vague direction
permitting third-party connections “as per capacity” without conducting any technical
audit or verifying actual available load on the transformer. It is further submitted that
such approach may adversely affect the proposed 20 kW solar infrastructure and
existing residential supply, leading to voltage instability, synchronization failure and
equipment damage.
The Appellant has contended that the original placement of his connection on an
agricultural feeder was an administrative error committed by the Respondent and
therefore the Appellant should not be burdened with expenses for correction of such
misclassification.
The Appellant respectfully prays the Ombudsman to:
(1) Order the Respondent to shift the connection of the Appellant to a 24-hour
JGY/ Residential feeder strictly at the cost of the Respondent, as the shift is
required to correct the original misclassification of the Respondent.

(2) Issue an immediate directive for the approval and commissioning of the 20kW
Solar Rooftop capacity as originally applied for.
(3) Direct an independent technical cell or a senior executive engineer (outside the

local subdivision) to conduct a certified load-test on the transformer to
determine the actual available capacity.

(4) Issue an interim stay on the release of any new third-party connections from
the subject transformer until the 20kW solar system is successfully stabilized
and commissioned.

(5) Direct the Respondent to ensure that the change in feeder and the addition of
solar capacity does not result in voltage fluctuations or poor power quality at
the premises of the Appellant.

The Respondent has submitted that as per the existing norms of UGVCL regarding

transformer loading, the load of the Appellant is calculated considering motive power

load of 14.92 KW x 1.1 demand factor and lighting load of 4.58 KW x 0.55, which
comes to 17.439 KVA. The Respondent has stated that the capacity of the existing
transformer is 25 KVA and after considering two additional residential connections of

2 KW each, the total approved load comes to 19.639 KVA only. Therefore, according

to the Respondent, release of two additional residential connections from the existing

transformer would not adversely affect technical parameters such as voltage
regulation. The Respondent has relied upon Clause No. 5.13 and 5.14 of the Gujarat
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Electricity Regulatory Commission, Electricity Supply Code, 2015 and submitted that
power supply can be extended to other applicants from the existing network and the
same has also been permitted by the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum in its
order.

The Respondent has further submitted that the Appellant had applied for 20 kW Solar
Rooftop connection through the GEDA portal. However, as per UGVCL Circular No.
UGVCL/R&C/Solar rooftop/FH/59/3259 dated 19.11.2025, solar connection from an
agricultural feeder can be permitted only up to 6 kW. Since the existing connection of
the Appellant is fed from an agricultural feeder, technical feasibility for 20 kW solar
capacity was not approved. The Respondent has stated that, pursuant to the order
passed by the Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, the process for shifting the
feeder from agricultural feeder to JGY feeder has already been initiated. However, the
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum order does not clarify whether the expenses for
such feeder shifting are to be recovered from the Appellant or not.

The Respondent has also relied upon GUVNL guidelines issued vide letter No. GUVNL-
tech-2-RNR-2719 dated 30.01.2017 and submitted that as per the applicable norms,
expenses for shifting from agricultural feeder to JGY feeder are required to be borne
by the consumer. It is further submitted that the nearby JGY feeder is situated at a
considerable distance and feeder shifting would involve crossings of existing 11
KV/LT/66 KV lines and laying of lines through private premises, thereby creating
practical difficulties and technical obstacles. The Respondent has also relied upon
Clause 4.27(4) of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 2015 in support of its submission.
The Respondent has further submitted that the Appellant had originally applied for
new residential connection on 23.01.2025 and joint site survey was carried out by
UGVCL along with the Appellant. Due to the prevailing site conditions and based upon
oral consent of the Appellant at the relevant time, the connection was released from
the agricultural feeder, and the Appellant was aware of the same. The Respondent has
admitted that no written acknowledgement regarding such consent was obtained from
the Appellant.

The Respondent has also relied upon GUVNL guidelines dated 30.01.2017,
particularly Clause 1 sub-para (3) and sub-para (6), and submitted that where
scattered NA land parcels are surrounded by agricultural land, connections are to be
released from agricultural feeders in order to avoid defeating the purpose of Jyotigram
Scheme and to minimize risk of power theft and accidents. Considering the said policy
guidelines, the Appellant’s connection was released from agricultural feeder on
26.03.2025. The Respondent has stated that no objection regarding feeder category
was raised by the Appellant until registration of the solar rooftop application on GEDA
portal on 13.01.2026. It is further submitted that the actions of UGVCL are lawful,
unbiased and in accordance with applicable policy guidelines, and due to the
objections raised by the Appellant, two other applicants are still awaiting power
supply.

The Appellant has filed a representation before the Electricity Ombudsman,
Ahmedabad, against the Order No.UGVCL/CGRF Sabarmati/11 dated 24.03.2026
passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij Company
Limited, Sabarmati (Circle) in Case No. UG355 (UGS-04-001-2025-26), order
mentioned as below:

«
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Access to Consumer’s Premises

4.112. The Distribution Licensee or any person duly authorized by Distribution
Licensee may at any reasonable time, and on informing the occupier of his
intention, enter any premises to which electricity is, or has been, supplied by him,
or any premises or land, under, over, along, across, in or upon which the electric
supply-lines or other works have been lawfully placed by him for the purpose of:

(1) Inspecting, testing, repairing or altering the electric supply lines,
meters, fittings, works and apparatus for the supply of electricity
belonging to the Distribution Licensee;

(2) Ascertaining the amount of electricity supplied or the electrical
quality contained in the supply; or

(3) Removing where a supply of electricity is no longer required, or
where the Distribution Licensee is authorized to take away and cut off
such supply, any electric supply-lines, meters, fittings, works or apparatus
belonging to the licensee.
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(A) The following clauses/provisions of GERC, Electricity Supply Code and Related
Matters Regulations and its Amendments are required to be read to decide the further
action on the said appeal, which are reproduced hereunder for ready reference.

“Clause No. 4.27(4): The Distribution Licensee shall obtain the necessary way leaves

“Clause No. 4.112:

and permissions for laying down the service lines for the supply of
power. The applicant shall fully co-operate with the Distribution
Licensee in obtaining such necessary way leaves and permissions.
However, where the consumer has no frontage abutting a public
street and where the service line has necessarily to cross over or go
under other property, the consumer shall obtain the necessary way
leave and permission at his own expense and continue them as
long as supply is to be maintained. Should, however, the way
leaves or permissions be withdrawn, the Supply may be cut off
forthwith, subject to the provisions of Acts, rules and regulations for
the time being in force. Any extra expense incurred in laying the
service line and maintaining the same in accordance with the way
leaves shall be recovered from the Consumer. The Applicant shall
provide necessary undertaking to the Distribution Licensee if
required.”

The Distribution Licensee or any person duly authorized by
Distribution Licensee may, at any reasonable time, and on
informing the occupier of his intention, enter any premises to which
electricity is, or has been, supplied by him, or any premises or land,
under, over, along, across, in or upon which the electric supply-lines
or other works have been lawfully placed by him for the purpose of:
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“Clause No. 4.114:

“Clause No. 5.13:

“Clause No. 5.14:
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(1) Inspecting, testing, repairing or altering the electric supply
lines, meters, fittings, works and apparatus for the supply
of electricity belonging to the Distribution Licensee;

(2) Ascertaining the amount of electricity supplied or the
electrical quantity contained in the supply; or

(3) Removing where a supply of electricity is no longer required,
or where the Distribution Licensee is authorized to take
away and cut off such supply, any electric supply-lines,
meters, fittings, works or apparatus belonging to the
licensee.”

A licensee or any person authorized as aforesaid may also, in
pursuance of a special order in this behalf made by an Executive
Magistrate and after giving not less than 24 hours’ notice in writing
to the occupier:

(1) Enter any premises or land referred to in clause 4.112 for
any of the purposes mentioned therein;

(2) Enter any premises to which electricity is to be supplied by
him, for the purpose of examining and testing the electric wires,
fittings, works and apparatus for the use of electricity belonging to
the consumer.”

Where a consumer refuses to allow the licensee or any person
authorized as aforesaid to enter his premises or land in pursuance
to the provisions of above clauses, or when such licensee or any
person has so entered, refuses to allow him to perform any act
which he is authorized by those clauses to perform, or fails to give
reasonable facilities for such entry or performance, the licensee
may, after the expiry of 24 hours from the service of a notice in
writing on the consumer, cut off the supply to the consumer for so
long as such refusal or failure continues.”

The consumer shall provide space of requisite dimensions and at
convenient location as mutually agreed between the consumer and
the licensee, free of charge, for erection / installation of that part of
service line that falls within his premises, transformers, switch
gear, meter and all other apparatus up to the point of
commencement of supply. The whole of service line and other
apparatus shall be deemed to be the property of the licensee and
shall remain under his control.”

The licensee may use the service line and other apparatus to give
supply to other consumers provided that the supply to the consumer
who has paid for them is not affected adversely. Further, even if
the supply to the consumer who has paid for the line / apparatus
is disconnected for whatever reason, the consumer shall permit the
licensee continued access to the service line and other apparatus if
they are required to give supply to other consumers, and no
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payment shall be due to the consumer for such access / facility,
until alternate arrangements are made. However, it is expressly
provided that the licensee shall make all possible efforts to make
alternate arrangements as early as may be practicably possible.
For this purpose, the licensee may explore a mutually acceptable
arrangement for continuation of the installation at the existing
place.”

(B) The following guidelines from GUVNL vide letter No. GUVNL-Tech-2-RNR-2719
dated 30.01.2017 are required to be read to decide the further action on the said
appeal, which are reproduced hereunder for ready reference.
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4.15. After reviewing the submissions made by both parties, the order passed by the
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, provisions of the GERC Electricity Supply
Code, 2015 and GERC Net Metering Regulations, 2016, with amendments, the
following observations were made, which required to be noted and considered for
deciding the matter.

(1)

(2)

(4)

Upon review of Annexure-Al submitted by the Appellant, it is observed that the
Appellant had applied for a new electricity connection on 18.01.2025 with
requirement of 3 Phase supply and connected load of 19.5 KW. The Respondent
thereafter released residential connection bearing Consumer No.
21301/10825/1 on 26.03.2025 with sanctioned load of 19.5KW through 3
Phase supply system from an agricultural feeder. It is further observed from the
record that the premises where the electricity connection has been released is
situated on Non-Agricultural land and the electricity supply is demanded for
utilizing for residential purpose.

Upon review of the GUVNL guidelines dated 30.01.2017 relied upon by the
Respondent, it is observed that under Point No. 1 of the said guidelines,
provision has been made for release of residential connections having load up
to 3 KW with single phase supply system in agricultural areas from agricultural
feeders.

Upon review of the UGVCL guidelines dated 19.11.2025 relied upon by the
Respondent, it appears that the said guidelines are primarily applicable to farm
house connections having contracted load of 3 KW / 6 KW and seeking Solar
PV systems up to 6 KW capacity.

So far as the issue regarding transformer loading and release of additional
connections is concerned, the Respondent has placed on record technical
calculations showing that the total connected load remains within the capacity
of the existing 25 KVA transformer. Except apprehensions expressed by the
Appellant, no independent technical evidence has been produced to establish
actual overloading or technical instability. Hence, no interference is warranted
in this regard.

It is further pertinent to note that Clause No. 5 and 5.1 of the GERC Net
Metering Regulations, 2016 and amendments thereof provide that cumulative
Rooftop Solar capacity shall not exceed transformer capacity and further
recognize recovery of system strengthening charges from the applicant for
Rooftop Solar capacity above 6 kW. The respective clauses of the regulation are
read as below.
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“5. Capacity Targets for Distribution Licensee
The Distribution Licensee shall provide net metering arrangement /gross
metering arrangement to Eligible Consumers /prosumers.
Provided that the cumulative capacity to be allowed at a particular
distribution transformer shall not exceed capacity of the distribution
transformer;

5.1 The distribution licensee shall update distribution transformer capacity
available for connecting Rooftop Solar PV Systems under net metering
arrangement on yearly basis and shall provide the information to the
Commission.

Provided that the cost of strengthening of distribution infrastructure,
including distribution transformer, as necessary, to facilitate the
installation of Rooftop Solar PV System up to 6 KW including subsequent
addition aggregating up to 6 KW, shall be included in the Annual Revenue
Requirement of Distribution Licensee.
Provided further that for aggregate Rooftop Solar capacity above 6 KW,
system strengthening charges shall be recovered by the Distribution
Licensee from the applicant of Rooftop Solar system as per the below
stipulations:
(a) For LT consumers installing Rooftop Solar PV System above 6 kW
up to 100 kW in aggregate:
(i) In respect of State owned Discoms and Torrent Power
Limited:
System strengthening charges for Rooftop Solar capacity above 6
KW up to 100 kW shall be recovered from the Applicant by the
Distribution Licensee based on per kW basis charges as applicable
for release of new/ additional load at Low Tension, being recovered
from the applicant by the concerned Distribution Licensee as
approved by the Commission from time to time.
Provided that in case of addition of Rooftop Solar capacity resulting
into total Rooftop Solar capacity above 6 kW, the system
strengthening charges shall be recovered only for additional
Rooftop Solar capacity.

»

Upon consideration of the submissions and material placed on record, it is
observed that the distribution transformer erected by the Respondent remains
the property of the Respondent, UGVCL and the consumer is charged for the
recoverable charges under the applicable regulations of the Hon’ble GERC.
Therefore, subject to available transformer capacity and technical feasibility,
the Respondent is entitled to extend electricity supply to other consumers from
the said transformer. It is further observed that while exercising powers under
Clause 4.112 of the GERC Electricity Supply Code, 2015 relating to access to
consumer premises, the authorized officers/employees of the Respondent shall
inform the Appellant before entering the premises for any work permitted under
the said provisions.
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4.16. (1) Upon consideration of the submissions made by both the parties, material
placed on record and the applicable provisions/regulations issued by the Hon’ble
GERC, no error or infirmity is found in the findings recorded by the CGREF to the effect
that since the Appellant’s 3 Phase residential connection having contracted load of
19.5 KW, situated on Non-Agricultural land, is presently fed from an agricultural
feeder and Solar Rooftop capacity beyond 6 kW cannot presently be permitted from
such feeder, the Respondent is required to initiate the process for shifting the
connection to JGY or any other 24-hour feeder for facilitating 20 kW Solar Rooftop
connection to the Appellant.

(2) Further, regarding recovery of charges for facilitating release of 20 kW Solar
Rooftop PV system as demanded by the Appellant on his RGPR category residential
connection situated on Non-Agricultural land, the system strengthening charges, if
applicable, shall be recoverable by the Respondent from the Appellant in accordance
with the provisions of the GERC Regulations for Net Metering Rooftop Solar PV Grid
Interactive Systems, Notification No. 5 of 2016 and amendments thereof, particularly
Clause 5.1(a)(i).

(3) No error is also found in the observations made by the Consumer Grievance
Redressal Forum that the distribution transformer erected by the Respondent remains
the property of the Respondent, UGVCL and, subject to available transformer capacity
and technical feasibility, the Respondent is entitled to release electricity connections
to other consumers from the said transformer in accordance with applicable
regulations and norms issued by the Hon’ble Gujarat Electricity Regulatory
Commission.

(4) It is further observed that the authorized representative/officer of the
Respondent, UGVCL may enter into the Appellant’s premises, after prior intimation,
for carrying out activities permissible under the applicable provisions of the GERC
Electricity Supply Code, 2015 and the Appellant shall extend necessary cooperation
for the same.

4.17. I order accordingly.

4.18. No order as to costs for this proceedings.

4.19. With this order on 13.05.2026 representation/Application stands disposed of.

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

Ahmedabad.
Date: 13.05.2026.
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