Case No.12/2026

Gujarat Electricity Regulatory Commission,
Office of The Electricity Ombudsman, Ground Floor & First Floor,
CMTS Building, Telephone Exchange, Bimanagar, Jeevandhaam Road,
Ahmedabad-380015.

CASE NO.12/2026

Appellant: M/s. Sakar Granito (India) Pvt. Ltd.,
301, Shefali Centre, 3rd Floor,
Paldi Cross Road, Ahmedabad-380006.

Represented by: Shri Jayantilal A. Thakkar, Director.
V/s.

Respondent: Executive Engineer,
Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited,
Division Office, Vijapur, Dist. Mahesana-382870.

Represented by: Shri R.B.Sadhu, E.E., UGVCL, Division Office, Vijapur.
Shri R.P.Mistry, D.E., UGVCL, Division Office, Vijapur.
Shri P.M.Pandya, Sup. A/c., UGVCL, Division Office, Vijapur.

.. Proceedings
1.0. The Appellant had submitted representation aggrieving with the order No.
UGVCL/Corporate/CGRF/Order/50 dated 26.05.2026 passed by the Consumer
Grievance Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Mehsana (Corporate)
Case No. UG403 (UGC -01-003-2026 -27). 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. 12/2026. The hearing of this
case was kept on 15.07.2026.
2.0. The Appellant has represented the case as under:
2.1. Vide letter dated 18.06.2026, The Appellant has submitted written representation as
under:
The Appellant, M/s. Sakar Granito (India) Pvt. Ltd., previously known as M/s. Sakar
Glazed Tiles Pvt. Ltd. has Consumer No. HT ~ -19869 at Survey No. 46/2, Unit No.2, At.
Rajpura, Ta. Mansa, Dist. Gandhinagar -382845.
D) The Appellant stated that this appeal challenges the order passed by the
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum (CGRF), UGVCL, Mehsana, dated
26.05.2026, in Case No. UG403 (UGC  -01-003-2026 -27). The Appellant seeks a
pro -rata refund of Delayed Payment Charges ( DPC) amounting to Rs. 4,66,065.
These charges were levied during a period when the Respondent erroneously
held Rs. 12,72,320 belonging to the Appellant.
(2) The Appellant maintains as HT power supply connection under Consumer No.
HT-19869. During a suo moto load increase from 2600kVA to 3496kVA, the
Respondent, UGVCL issued an estimate on 25.08.2022 that erroneously
included GETCO pro -rata charges of Rs. 12,72 ,320/ -. The Appellant paid this
amount totaling Rs.12,72,320/ -on11.11.2022.
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3.0.
3.1

Case No.12/2026

The Electricity Ombudsman, in case no.20/2025, determined these charges

were duplicative and ordered a refund on 25.04.2025. This refund was to be

made within 30 days i.e. on or before 25.05.2025, the Respondent, UGVCL
disobeyed order of the HonOble Ombudsman and refund the principle amount

on 17.09.2025 after 4 months (approx.) of the due date of 25.05.2025. The
Respondent, UGVCL processed the refund of the principal amount on
17.09.2025.

Between 11.11.2022 and 17.09.2025, the Respondent, UGVCL recovered
Rs.5,56,640/ - from the Appellant in DPC due to delayed payment of monthly
energy bills on Prorate basis DPC charges Rs.4,66,065/ - recovered from the
Appellant.

3) The Appellant stated that the erroneous collection of Rs.12,72,320/ - directly
restricted the AppellantOs working capital. The delayed payment of subsequent
electricity bills was a downstream systemic effect of the utility wrongfully
extracting and retaining these funds.

The Appellant mentioned that t he CGRF dismissed the grievance primarily
because the Respondent, UGVCL had transferred the collected amount to
GETCO, determining that the Respondent, UGVCL did not physically hold the
funds during the disputed period. This internal routing of funds betwe en state -
owned utilities is an administrative mechanism that does not alter the fact that

the Appellant was deprived of capital due to a regulatory error initiated by the
Respondent, UGVCL.

The Appellant also mentioned that the CGRF stated that DPC recovery is a
standard tariff provision for late payment and unrelated to the estimate
payment. However, applying a punitive charge (DPC) against a consumer for a
cash-flow deficiency caused direct ly by the RespondentOs own established
overcharging is illogical and inequitable.

The Appellant does not contest the validity of the DPC tariff provision itself, but
asserts that the DPC calculation must account for the credit balance
functionally owed to the Appellant during that exact timeframe. The retained

funds should act as a pro -rata offset against the assessed delayed payment
penalties.

(4) Based on the foregoing facts and grounds, the Appellant requests that the
Electricity Ombudsman.

(2) Quash and set aside the CGRF order dated 26.05.2026 in Case No.
UG403 (UGC -01-003-2026 -27)

(2) Direct the Respondent to refund the Delayed Payment Charges of
Rs.4,66,0650napro -ratabasis, reflecting the Rs.12,72,320/ - of the AppellantOs
capital that was erroneously retained by the Respondent system from
11.11.2022 to 17.09.2025 with the Responden t.

The Respondent has represented the case as under:

Vide letter no. UGVCL/NVIJAPUR DO/REV/NO 3558 dated 08.07.2026 , The

Respondent has submitted written reply as under:

As per HonOble Ombudsman Order no.Ombudsman/order/case/20/2025/18 dated

25.04.2025 that GETCO -pro rata charge of Rs.12,72,320/ - refunded to HT consumer

no.19869, M/s. Sakar Glased Tiles (P.) Ltd. formerly known as M/s. Sakar Granito

India Pvt. Ltd. on 17.0  9.2025 vide receipt no.AAE0699816.
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3.2.

4.0.

4.1.

4.2.

Case No.12/2026

As per ombudsman order/case -20/2025/18/dt.25.04.2025, Para No.4.15 - OThe
Respondent is directed to refund the principal amount recovered under pro -rata
charge in connection with the load extension from 2600 kva to 3496 kva. However,
the AppellantOs request for interest & DPC on the refunded amount is not supported
by any existing Regulations and is therefore rejected.O
Also, noteworthy here load extension from 2600kva to 3496kva charge of GETCO -pro
rata Rs.12,72,320/ - transferred/credited to GETCO account at that time of load
extension. So, application for refund said Amount DPC on electricity bill from date
20.04.2022 to 17.09.2025 not applicable.
Vide letter no. UGVCL/VIJAPUR DO/REV/NO 3631 dated 10.07.2026, The
Respondent reiterated the representation of Para No.3.1 and added that as per GERC
Tariff order delayed payment charge will be levied at the rate 15% per annum on
UGVCL charge and 18% per a nnum on Govt. charge on elect. Bill payment after due
date. Also, judgement passed by CGRF of case no. UG403(UGC -01-003-2026 -27)
supported to GERC regulations. So, application for refund said Amount DPC on elect.
Bill from date 20.04.2022 to 17.09.202 5 not applicable.

.- ORDER ::
| 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, Jayantilal A. Thakkar, Director, and the representative of the
Respondent, Shri R.B.Sadhu, Executive Engineer, Shri R.P.Mistry, Deputy Engineer,
and Shri P.M.Pandya, Sup. A/c., of Uttar Gujarat Vij Company Limited, Division
Office, Vijapur, 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 stated that this appeal challenges the order passed by the Consumer
Grievance Redressal Forum (CGRF), UGVCL, Mehsana, dated 26.05.2026, in Case No.
UG403 (UGC -01-003-2026 -27). The Appellant seeks a pro -rata refund of Delayed
Payment Charges ( DPC) amounting to Rs. 4,66,065/  -. The Appellant also mentioned
that these charges were levied during a period when the Respondent erroneously held
Rs. 12,72,320/ - belonging to the Appellant.
The Appellant also stated that they maintain an HT power supply connection under
Consumer No. HT -19869. During a suo moto load increase from 2600kVA to 3496kVA,
the Respondent, UGVCL, issued an estimate on 25.08.2022 that erroneously included
GETCO pro -rat a charges of Rs. 12,72,320/  -. The Appellant paid this amount totaling
Rs.12,72,320/ - on 11.11.2022.
The Appellant stated that the Electricity Ombudsman, in case no. 20/2025,
determined that these charges were duplicative and ordered a refund on 25.04.2025.
This refund was to be made within 30 days, i.e., on or before 25.05.2025, the
Respondent, UGVCL, di sobeyed the order of the HonOble Ombudsman and refunded
the principal amount on 17.09.2025, after 4 months (approx.) of the due date of
25.05.2025. The Respondent, UGVCL, processed the refund of the principal amount
on 17.09.2025. The Appellant also mentio ned that between 11.11.2022 and
17.09.2025, the Respondent, UGVCL, recovered Rs.5,56,640/ - from the Appellant in
DPC due to delayed payment of monthly energy bills on a pro -rata basis DPC charges
Rs.4,66,065/ - recovered from the Appellant.
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4.3.

4.4,

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.
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The Appellant stated that the erroneous collection of Rs.12,72,320/ - directly restricted
the AppellantOs working capital. The delayed payment of subsequent electricity bills
was a downstream systemic effect of the utility wrongfully extracting and retaini ng

these funds.
The Appellant mentioned that the CGRF dismissed the grievance primarily because
the Respondent, UGVCL, had transferred the collected amount to GETCO, determining
that the Respondent, UGVCL, did not physically hold the funds during the disputed
period. This internal routing of funds between state -owned utilities is an
administrative mechanism that does not alter the fact that the Appellant was deprived
of capital due to a regulatory error initiated by the Respondent, UGVCL. The Appellant
also mentioned that the CGRF stated that DPC recovery is a standard tariff provision
for late payment and unrelated to the estimate payment. However, applying a punitive
charge (DPC) against a consumer for a cash  -flow deficiency caused directly by the
RespondentOs own establi shed overcharging is illogical and inequitable. The Appellant
does not contest the validity of the DPC tariff provision itself, but asserts that the DPC
calculation must account for the credit balance functionally owed to the Appellant
during thatexactti meframe. The retained funds should act as a pro -rata offset against
the assessed delayed payment penalties.
The Appellant prays to the Electricity Ombudsman as under:
(2) Quash and set aside the CGRF order dated 26.05.2026 in Case No. UG403
(UGC-01-003-2026 -27).
(2) Direct the Respondent to refund the Delayed Payment Charges of Rs.4,66,065
on a pro -rata basis, reflecting the Rs.12,72,320/ - of the AppellantOs capital that
was erroneously retained by the Respondent system from 11.11.2022 to
17.09.2025 with the Responde  nt.
The Respondent stated that as per HonOble Ombudsman Order No.
Ombudsman/order/case/20/2025/18 dated 25.04.2025 that GETCO -pro rata
charge of Rs.12,72,320/ - refunded to HT consumer no.19869, M/s. Sakar Glazed Tiles
(P.) Ltd., formerly known as M/s. Sakar Gr anito India Pvt. Ltd. on 17.09.2025 vide
receipt no.AAE0699816 and the Respondent also specifically mentioned Para No.4.15
of the said Order.
The Para no. 4.15 of the Order issued by the office of the Electricity Ombudsman,
Ahmedabad, vide no. Ombudsman /order/Case -20/2025/18 dated 25.04.2025 is as
under.

@G1.15. The AppellantOs request for a refund of the pro  -rata charges collected during the
processing of load extension from 2600 KVA to 3496 KVA is hereby accepted. The
Respondent is directed to refund the principal amount recovered under pro -rata
charges in conne ction with the said load extension. However, the AppellantOs plea
for interest on the refunded amount is not supported by any existing regulations
and is therefore rejected. O

The Respondent submitted that the Order issued by the Electricity Ombudsman vide

no. Ombudsman/order/case/20/2025/18 dated 25.04.2025, clearly denied for the
granting the interest on the payment of the GETCO charges under the dispute and
directed to refun d the principle amount Rs.12,72,320/ - and the said amount is
credited to the AppellantOs account on 17.09.2025.
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4.8.

4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

4.12.

Case No.12/2026

It is further submitted by the Respondent that the delay in credit the amount has

occurred due to approval of the authority and obtaining reimbursement of the said

amount from GETCO, as the said amount was recovered against GETCO pro rata
charges and same was already credited to GECTO account through IBA at the time of
estimate payment by the Appellant.

The Respondent has submitted in their return reply that the DPC charges recovered

from the Appellant is as per the GERC Tariff order issued from time to time at the rate

of 15% for the bill amount paid after the due date for the regular energy bills, and t he
load extension from 2600 KVA to 3496 KVA charge of GETCO -prorata Rs.12,72,320/ -
stood transferred to GETCO account at the time of load extension. So, the prayer of
the Appellant for refund of the DPC amount charged on the electricity bill from

dt. 20.04.2022 to 17.09.2025, against which adjustment to this refund amount is

made, is not maintainable, not applicable, and therefore deserves to be rejected.

The Appellant has filed a representation before the Electricity Ombudsman,
Ahmedabad, against the Order No. UGVCL/ Corporate / CGRF/ Order/50 dated
26.05.2026 passed by the Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Uttar Gujarat Vij
Company Limited, Mehsana (Corporate ) in Case No. UG403 (UGC -01-003-2026 -27),
order mentioned as below:

OE
:» ORDER ::

D) In view of the above facts, findings and representations, appellant is not entitled
to refund of Delay Payment Charges and accordingly, his application for refund
of Delay Payment Charges is not accepted and hence rejected.

2) With this order, the consumerOs application is hereby disposed of.

3) No order as to costs.

S/d. S/d.
(B D Mori) (S A Patel)
Finance Member Consumer Representative
S/d. S/d.
(KK Patel) (G J Dhanula )
Independent Member Chair personO

During the hearing, the Appellant has submitted that the HonOble Electricity
Ombudsman has not accepted the prayer of Interest while issuing the order for Case
N0.20/2025, issued on 25.04.2025, but has not mentioned anything about DPC. The
order doesn't sp eak anything about not allowing a pro -rata DPC waiver, and hence,
the Appellant filed a grievance with the CGRF. Aggrieved by the order of the CGRF, the
above case is filed before the Electricity Ombudsman and prayed for the relief in the
DPC amount paid by him during the above -mentioned period.

It is submitted by the Appellant that they have not filed the review application of the
Ombudsman order dated 25.04.2025 for the DPC amount within the stipulated time
nor filed any petition before the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat challenging the said
Order.
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4.13.

4.14.

4.15.

4.16.
4.17.

Case No.12/2026

It is observed that the Order dated 25.04.2025 passed by the Electricity Ombudsman

in Case N0.20/2025 was neither reviewed by either of the parties nor challenged before

the HonOble High Court of Gujarat. The Respondent has implemented the said Order
by re funding the principal amount of Rs.12,72,320/ - on 17.09.2025 and reported its
compliance to this Office vide e -mail dated 15.01.2026. Accordingly, the said Order
has attained finality.

Upon careful consideration of the pleadings, documents placed on record, the earlier
Order dated 25.04.2025 passed in Case No0.20/2025 and the submissions made
during the hearing, it is observed that the present claim for refund of Delayed Payment
Charges ( DPC) substantially arises out of the same cause of action which was the
subject matter of adjudication before the Electricity Ombudsman in Case N0.20/2025.
Although the present claim has been presented in a different form of relief, the
Appellant neither s ought review of the said Order within the prescribed time nor
challenged the same before the HonOble High Court of Gujarat. The said Order has
attained finality and has also been duly implemented by the Respondent. Therefore,
the issue cannot be permitted to be reopened indirectly through the present
proceedings, and the relief claimed by the Appellant is not allowable.

| order accordingly.

No order as to costs.

With this orderon  17.07.2026 representation/Application stands disposed of.

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

Ahmedabad.
Date: 17.07.2026.
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