
 

 

 

BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, HARYANA 

Haryana Electricity Regulatory Commission 
Bays No. 33 - 36, Sector – 4, Panchkula-134109 

Phone: 0172-2572299; Fax No. 0172-2572359 

Website: - herc.gov.in E-mail: eo.herc@nic.in 

 

(Regd.  Post)       

Appeal No.  : 22/2019 
                 Received on  : 30.07.2019 

Registered on : 30.07.2019 

Date of Hearing : 23.12.2019 

Date of Order  : 27.12.2019 

 
In the matter of: - 
 
Appeal against the order dated 12.4.2019 passed by CGRF, DHBVNL, Hisar in case No 
DH/CGRF-2448/2019 

 
Sh. Adesh Kumar Pandey, C-64, 1st Floor, Dayal Bagh, Faridabad.  

               Appellant/Complainant  

       Versus 

 
    DHBVNL 

                       Respondents  

Before:  
 

Sh. Virendra Singh, Electricity Ombudsman  

  

Present on behalf of Appellant  
   

Sh. Shubham Mishra appeared for Appellant 
 

Present on behalf of Respondents 
 

1. Adv. Sonia Madan 
2. Adv. Ishaan S. Kakkar 
3. Sh. Kali Charam UDC O/o SDO ‘Op’, Sub Division, Mathura Road, DHBVN, 

Faridabad. 
 

ORDER 
 

The appellant Sh. Adesh Kumar Pandey, C-64, 1st Floor, Dayal Bagh, Faridabad has 

filed an appeal through e-mail on 26.07.2019 for the implementation of order dated 

12.04.2019 of CGRF, DHBVNL, Hisar. The appeal in Hindi is re-reproduced after converting 

it in English, which is as under: - 
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1. That an Electricity connection is not released even after constant request for eight 

years. My family is forced to live outside my own premises without Electricity. A notice 

for Rs.1,62,602 has been received for payment. 

2. That I have been requesting SDO Mathura Road for Electricity connection for the last 

eight years but alas! the connection is not released till date. 

3. That the story starts from 2012 and in April 2012, my connection number 2212010042 

DB-11-0072 was cut off on the pretext of non-payment. 

4. That the reason for not making payment was wrong meter reading and wrong bill. 

5. That the bill was corrected, after several requests, and finally Rs.8,114/- deposited 

online on 8th September, 2012 against bill No.18368628 dated 26.04.2012. 

6. That the connection was not released even after making payment of bill. Since then, I 

have been continuously pursuing the Power Department through e-mail as well as in 

person, but Electricity connection is not released till date.  

7. That SDO office suggested to apply for a fresh connection on 24th May, 2018 and I 

applied for a new connection with great hope vide application number 13-518-292 

depositing Rs.6,815/- (Receipt 153597 dated 25th May 2018) but still Electricity 

connection is not released till date. 

9.  That instead of releasing connection, in December, 2018 a notice was received for       

depositing Rs 1,62,602/-. 

10. That in April 2019, the matter was reported to CGRF Hisar and the hearing was held   

on 09th April, 2019 but I could not attend the hearing due to the poor health of his wife. 

11. That the CGRF has been misled by SDO Mathura Road by providing misinformation 

about case as follows: - 

Order Para 4- The location of the said premises has been stated as Dayalbagh 

Extension by SDO Mathura Road which is wrong. In actual, the applicant's premises C-64 

is in Dayalbagh Colony instead of Dayalbagh Extension. The copy of the registration of the  
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applicant's premises has already been deposited in the office of SDO Mathura Road in which 

it is clearly mentioned Dayalbagh Colony and not Dayalbagh Extension. The same can also 

be verified from google map.  

Order Para 4- SDO Mathura Road stated that the connection in the said area is barred which 

is not correct as this building has many meters and electricity connections. 

12.  In this sequence, SDO Mathura Road, through its letter dated 29 May 2019, 

informed that your connection was cut in June 2014 due to non-payment of electricity. The 

meter was checked and the meter reading was found to be 28114, whose balance is 

Rs.1,49,621/- has been added to your account. 

     Whereas my connection was disconnected in April, 2012 due to non-payment of 

Rs.12,921/- for incorrect meter reading of 9228. Lateron after getting corrected the bill for 

correct reading of 8787, It was paid online on September 08, 2012 for amount Rs.8,114/-.  

After that the connection was to be connected which has not been done till date. 

       That I approached SDO Mathura Road several times but in vain. No action has been 

taken by the SDO except passing the matter from one official to other. In this way, I and my 

family are extremely tortured and extremely oppressed by this atrocity. The Electricity, 

without which we cannot live for a minute, has not been provided to my family for eight years. 

what a pain it is! 

            It is a humble prayer to the Honorable to consider, the above case, sympathetically. 

Justice should be done by investigating facts and matter seriously. In this way, humanity 

should be protected by giving electricity connection to the applicant and his family and giving 

them an opportunity to live in his house. 

CGRF, DHBVNL, Hisar order dated 12.04.2019 passed in the matter is as under:  

“Sh. Aadesh Kumar Panday, C-64, 1st Floor Dyal Bagh, Faridabad had got an electricity 

connection bearing account no. DB-11-72 under (OP) S/Divn., Mathura Road, Faridabad. 

Hence, this Forum has jurisdiction to hear the complaint. 
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The complainant has filed the present complaint stating therein that wrong bills are 

issued to him during the year 2012. He represented to the SDO but, his supply was 

disconnected. Later on, in Sep., 2012, his bill was corrected and he made payment of 

Rs.8114/- on 8th Sep., 2018 but, his supply was not restored. He is making request to SDO 

since then. He applied for release of new connection on 24.5.2018 by depositing an amount 

of Rs.6815/- but his connection was not released. It is surprising to note that in the month of 

Dec., 2018, he received a bill of Rs.162602/- without electricity connection. He requested 

the forum to get redressed his complaint. 

          The complaint was forwarded to the Nodal Officer for filing the written reply of the 

Nigam and both the parties were asked to appear before the Forum on 09.04.2019 at 

Faridabad for hearing of the case. 

Proceeding was held on 09.04.2019. The complainant was not present and 

representative of respondent SDO were present. SDO submitted reply vide memo.no. 4889 

dated 08.04.2019 stating therein that premises of the complainant lies in Dyal Bagh 

Extension Area where release of connection is banned and as such, connection cannot be 

released to the complainant. He further submitted that proposal has already been forwarded 

to WTDs of DHBVN for lifting of ban. As far as billing dispute is concerned, he needs another 

fifteen days to trace out the report and assured that bill will be sent right during this period. 

Neither complainant nor his representative was present. 

Keeping in view the above material on record, submissions by both the parties and 

arguments held during the course of hearing, the Forum decides to dispose off the complaint 

with the direction that account of the complainant may be checked and correct bill should 

be issued to him within next fifteen days. Connection may be released as and when ban is 

lifted for release of connection.”                        
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The appeal was registered as Appeal No. 22 of 2019 and accordingly, notice of motion 

was issued to the appellant as well as to the Respondents on dated 30.07.2019 for hearing 

the matter on 23.08.2019, which was postponed to 26.08.2019.  

Hearing was held on 26.08.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, the Respondent 

SDO submitted the reply of the appeal. It was directed to hand over a copy of the same to 

the appellant for filing the rejoinder, if so desired. The respondent SDO further requested 

more time to submit the additional relevant documents relating to the reading of the 

electricity meter, which was got removed from the premises of the appellant at the time of 

disconnection of supply and the next date of hearing was fixed for 18.09.2019. 

The hearing was held on 18.09.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, the 

Respondent SDO vide Memo No. 8217 dated 17.08.2019 submitted additional documents 

in support of his reply. The appellant sought exemption of appearance on the date through 

e-mail. the next date of hearing was fixed for 03.10.2019. 

Hearing was held on 03.10.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, the Appellant 

submitted the comments on the additional documents submitted by the Respondent SDO 

and the copy of the same was also handed over to the the Respondent. The next date of 

hearing was fixed for 25.10.2019. 

Hearing was held on 25.10.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, none was present 

on behalf of Appellant as well as Respondents. The hearing was fixed for 05.11.2019.  

Hearing was held on 5.11.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, both the parties 

were present. During discussion, scrutinizing the record, it is observed that in the reply 

submitted by the Respondent SDO, all issues raised by the Appellant have not been 

addressed. Accordingly, Respondent Executive Engineer “Op”, DHBVNL, Old Faridabad 

was directed to submit the pointwise reply of the appeal addressing all the issues raised by 

him. The hearing was fixed for 03.12.2019. 
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Hearing was held on 03.12.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, both the parties 

were present. During the hearing, the Respondent SDO submitted an engagement letter of 

Advocate to defend the appeal from the office of the Legal Remembrancer, Power Utilities, 

Haryana, Panchkula. The Ld.  counsel for the Respondents requested some time for 

preparation and submission detailed reply of the appeal. Accordingly, the next date of 

hearing was fixed for 20.12.2019. 

Hearing was held on 20.12.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, both the parties 

were present. The Respondent SDO submitted the fresh para-wise reply of the appeal on 

their Counsel, which was taken on record and copy of the same was also made available to 

the Appellant. On the request of the both parties, the next date of hearing was fixed for 

arguments on dated 23.12.2019.  

Submissions / Objections by Respondent SDO: - 

1. That the present reply is being filed through Surinder Kumar, SDO (Op. Div.), 

DHBVN, Faridabad, Haryana, who is fully conversant with the facts and circumstances of 

the case on the basis of knowledge derived from record maintained with Dakshin Haryana 

Bijli Vitran Nigam Limited (herein referred to as “answering respondent”).  

2. That the appellant had obtained electricity connection bearing A/c no. DB11/0072 

from the answering respondent but the same was declared PDCO connection (Permanently 

Disconnected Order) as the appellant failed to deposit the requisite amount against the 

legitimate outstanding bill raised and due to the incorrect MNS report given by HESL meter 

reader. That it is the case of the answering respondent that the appellant failed to deposit 

the requisite amount even after repeated reminders (through bills/notices) from the 

answering respondent and after 4 years from the date of PDCO connection, the appellant 

had filed a case with Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and then before this Hon’ble 

Authority for his alleged grievances when he himself is at default by not complying with his 

legal obligations of clearing out his dues. 
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3. That the brief facts of the matter are that the answering respondent i.e. DHBVN had 

engaged an external agency Haryana Ex-Servicemen League (HESL) for the purpose of 

taking meter readings from the premises of consumers. The HESL representative was 

responsible for going to the premises of consumers and taking the readings, on the basis of 

which bills were issued to the consumers.  

4. That in 2012, the consumer had raised a dispute regarding his bill for the period 

June, 2011 to August, 2011. Upon his representations, the actual reading from the meter 

was checked, and the bill was adjusted as per actual reading in the billing cycle for the period 

June, 2012 to August, 2012. However, it is pertinent to note that the connection was never 

cut nor the meter was ever removed from the appellant’s premises by the answering 

respondent at that time.  

5. That the appellant had made the last payment of bill on 08.09.2012, however, after 

that no bills were paid by the appellant. After the period of June, 2012 to August, 2012, the 

meter readings were being taken by the meter reader/staff of HESL, wherein it was reported 

that the meter of the appellant was not found at site, and thus, bill was raised at flat rate on 

the basis of MNS (Meter Not at Site) report of the meter reader. However, no payment of 

any bills was being made by the appellant. Finally, the connection of the appellant was 

disconnected on 30.06.2014 and PDCO was effected on the basis of MNS (Meter Not at 

Site) report given by the HESL Meter Reader which was submitted to the then JE.  

6. That subsequently, in the month of January, 2015, the area in-charge for Dayalbagh 

Colony of the respondent authority had conducted inspection of the nearly 50 consumers in 

the area through Sh. Harun Khan, Meter Reader deputed by the answering respondent, 

during which the premises of the appellant were also checked and the meter of the appellant 

was found at the premises. Accordingly, reading was taken from the meter and it was found 

that the meter had a reading of 29,119 units and his old reading was 8,900 units.  
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7. That accordingly, vide SC&AR No. R-45/122 dated 07.01.2015, an amount of 

Rs.1,49,621/- was charged to the account of the appellant on the basis of difference of meter 

reading by the ledger keeper on the report of the meter reader as he was deputed to cross 

check the reading taken by the meter reading staff, i.e., 29,119 minus 8,900 = 20,219 units. 

The meter blank of M/s. HESL was also checked and it was found that it was wrongly 

reported that there was no meter at the site, and the bills were raised at flat rate. 

8. Thus, bill was issued to the appellant on 18.06.2015 for aggregate outstanding 

amount of Rs.1,62,602/-but the appellant has failed to pay the balance amount, till date.  

9. It is reiterated that the connection of the appellant was never disconnected and 

discontinued by the answering respondent in the year 2012, and the said story is a complete 

sham and the appellant has sought to create a clever alibi in order to avoid his liabilities and 

take undue advantage. The sequence of events transpiring from the documents relied upon 

by the Appellant evinces that the case set up by the appellant is wholly frivolous and 

fabricated. It is inconceivable that the appellant had left his residential premises on alleged 

disconnection and has not pursued for restoration of same for about 8 months. In fact, what 

is even more glaring is that the appellant choose to sit quietly for more than 3 years and 

suddenly woke from slumber alleging having suffered continued harassment and 

inconvenience. The story set up by the appellant is apparently unbelievable and far from 

truth.    

10. That it is further pertinent to mention that the Respondent had also issued notice 

dated 27.12.2018 to the Appellant to settle the amount under Surcharge Waiver Scheme 

(SWS), however the Appellant deliberately failed to even apply or avail benefit of the scheme 

which shows the ill intent of the appellant. 

11. That the appellant on 24.05.2018 had applied for a new connection for the same 

premises where there was an outstanding amount of Rs.1,62,602/- against previous PDCO  
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connection (Permanently Disconnected Order). The appellant failed to clear the defaulting 

amount against his PDCO connection; therefore, the new connection could not be released. 

12. That it is further pertinent to mention here that a bare perusal of the extract of the 

Complaint register establishes that the meter was installed on the premises of the appellant 

as on January 2015. The reading was therefore, taken on the said date. It was therefore, 

evident that the report tendered by HESL prior to the inspection made by the Respondent in 

January 2015 was a result of connivance of the appellant and the meter reading agency. It 

is on this count that the Respondent took action against HESL and has made deductions 

from their bills for the months of June, 2013 to August, 2013.  

13. The Appellant has failed to provide any cogent evidence with respect to the shifting 

of premises and the reasons for the same. It has nowhere been stated as to where the 

appellant was residing for 7 years, i.e. from 2012-2019. The appellant must be put to strict 

proof regarding non-occupation of the disputed premises all throughout from 2012-2019. 

The relevant water bills, gas invoices and telephone/ internet bills must be sought to prove 

the veracity of the case set up the appellant.    

14. That the mere fact that the appellant choose to remain silent from the year 2016 to 

2018 and initiated all necessary actions in the year 2019 is suffice to establish that the 

alleged notices and legal recourses were made to harass Respondent officials. The 

challenge made to demand notice of the Respondent is hopelessly time-barred. Suffice to 

say no new connection can be permitted to be given to the appellant till settlement of 

outstanding dues.   

15. That insofar as the contention of the appellant regarding Section 56(2) of the 

Electricity Act, 2003 is concerned, the reliance placed on the provision is highly misplaced 

and misconstrued inasmuch as the said provision only applies to cases where no bill or 

notice is raised in respect of any liability within a period of 2 years. In the present case, bill  
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was raised within the time period of 2 years and the liability of the appellant has been 

continuously shown on the records/ accounts of the respondent department.  

16. That the respondent most humbly submits that the SDO of the Respondent 

inadvertently and under a mistaken belief suffered a statement before CGRF, Panchkula to 

the effect that the premises of the appellant lies in Dayal Bagh extension area where release 

of connection. The fact is that the premises of the appellant are located in Dayal Bagh 

Colony. The Respondent offers unconditional apology for the misstatement which was a 

result of bonafide mistake of the official.  However, the connection of the appellant cannot 

be released till settlement of outstanding dues as referred in foregoing submissions. 

Rejoinder of the Reply filed by Dakshin Haryana Bijli Vitran Nigam 
Limited(Respondent) 
 
1. The present reply is filed by Adesh Kumar Pandey, Manager HR, NTPC, 

Shaktinagar, UP, who is the appellant in the case and fully conversant with the facts and 

circumstances of the case. He is a law-abiding citizen and a manager cadre employee of 

National Thermal Power Corporation, one of the Maharatna Companies of Government. He 

also served in Assam Rifles, IIFT and other institutions of high repute and recognition. 

2. The reply to Para 2 is that, the appellant filed the case before the CGRF and Hon’ble 

Authority after his efforts failed to accure any result at the departmental level. The appellant 

has been constantly approaching DHBVN officials right from the start, either in person or 

through authorized representatives, requesting reinstallation of the meter and restoration of 

the connection at the premises First Floor, C64, Dayal Bagh Colony, Faridabad. DHBVN 

Officers always gave false promises and never restored the connection. 

3. The reply to Para 3 is that, for the first time it has been informed that HESL was 

representative of DHBVN for taking meter readings. Even so, the losses and gains resulting 

from HESL’s end is sole responsibility of DHBVN itself. The alleged mistake by HESL staff  
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is a mistake of DHBVN itself, under no circumstances, an innocent consumer can be held 

responsible for the mistakes committed by DHBVN or their authorized associates. 

4. The reply to Para 4 is that, the first prime of the dispute pertains to the wrong meter 

reading for period June 2011 to August 2012 and resultant removal of meter. The appellant 

had not paid the bill for the erroneous meter reading for the said period. The erroneous 

billing period lasted for more than one year and in this period itself DHBVN had removed 

the connection and took away the electricity meter. The appellant approached the DHBVN 

offices from tooth to nail persistently to correct the bill and reinstall electric meter. Eventually, 

Meter Reading was corrected and the correct bill was generated in August 2012. The 

appellant made the payment for corrected bill on 08th Sept, 2012.  

5. The appellant kept requesting for reinstallation of the meter and restoration of 

connection since 2012, but appellant’s requests paid no need to the ears of DHNBN 

authorities. Despite the payment of full amount, the electricity connection never restored nor 

the meter has been installed as yet. Hon’ble Ombudsman may kindly note that the appellant 

had written an email dated May 21, 2013 requesting the DHBVN authorities to reinstall the 

meter and restore the connection. In July 7, 2014 the appellant highlighted the matter to the 

DHBVN authorities to reinstall the meter and restore the connection. Also, it was informed 

that despite there being no meter nor connection, the billing cycle continued.  

6. The reply to Para 5 is that, this is admitted procedure of DHBVN that when PDCO 

is issued, the subject electric meter is removed instantly. Claim that PDCO was done in 2014 

is wrong and baseless. Hon’ble Ombudsman may note that the meter was removed much 

prior to that when for the bill remained unpaid in the dispute period June 2011-Aug 2012. 

Both the claims of the DHBVN, that PDCO was done in 2014 and meter was present till 

2015 are baseless and concocted story framed by DHBVN authorities just to cover the 

mistake of depriving a consumer from the essential service of electricity connection and 

inflict undue harassment. 
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7. In reply to Para 6 it is submitted that the inspection of DHBVN authority with respect 

to the said premises is an afterthought story as no meter existed at the said premises during  

the said years 2103, 2014, 2015 or onwards as the same was removed prior to 2013. It is 

also out of imagination why was the meter not kept safe for inspection of the appellant as 

that was the important proof. No Supporting documents given to claim meter readings. Also, 

it should be noted that reading shown with account number and nowhere explicitly 

mentioned that the meter was installed on the said premise of the appellant. The claim made 

is false, hence unacceptable. 

8. The reply to Para 7 is that, the meter reading is recorded in the complaint register, 

calculations were done but no remarks have been made for the said connection, premises 

or any discrepancy pertaining to the said connection. The appellant has no basis to rely on 

authenticity of the meter reading provided in the complaint register. 

9. The reply to Para 8 is that, Bill raised was on the basis of incorrect meter reading. 

Thus, unacceptable and non-payable. It is worth noting for the Hon’ble Ombudsman if meter 

existed in the said period then why the billing was done at flat rate and not on actual basis. 

Further, it would not be out of place to mention that HESL staff always reported non-

availability of the meter at the said premises but now the DHBVN is falsifying the reports of 

HESL under the guile of misreporting by the HESL staff, which is neither justified nor holds 

good in the eyes of law. 

10. The reply to Para 9 is that, the claim made by DHBVN representative is against a 

reputed staff of recognized Government Organization. Appellant’s rank, designation and 

reputation should be taken into consideration before making such derogatory claims.  

11. In reply to Para 10, it is submitted that the appellant neither served with any such 

notice nor the appellant was made aware of the nittiest & gritties of any such scheme in 

writing. 
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12. The reply to Para 11 is that, the appellant always requested restoration of the 

electricity connection and reinstallation of electric meter at that said premises. It was only 

after suggestion and assurance for new connection by the SDO OP Mathura Road, an  

application was made for the new connection. The appellant submits that the amount of new 

connection should be adjusted for future bills and the old connection be restored. 

13. The reply to Para 12 is that, just because there is a reading written in front of my 

account number doesn’t imply that meter reading is correct or was taken from the meter 

available at the said premises. Also, because of this reading, all the records of DHBVN Meter 

Reader, Previous Bills and reminders can’t be termed invalid. 

14. It is submitted that the claim made by DHBVN representative is false and 

vehemently denied that the appellant colluded and conspired with HESL staff. If DHBVN 

found HESL mistakes in year 2013 itself, then why it took 2 years to inspect meter reading 

at the said premises taken by HESL staff. The claim of inspection is false and hence denied. 

15. The reply to Para 13 is that, there was no electricity connection at the said premises, 

how can the appellant or his family stay at the premise. Attached is the Gas Connection Bill 

of the relocated premises. Also attached is Aadhaar enrollment receipt along with my family 

members. 

16. The reply to Para 14 is that, due to severe sufferings of harassment inflicted by the 

respondents during 2012-15 and also being remotely located, the appellant gave up chasing 

the DHBVN authorities. However, the need for the premises arose again in year 2018 when 

appellant’s daughter wanted to come Delhi for higher education. Even after having own 

house, family members are living as tenants on someone else’s house by paying heavy rent. 

17. Hon’ble Ombudsman may kindly note that DHBVN authorities have been 

misleading the entire facts and circumvented all the efforts initiated by the appellant for 

installing  the  meter and restoring the connection. Much is evident from that fact that SDO  
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had given wrong location of the premises as in Dayal Bagh Extension instead of the fact that 

the premise was always within the boundaries of Dayal Bagh Colony. 

18. The appellant reserves all the rights available in the law to protect their interests. 

Last hearing was held on 23.12.2019, as scheduled. During the hearing, both the 

parties were present. The representative of the appellant and the counsel for the 

Respondent reiterated the submissions made in their replies. 

Upon consideration of the fact of the matter, the submission of the appellant and reply 

of the respondent and having heard the arguments /counter arguments of the parties, it is 

observed that there is no doubt that the then SDO Faridabad submitted before CGRF that 

the premises of the Appellant where release of connection lies in Dayal Bagh Extension 

where the release of Electricity connections were banned whereas the premises of the 

appellant is located in Dayal Bagh Colony. The Respondent offered unconditional apology 

for the misstatement. However, the connection of the appellant cannot be released till 

settlement of outstanding dues. Further, the Respondent stated that no meter has been 

removed from the premises of the Appellant. The connection of the Appellant was 

disconnected on 30.06.2014 and PDCO was effected on the basis of MNS (Meter Not at 

Site) report given by the HESL Meter Reader which was submitted to the then JE. The 

Respondent also stated that HESL meter reader was not recording reading showing meter 

status MNS and to verify the fact the reading of nearly 50(Fifty) consumers was taken by 

the Area In charge Sh. Arun Khan and the reading of the Appellant was found 29119 and 

accordingly, the bill was raised. On contrary, the Appellant stated that their meter was 

removed in year, 2012 on the defaulting and never reinstalled again even on clearing the 

dues. Keeping in view the foregoing facts, it will be appropriate to enquire into the matter 

before arriving at any conclusion to meet the ends of justice.  
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In view of the above, the Superintending Engineer OP DHBVN Faridabad is directed 

that the matter be got enquired into by the independent agency i.e. the Vigilance wing of 

Power utilities to find out the facts. Further, after receipt of enquiry report from the Vigilance, 

he shall decide the matter in respect of genuine bill payable by the Appellant within 

15(Fifteen) days under intimation to this office. The present appeal is disposed off 

accordingly. 

Both the parties have to bear their own cost. The file may be consigned to record. 

Given under my hand on this 27th December, 2019.     

 
          Sd/-  
                                      (Virendra Singh) 

  Dated: 27th December, 2019            Electricity Ombudsman, Haryana 
 

Endst. No. HERC/EO/Appeal No. 22/2019/1173-1180                 Dated: - 01.01.2019 

 

A copy of the above is forwarded to the following: - 

 

1. The Managing Director, DHBVNL, Vidyut Sadan, Vidyut Nagar, Hisar – 125005. 
2. The Director Vigilance, Haryana Power Utilities, Shakti Bhawan, Sector – 6, 

Panchkula. 
3. The Legal Remembrancer, Haryana Power Utilities, Shakti Bhawan, Sector – 6, 

Panchkula. 
4. The Chief Engineer ‘Op” Zone, Shakur Basti, Punjabi Bagh, New Delhi – 110035. 
5. The Superintending Engineer ‘Op.’ Circle, DHBVNL, Faridabad.  
6. The Executive Engineer ‘Op’, Sector – 15, DHBVNL, Near Gurudwara, Faridabad – 

121007. 
7. The Sub Divisional Officer, Sector -37, Mathura Road, Palla (Faridabad) – 121003 
8. Sh. Adesh Kumar Pandey, C-64, 1st Floor, Dayal Bagh, Faridabad. 


