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            BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, HARYANA 

Haryana Electricity Regulatory Commission 

Bays No. 33 - 36, Sector – 4, Panchkula-134109 

Telephone No. 0172-2572299; Website: - herc.nic.in 

E-mail: eo.herc@nic.in  
 

(Regd. Post) 

                  Appeal No: 18/2021 

                                                                                             Received on: 27.04.2021 

                                                                                           Registered on: 25.05.2021 

       Date of Order: 28.07.2021 

          In the matter of: -  

Appeal against the order dated 24.03.2021 of CGRF, DHBVN Gurugram in case No.    

DH/CGRF/3415/2021. 

 

          Sh. Virender Kumar, Shop no.08, Atul Market, Near Old Subzi Mandi, Rewari.  

                                      Appellant / Complainant  

                                                                       Versus 

 

       DHBVNL 

                                Respondent 

   

Before:  

          Sh. Virendra Singh, Electricity Ombudsman  

  

          Present on behalf of Appellant:  

          Sh. Yash Arora 

 

          Present on behalf of Respondents:   

         Rubai J. Singh, Advocate 

 Sh. Jatin Rathore, SDO City – I, OP Sub-Divn, DHBVN, Rewari 

  

 

ORDER 

 

1. Sh. Virender Kumar, Shop no.08, Atul Market, Near Old Subzi Mandi, Rewari filed an 

Appeal against the order dated 24.03.2021 of CGRF, DHBVN Gurugram in case No. 

DH/CGRF/3415/2021. The Appellant submitted as under: - 

mailto:eo.herc@nic.in
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1.1 That present petition is an appeal against the order passed by the forum for 

redressal of consumer grievance, DHBVN, HISAR. The impugned order is related 

to inaccurate, incorrect and false billing by the respondent(s). It is pertinent to note 

here that three bills were issued to the Appellant, out of which two are dubious 

and are claimed to be inaccurate, incorrect and false. One of the said bills was 

rectified by the forum for redressal by an order. Feeling aggrieved by the said 

order, the Appellant is before this Hon’ble Commission. 

 That the facts which led to the filling of the present appeal are as under: 

1.2 The present Appellant was a consumer of electricity and regularly paid his bills. 

However, in March 2016 the electric meter at his shop stopped displaying any 

reading. Appellant wrote to the concerned SDO regarding the same vide application 

no. 8677 on 21st March, 2016. However, no pertinent action was taken. Since the 

meter stopped showing the units used by the Appellant, he paid the bills as per 

the billings of the Electricity board as the minimum monthly charge that is required 

to be submitted so that his electricity connection shall not be severed. 

1.3 On 24.07.2020, Appellant received a bill of Rs.80483 for his shop. This bill was for 

a tenure of around 4 years. The bill showed that the Appellant had used 14129 

units of electricity during this time and he was required to pay the arrears in bill 

for those 4 years. This came as a surprise to the Appellant because firstly after 

calculating the average electricity units used by him before the non-display of 

consumption units of meter was much less than the average as calculated 

according to the bills which go long back in time from the date a meter of 1KW was 

installed in the same premise. Secondly, because all this while he had been duly 

paying the bills. 

1.4 A second bill was served to the Appellant on 26.08.2020 which was of Rs. 399.70, 

bearing amount to cover MMC charges of Rs.389.13 only. 

1.5 Again, a third bill was served to the Appellant which had reflected a consumption 

of 69795.60 units in mere gap of 2 days with premise having a load of only 1KWH 

on NDS connection for a whopping amount Rs. 4,85,386.52 after which the 

Appellant was shocked and it was clear to him that there is some anomaly with 

the meter. 

1.6 The Appellant one day also observed that the meter was randomly showing that 

7,83,906.58 units which was already placed on record. All these instances again 

made it clear to him that the meter was a faulty one. Appellant again made 

complaints to the SDO and also served the department with applications and 
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notices. However, all these notices fell flat on the ears of the department and no 

prompt action was taken. 

1.7 On 28.08.2020, the electricity connection was severed from the shop without any 

prior notice and even the seizure report was not given to the Appellant. 

1.8 Being left with no other option, the Appellant moved the forum for redressal of 

consumer grievances, DHBVN after filing of various complaints. On 24.02.2021 

passed an interim order, directing the SDO to restore the electricity supply at the 

Appellant’s premise after a payment of 20% of the amount of the disputed bill 

raised in the month of July amounting to Rs. 16,097.  

1.9 On the next date of hearing, the forum disposed of Appellant’s complaint after 

appellant paid 20% of the said amount, the electricity was duly restored in the 

month of March,2021 and the forum during final proceedings observed the third 

bill was wrong.  

➢ That the final order of the Forum while observing the impossibility of such high 

usage of electricity in such short span of time omitted out the fact that the first 

bill that was served to the Appellant was also wrong and arbitrary.  

➢ That, even with the application of a reasonable mind it can be observed that during 

the period of July,2020 to August,2020 there was a pattern which can be noticed 

in reflecting the abnormality in display of units consumed. However, the forum 

upheld the bill of Rs.80,483 as correct and directed the Respondent to recover the 

said amount from the appellant. 

➢  That, the PDCO of the meter was done arbitrarily without any prior notice to the 

appellant within a mere period of 17 days from the date of severance of Electricity 

from the concerned premises. 

➢ That, the reply vides memo no. 7312 of 2021 from Respondent SDO states that 

the units were verified by the JE/ area in charge, however, the accuracy of meter 

was never verified. 

➢ That, the appellant has already suffered a lot of mental agony because of the short 

comings of the Respondent(s). 

➢ The Appellant feeling aggrieved by this omission has approached this commission.  

GROUNDS 

➢ Because the past consumption records of the consumer do not indicate such 

huge usage of electricity by the Appellant before the meter stopped showing 

any reading. The Appellant cannot be made to pay more than what he has 

actually consumed. 
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➢ Because there is a pattern which shows that the meter is faulty. The third bill 

generated was also held to be impugned by the Forum for redressal itself and 

there are convincing grounds that the first bill was also impugned. 

➢ Because the authorities have been negligent in their conduct as the Appellant 

has been writing to them about the faulty meter since 2016 but no action was 

taken by them to correct the same and instead the Appellant was served with 

these wrong bills. The Appellant cannot be made to pay for the negligent 

conduct of the authorities.  

PRAYER 

In view of the facts and circumstances of the case, this commission may be 

graciously pleased to: 

➢ Declare the Bill(s) served to the Appellant arbitrary and wrong. 

➢ Order revaluation of the bill served in the month of July,2020 based on 

previous record of electricity consumption and bill the appellant accordingly as 

the Commission may deem fit. 

➢ Pass any order as the commission deems fit/proper in the light of facts and 

circumstances of the case. 

And for this humble act of the commission the Appellant shall duty bound ever 

pray. 

 

2. The appeal was registered on 25.05.2021 as an appeal No. 18/2021 and   accordingly, 

notice of motion to the Appellant and the Respondents was issued on 26.05.2021 for 

hearing the matter on 22.06.2021. 

3. Hearing was held on 22.06.2021, as scheduled. During the hearing, both parties were 

present though video-conferencing. The counsel for the Respondent submitted that she 

received her engagement letter a day before only and requested three weeks’ time for 

filling the point wise reply of the appeal. Acceding to the request of the Counsel for the 

Respondents the matter was adjourned to 15.07.2021. 

4. The Respondent SDO vide email dated 15.07.2021 has submitted as under: - 

4.1 That the Appellant is aggrieved against the Order dated 24.03.2021, passed by the 

Ld. Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum DHBVN, Hisar in Case no. DH/CGRF-

33415/2021. The primary grievance of the Appellant is that it has been charged 

higher bills, which are inaccurate and false. 

4.2 That relevant part of the Order dated 24.03.2021 passed by the Ld. CGRF, Hisar 

is being reproduced herein below for the kind perusal of this Hon’ble Authority- 

“ … 
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After going through record made available on file and hearing both the parties, Forum 

observed that a premise having 1 kW load and showing old reading of 14,129 units on 

07.07.2020 and new reading of 83,924.6 on 28.08.2020 in a gap of about two months 

was not practically possible. As such the Forum decided to dispose of the case with a 

direction to the respondent SDO that old reading of 14,129 recorded on 07.07.2020 may 

be treated as correct and period thereafter up to date should be considered as defective 

period of the meter and to overhaul the complainant’s account from 07.07.2020 to the 

date of replacement of old meter within 15 days as per sales circular D-2020. The case 

is closed. No cost on either side. 

…” 

4.3 That at the outset it is being submitted that the present Appeal is beyond the 

period of limitation as prescribed under Regulation 12 of the ‘Haryana Electricity 

Regulatory Commission (Guidelines for Establishment of Forum for Redressal of 

Grievances of the Consumers) and (Electricity Ombudsman) Regulation, 2004’. 

Further, no reason has been accorded by the Appellant for the delay and the 

condonation of the same has not been sought anywhere. Hence, the present 

Appeal is liable to be dismissed on this ground alone. 

4.4 That it is further being submitted that the present Appeal does not lie since the 

Orders of CGRF have already been complied by the Respondents. The present 

Appeal, is an abuse of process of law, without sufficient cause and lacks 

reasonable diligence. In view of the above, it is being humbly submitted that this 

Hon’ble Authority does not have jurisdiction to decide the Appeal. 

4.5 That it is further being submitted the Ld. CGRF has already adjudicated that 

Appellant’s grievance in detail. Further, as per the directions of the Ld. CGRF, an 

amount of Rs. 4,82,893 has already been adjusted in favour of the Appellant and 

the alleged faulty meter has also been replaced.   

Paragraph-wise Reply 

➢ 1.That the contents of Paragraph 1 of the Appeal which are a matter of record 

are admitted, however, the rest of the contents of the paragraph are denied. It is 

being denied that out of the three bills, two bills are dubious and inaccurate. 

The Ld. CGRF has already ordered for rectification of the third bill in its order 

dated 24.03.2021 and the same has been complied with by the Respondents and 

an amount of Rs. 4,82,893 already stands adjusted in favour of the Appellant.  

➢ 2. That the contents of Sub-Paragraph 2A of the Appeal are wrong and hence 

denied. It is being submitted that the Respondents do not have any record of 

Annexure C-1 or any similar representation sent by the Appellant. Further, it is 

pertinent to note that this fact is being brought up for the first time at the 
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time of Appeal and there is no mention of such communication in the 

Complaint filed before the Ld. CGRF. It is fixed position of law that no new 

facts can be brought on record at the time of Appeal. Therefore, it is being 

humbly stated that to avoid prejudice to the Respondents, the facts which have 

been brought on record first time, only at the time of Appeal may kindly not be 

entertained. 

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraph B of the Appeal which are a matter of record 

are admitted, however, the rest of the contents of the paragraph are denied. It is 

being submitted that the premises of the Appellant were locked for 4 years and 

the Appellant was only paying the minimum charges for this time period. 

Thereafter, when the reading was taken, it showed consumption of 14, 129 units 

for 4 years and the Appellant was charged accordingly. Therefore, the bill was 

raised as per the actual reading that was being shown at that point and this is 

the fixed procedure being followed by DHBVN in such cases. For this reason, the 

reading of 14,129 for an accumulated period of 4 years, was taken to be correct 

and justified by the Ld. CGRF in its Order dated 24.03.2021.  

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraph C of the Appeal which are a matter of record 

are admitted, however, the rest of the contents of the paragraph are denied. 

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraphs D and E of the Appeal which are a matter 

of record are admitted, however, the rest of the contents of the paragraph are 

denied. It is wrong to suggest that there was any anomaly, if there was any 

anomaly that stands rectified by the Order of the Ld. CGRF as it has already 

been complied with by the Respondents. Further, in absence of the meter being 

checked at that point, it cannot be stated that since when the meter was faulty, 

if at all. 

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraph F of the Appeal which are a matter of record 

are admitted, however, the rest of the contents of the paragraph are denied. 

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraph G of the Appeal are wrong and hence denied. 

It is wrong to suggest that the Appellant was not informed of the future course 

of action of disconnection by the Respondents. It is being submitted that this 

information is duly attached with the bills being served to the consumer and the 

same is also informed through SMS services. 

➢ That the contents of Sub-Paragraph H and I of the Appeal being a matter of 

record, need no comments. 

 

➢ That the contents of Paragraphs 3 to 6 of the Appeal are wrong and hence denied. 

The Order of Ld. CGRF does not suffer from any such anomaly, as stated in the 
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Appeal. The Respondents have not acted in any arbitrary or unjustified manner 

and have duly followed the prescribed procedure governing such matters. 

Further, the Respondents have already complied with the Order passed by the 

Ld. CGRF such that no prejudice is caused to the Appellant.  

➢ That the contents of Paragraph 8 need no reply. 

 

Grounds 

It is being submitted that the Ld. CGRF has already taken into consideration the 

grievances of the Appellant and accordingly passed a well-reasoned Order dated 

24.03.3021 and there is no justified ground for entertaining the present Appeal. 

Therefore, keeping in view the above submissions, it is being prayed, that the present 

Appeal may kindly be dismissed, in the interest of justice, with costs. 

 

5. Hearing was held on 15.07.2021, as scheduled. During the hearing, both parties were 

present though video-conferencing. The Counsel for the Appellant submitted that he 

didn’t receive reply of the appeal, to respond on it. The matter was adjourned to 

28.07.2021. 

 

6. Rejoinder on behalf of the Appellant has submitted vide email dated 27.07.2021 as 

under: - 

 

6.1 At the outset, the Appellant denies all the averments made in the reply on behalf of 

the respondents to the extent they are contrary or inconsistent with the content of 

this present replication. Nothing contained in the reply of the respondents should 

be deemed to have been admitted, save as expressly stated herein. 

6.2 The submissions made by the Appellant in the appeal are not repeated herein for 

the sake of brevity. 

Preliminary submissions: 

6.3 It is humbly submitted before this Hon’ble Commission that the Appellant had filed 

this appeal within the limitation period. i.e., Within 30 days from the date of order 

of the CGRF, Hisar. The appeal was filed on 15.04.2021 whereas the order of 

CGRF, Hisar dated 24.03.2021. 

6.4 That the respondents repeatedly mentioned that the orders of CGRF, Hisar has 

been complied with. However, the appeal is filed against the impugned bill of Rs. 

81,435 in the month of July, 2020. 



 

8 

 

6.5 That the appellants admit that out of the two impugned bills of Rs.81,435 and Rs. 

4,82,893, the latter has been adjusted by the orders of CGRF, Hisar and the appeal 

is in regard to the former bill of Rs. 81,435. 

6.6 That the respondents have also objected to production of a document dated 

21.03.2016 which was a communication to the SDO, Rewari regarding the non-

display of consumption in the meter. The appellant would like to submit the fact 

that the bill amounting to Rs. 81,435 was for a period of 4 years came to the 

knowledge of the appellant at a later stage when the matter was decided. Since the 

fact surfaced at a later stage it was brought to the notice of this Hon’ble Commission 

in appeal. In the case of Jiten K. Ajmera v. M/s Tejas Cooperative Housing Society, 

2019, the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India allowed additional evidence to be 

submitted before the Court in an Appeal. As a matter of fact, the appellant also 

annexed a bill of Rs. 81,435 in the complaint CGRF, Hisar which shows the bill 

issued was for a period of 17 days only. 

6.7 That the respondents submitted that the premises of the appellant were locked for 

a period of 4 years and thus they issued the bill at Minimum monthly consumption. 

The meter is installed outside the premises of the appellant and it was seized 

without any permission or signed acknowledgement from the appellant or his 

representatives.  

6.8 That the respondents categorically state that, in the absence of meter being 

checked, it cannot be stated since when the meter was faulty. However, the 

appellant was diligent enough to communicate all the relevant authorities that the 

meter is faulty no steps were taken by the authorities to check the meter. The 

respondents cannot be allowed to benefit from the red-tapism prevailing in the 

department and it will be injustice to the appellant to suffer from the laxity of the 

department. 

6.9 That it is denied that the appellant was informed of the future course of 

disconnection via SMS, it is duly submitted that no proof of communication is 

annexed and it is mere conjectures and surmises. Even the seizure report does not 

have the signature of the appellant indicating that due procedure was not followed 

by the respondents. 

6.10 That after perusing the ledger report obtained from the office of SDO, i.e., 

respondent no. 02, it is amply clear that 14,129 units could not possibly be 

consumed by the appellant during the course of 4 years. The appellant consumed 

a mere 134 units during the period of 12.05.2014 to 05.12.2015 as evident from 

the ledged report prepared by the respondents.  
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6.11 That it is humbly submitted before this Hon’ble Commission that the smart meter 

installed in the premises of the consumer is showing a mere consumption of 30-40 

units monthly, and he still is paying Minimum monthly charges by default because 

of his low consumption, however, as per the bill for a period of 4 years consumer 

has been retrospectively billed for more than 200 units per month. This exorbitant 

bill is not only affecting the mental health of the Appellant but also affecting him 

financially as he had to pay Rs. 16,093 to get the meter reinstated so that he can 

earn his livelihood as the shop is the only source of income for the Appellant.  

6.12 That all these factors go on to show that the respondents were extremely negligent 

in their conduct from the beginning and it is due to their negligence that appellant 

had to suffer extreme hardships during the pendency of this litigation. It is therefore 

most graciously prayed that the appellant be compensated fairly for the mental pain 

and agony as well as the loss of the profit due to unjust disconnection of electricity 

for a period of more than 6 months.  

Rejoinder to Preliminary submissions:  

6.13 That the contents of paragraph 1 of the paragraph wise reply with regard to 

compliance of order dated 24.03.2021of the CGRF, Hisar is admitted. 

6.14 That the contents of paragraph 2A of the paragraph wise reply are denied. It is 

submitted that the appellant had written to the SDO complaining about the faulty 

meter in 2016 itself. If the respondents continue to deny receipt of the 

representation, this commission may be pleased to summon all the records 

available with the SDO regarding the appellant of the year 2016. 

6.15 That the contents of paragraph B of the paragraph wise reply are vehemently 

denied. It is submitted that the said premises of the appellant were not locked and 

had it been locked it would not have been possible for the respondents to seize the 

meter. It is also submitted that the standard procedure as fixed by DHBVN in such 

matters was not followed by the respondents. 

6.16 That the contents of paragraphs C, D and E as mentioned in the paragraph wise 

reply are denied. It is humbly submitted that even after the order of the CGRF, 

Hisar, anomaly of the second bill still persists.  

6.17 That the contents of paragraphs F and G of the paragraph wise reply are denied. It 

is submitted that no prior intimation was given to the appellant herein neither 

through post nor through electronic medium. 

6.18 That the contents of paragraph H and I of the paragraph wise reply needs no reply 

as they are matter of record. 
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6.19 That the contents of paragraph 3-7 of the paragraph wise reply are denied. It is 

once again stated at the cost of repetition that the respondents had not followed the 

due procedure and prejudice has been caused to the appellant.  

6.20 That the contents of paragraph 8 of the paragraph wise reply needs no reply. 

REJOINDER TO GROUNDS: 

It is submitted that the appellant did not get ample opportunity to present his stance 

about the second bill before the Ld. CGRF as earlier it was not in his knowledge that 

the second bill was for a period of more than 4 years. It was only after the matter was 

decided by the CGRF that this fact came in the knowledge of the appellant.   

 

Observation of CGRF is as under:  

Forum observed that a premise having 1 KW load and showing old reading of 14129 

units on 1.7.2020 and new reading of 83924.6 on 28.8.2020 in a gap of about 2 months 

was not practically possible. As such, the Forum decided to dispose of the case with 

direction to the respondent SDO that old reading of 14129 recorded on 1.7.2020 may be 

treated as correct and the period thereafter up to date should be considered as defective 

period of the meter and to overhaul the complainants account from 1.7.2020 to the date 

of replacement of old meter within fifteen days as per sales circular D-7/2020. 

7. Hearing was held on 28.07.2021, as scheduled. During the hearing, both the parties 

were present through conferencing and argued the matter by them in detailed. 

8. After going through the record made available on the file and having heard both the 

parties, it is observed the order of CGRF has been complied with by the Respondent 

as per the directions contained in it. However, a new fact that the Appellant had also 

written to the Respondent SDO vide application dated 31.03.2016 with regard to non-

displaying of the reading by the meter was brought at the time of Appeal, though the 

same was not part of complaint to the CGRF and accordingly, argued by him to 

consider the instant meter faulty since 2016. The contention of the Appellant cannot 

be accepted at this stage since the temporary problem in display unit of meter does 

not confirm necessarily wrong recording of consumption unless the meter accuracy is 

checked and found faulty. Moreover, the meter readings have been taken through 

display subsequently and no such problem has been reported in the matter. 

          Further, the record reveals that the consumption recorded after 07.07.2020 

was abnormally high with reference to sanctioned load of just one kW and accordingly 

the CGRF decided the matter considering the meter defective after 07.07.2020 and 

based upon which an amount of Rs. 4,82,893 has already been adjusted in favour of 

the Appellant and the faulty meter was replaced.  Therefore, based upon the facts as 

above and perusal of the order dated 24.03.2021, passed by CGRF, UHBVN, 
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Kurukshetra, I am of considered view that no cause of interference in the order of 

CGRF is made out. Therefore, the appeal is dismissed, accordingly. 

Both the parties to bear their own costs. File may be consigned to record. 

Given under my hand on 28 July, 2021. 

 

 

 

                  (Virendra Singh) 

Dated:28TH July, 2021           Electricity Ombudsman, Haryana 

C.C 

   

Memo. No. HERC/EO/Appeal No.18/2021/ 

     Dated: -  

 

1. Sh. Virender Kumar, Shop no.08, Atul Market, Near Old Subzi Mandi, 

Rewari. (E-mail: - yash.arora9@icloud.com) 

2. The Managing Director, DHBVNL, Vidyut Sadan, Vidyut Nagar, Hisar .125005 

(E-Mail: - md@dhbvn.org.in) 

3. The Chief Engineer ‘Op.’, DHBVNL. Delhi. (E-Mail: - ceopdelhi@dhbvn.org.in) 

4. The Superintending Engineer ‘Op’, DHBVN, Rewari. (E-Mail: - 

seoprewari@dhbvn.org.in) 

5. The Executive Engineer ‘Op’ DHBVNL, Rewari. (E-Mail: - 

xenoprewari@dhbvn.org.in)  

6. The SDO/Op City S/Divn. No.1, DHBVN, Rewari. (E-Mail: - 

sdoopcity1rewari@dhbvn.org.in) 


