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In the matter of: Appeal against the order dated 19.10.2021 passed by CGRF, DHBVN Gurugram in case
No. 3725/2021.
Sh. Phool Singh, H. No. 926, Sector – 3, HUDA Rewari
Appellant/Complainant
Versus
DHBVNL
Respondents
Before:
Sh. Virendra Singh, Electricity Ombudsman
Present on behalf of Appellant:
Sh. Phool Singh
Present on behalf of Respondents:
Sh. Amit Kumar,SDO/Op City S/Divn. No.2, Rewari.
Advocate Rubai J Singh
ORDER
1. Sh. Phool Singh, H. No. 926, Sector – 3, HUDA Rewari has filed an Appeal against the
order dated 19.10.2021 passed by CGRF, DHBVN Gurugram in case No.
3725/2021.The Appellant submitted as under: “

fuosnu gS fd esjs edku ua0 926] lsDVj&3 jsokMh ftldk ?kjsyw duSD’ku ua0 1920700000 gS ftl ij flaxy Qsl dk
2 fdyksokV yksM+ FkkA eSa ljdkj dh lksyj iSuy ;kstuk ds rgr lksyj iSuy yxokuk pkgrk Fkk ijUrq blds fy;s 3
Qsl duSD’ku o 5 fdyksokV ls vf/kd yksM+ vko’;d FkkA vr% eSaus vius {ks= ds nf{k.kh gfj;k.kk fctyh foHkkx jsokMh
flVh&2 lc fMohtu dk;kZy; esa viuk yksM 2 fdyksokV ls 8 fdyksokV c<+okus gsrq fnukad 21&06&2011 dks SJO
No. 51/42 ds rgr vkosnu fd;kA ftlds fy, eq>s 10 o”kZ ls vf/kd le; rd fuxe ds jsokMh flVh&2 dk;kZy;
esa vufxur pDdj yxk;sA ftlds fy, eSaus XEN,S.E,M.D ACS (Power) vkfn dks bZ&esy o iathd`r i=
fy[ks ijUrq fdlh dk tokc ugha feyk o esjh bl leL;k dk dksbZ lek/kku ugha gks ik;kA blds ckn flrEcj 2021 esa
Right to Service Commission, CGRF and CM Window ij f’kdk;r ntZ djkus mijkUr fnukad
09&09&2021 dks Lohd`r yksM 2 fdyksokV ls 8 fdyksokV dj fn;k x;kA
CGRF us vius fu.kZ; fnukad 19-10-2021 tks bZ&esy }kjk fnukad 11&11&2021 dks izkIr gqvk tks ,drjQk gS
ftlesa ;g ugha fy[kk fd miHkksDrk dks bl NksVs ls dk;Z ds fy, 10 o”kZ ls vf/kd le; la?k”kZ djuk iM+k rFkk fdruh
vkfFkZd gkfu rFkk ekufld mRihM+u dk lkeuk djuk iM+k rFkk ;g Hkh fu.kZ; fn;k x;k fd SDO,City -2,
Rewari us dgk gS fd vc yksM+ c<+ x;k gS rFkk vc miHkksDrk larq”V gSA mUgksua s miHkksDrk ds larqf”V i= dh tkap
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fd;s fcuk rFkk fcuk fdlh Cost ds nks”kh vf/kdkfj;ksa dks Dyhu fpV nsdj miHkksDrk ds lkFk /kks[kk@vU;k; fd;k gS
rFkk U;kf;d in ij gksus ds dkj.k U;k; dk xyk ?kksVa k gSA
eSa CGRF }kjk fn;s x;s ,drjQk fu.kZ; ls larq”V ugha gw¡A vr% nks”kh vf/kdkfj;ksa ds fo:) dk;Zokgh dh tk;s
vkSj vxj fu/kkZfjr le; lhek esa esjs edku dk yksM+ c<+ tkrk rks eq>s yk[kksa :i;s fctyh ds fcy dk Hkqxrku uk
djuk iM+rk vkSj vuko’d ekufld mRihMu ls Hkh cp ldrk FkkA
vr% vkils vihy gS fd fuxe }kjk fu/kkZfjr le; lhek ds mijkUr esjs }kjk Hkjs x;s fctyh fcyksa dh {kfriwfrZ
djkbZ tk;s rFkk nks”kh vf/kdkfj;ksa ds f[kykQ dk;Zokgh dh tkos rFkk ekufld mRihM+u dk :i;k 50]000@& crkSj
gtkZuk fnyk;k tkosA
2. The appeal was registered on 17.12.2021 as an appeal No. 34/2021 and accordingly,
notice of motion to the Appellant and the Respondents was issued on 20.12.2021 for
hearing the matter on 04.01.2021.
3. The hearing was held on 04.01.2022, as scheduled. At the outset, the appellant
submitted that he has not received the reply of the respondents till date. The counsel
for the respondents requested to grant time for the submission of the reply. Acceding
to the request of the counsel for the respondents, the matter was adjourned to
19.01.2022.
4. The SDO/Op City S/Divn. No.2, Rewari vide his email on 19.01.2022 has submitted
reply which is as under: 4.1 That the Appellant is aggrieved against the Order dated 19.10.2021, passed
by the Ld. Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum (hereinafter referred to as
‘CGRF’), DHBVN, Gurugram in Case no. DH/CGRF-3725/2021. The primary
grievance of the Appellant is that his extension load of 2 kW was not extended
to 8 kW by the Respondent.
4.2 That relevant part of the Order dated 19.10.2021 passed by the Ld. CGRF,
Gurugram is being reproduced herein below for the kind perusal of this
Hon’ble Authority“…
Proceedings were held on 18.10.2021 at Rewari. Complainant as well as the
SDO was present. The SDO submitted reply vide memo no. 2767 dated
21.09.2021 stating that the load has since been extended.
After going through record made available on file and hearing both the parties,
the Forum decided to dispose of the case with no further direction to the SDO.
Case is closed. No cost to either side.
…”
4.3 That it is being submitted that the present Appeal does not lie since the Ld.
CGRF has already adjudicated the Appellant’s grievance in detail and the
grievance of the Appellant already stands resolved by the Respondent.
4.4 That it is relevant to mention brief facts of the case to establish that no cause
of action remains in favour of the Appellant as its issue stands resolveda. The Appellant having electricity connection no. 1920700000 applied for
extension of load from 2 kW to 8 kW on 21.06.2011. The load was extended
on 12.07.2011 and the same was reflected in the Appellant’s bill for the
consecutive months of 09/2011 and 11/2011.
b. Due to a technical glitch at the time of change in billing agency from
HARTRON to ENZEN, the load of the Appellant was reverted to 2 kW. This
was without the consent of the Respondent- Sub Division and officers of
Respondent had no active or passive role to play in this change.
c. It is respectfully submitted that Appellant never objected to or complained
about any issue till 2021 and continued to deposit the bills as per
consumption. Thus, no prejudice has been caused to the Appellant. No
complaint was filed with respect to enhancement or reduction of load by
the Appellant for a long period of almost 10 years and it was only in 2021
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that this fact was brought to the knowledge of the Respondent. Therefore,
the case of the Appellant is barred by delay and laches on his part and
more so the case is barred as he is himself guilty of acquiescence and
waiver. Tickets acknowledging the same was raised, bearing no. SD382535 dated 22.04.2021, SD-389005 dated 16.06.2021 and SD-402247
dated 07.09.2021.
d. Thereafter, the load of 8 kW was affected on 09.09.2021 by the Respondent.
This fact was also brought to the knowledge of the consumer on
22.09.2021.
4.5 That it is clear from the above facts and circumstances that the issue of the
Appellant was resolved by the Respondent in the most efficient manner. It is
also being brought to the notice of this Hon’ble Authority that the Appellant
filed its complaint after the onset of COVID-19, and it was only due to the
restriction in place that there was some delay in resolving the issues of the
Appellant.
4.6 That it is being reiterated that the Appellant’s grievance was brought to the
notice of the Respondent only in April 2021 and thereafter; active steps were
taken to resolve the same by the Respondent-Department.
4.7 That it is also pertinent to mention that the case of the Appellant was also
taken up at the Haryana Right to Service Commission (hereinafter referred to
as ‘Commission’), wherein the Ld. Commission vide Order dated 12.01.2022
observed that the Respondent and its officers were not responsible for any
inconvenience caused to the Appellant and they had made sincere efforts in
resolving the issue.
4.8 That it is being submitted that the Ld. CGRF has already taken into
consideration the grievances of the Appellant and accordingly passed a wellreasoned Order dated 19.10.2021. Thus, the present Appeal is not
maintainable.
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. The hearing was held on 19.01.2022, as scheduled. At the outset, the appellant
submitted that he has received the reply of the respondents a day before in the evening
only and requested to grant time for the submission of rejoinder. Acceding to his
request, the matter was adjourned to 03.02.2022.
6. The hearing was held on 03.02.2022, as scheduled. The appellant requested to grant
time again for the submission of rejoinder. Acceding to his request, the matter was
adjourned and the appellant was directed to provide the copy of rejoinder to the
respondent within three days so that the matter could be argued on the next date of
hearing on 24.02.2022.
7. The appellant vides his email on 04.02.2022 has submitted rejoinder which is as
under: Para 1 That the contents contained in para 1 of the written statement is a matter of
records, however admitted to this extent that the requisite load extended from
2 KW to 8 KW despite depositing ACD charges on 21.06.2011 after a long
period of 10 years and 03 months.
Para 2 That Hon’ble Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum (herein after referred to as
CGRF) vide impugned order dated 18.10.2021 has not mentioned the reasons
of delay of 10 years and 03 months and has not held responsible for mental
agony and financial loss to the appellant. Because appellant was deprived
privilege of having solar system so that I could reduce my electrical
consumption bill and saving energy i.e. equivalent to energy produced in the
national interest.
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Para 3 That the contents of Para 3 are wrong and not admitted. The appellant has to
suffer irreparable financially loss and mentally agony due to negligence of
respondents. Hon’ble CGRF neither mentioned the reasons of delay in
extending the load nor held responsible for the same. Grievances of the
appellant are not redressed and stand unresolved. Respondent was exonerated
on the basis of that appellant could retain the copy of complaint which were
made time and again only proof is structure made on my roof for installation
of solar system by private contractor.
Para 4 contents contained in Para 4 of the written statement is denied and not
admitted. Sufficient cause of action still remains in favour of appellant and has
not even been resolved as described in sub-para as under:
(a) Admitted to this extent that appellant had applied for extension of load
from 2Kw to 8 KW on 21.06.2011. Rest part of this para is false and
fabricated.
(b) That, as admitted by the respondents, the load reverted to 2 KW due to a
technically glitch while change in billing agency and without consent of
Sub Division and officers of respondents, here, it is pertinent to mention
that respondents are sole responsible for irreparable loss to the appellant.
Billing agency is part and partial of the working system of service providers
and works as per directions and data/ information supplied by
respondents. Moreover, the appellant has no concern with billing agency
hired by the respondents. If there was any error occurred by billing agency,
why the same was not noticed well in time by the officers/officials of the
respondents. The respondents should be barred to put off the
responsibility to so called billing agency. The respondents have not
imposed adequate penalty upon the billing agency for the error due to
which appellant has to suffer irreparable loss as mention above.
Note: Billing agencies HRRTRON and ENZEN were never called to explain the
reasons as to how they done such lapse and on what basis. Moreover, during
this period, the respondents not checked the same. Further no penalty has
ever been imposed upon the billing agencies for irreparable loss.
(c) Contents of this Para are wrong and not admitted. The appellant visited
many times in the office of the respondents where he was given always a
prescribed form of complaint to be filled up by appellant and same was
retained by the respondent’s office. The appellant wanted to install solar
panel for electric energy for which load of above 5KW & three phase
connection is mandatory, and had tendered the works to local contractor,
but the same was not executed due to non-extension of load resulting
which the appellant has to suffer irreparable loss and has to pay at least
Rs. 6,80,000/- extra for the delayed period. In addition to the above loss
the appellant also has to bear loss due to (i) increase in price of solar panel
and its installation from approximately Rs.1,00,000/- to Rs. 3,66,000/and (ii) discontinuation of subsidy on solar panel amount of Rs. 1,00,700/It is wrong to say that the appellant not made any complaint. The appellant
regularly approached to the authorities concerned, made complained from
time to time but all in vain. Aggrieved from the billing of DHBVN from
march 2014 for Rs. 440098 and August 2014 of Rs 22,696/- and so on
the appellant approached to the office of SDO(Op) City-2, Rewari for
updating of load for installation of solar system and checking of Electric
Meter an amount of Rs 300/ had been deposited vide Receipt No. 40 Book
No 001572 on dated 24.07.2015. After installation of solar panel base in
Nov-Dec 2020, the payment of Rs. 1,00,000/- (One Lakh) was made to
contractor on 03.02.2021. Accordingly, DHBVN was applied for rooftop
Solar PV System under Net Metering arrangement and amount deposited
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Rs. 1,000/- on 17.03.2021, the same payment confirmed by DHBVN and
the appellant successfully applied for Solar Net Metering Connection, but
the connection could not be activated due to non-extension of load from
2KW to 8KW resulting which the contractor now has refused to install the
same.
At last aggrieved from the reluctant behavior of the respondents, the
appellant moved complaints to the different authorities. It is pertinent here
to mention that no reply has been received from the any authorities till
date except reply from SDO (Op) City-2 Rewari on 09.09.2021 only after
complaint made to CGRF and Right to Service Commission.
(d) Admitted.
Para 5 That the respondents totally failed to provide services to the appellant in time.
The appellant had deposited fee amount of Rs. 3150/- of extension of load on
dated 21.06.2011 and the load extended on date 09.09.2021 after expiry of 10
years and 3 months. This is not efficient manner.
Para 6 That no active steps were taken by the respondents. The appellant submitted
application for extension of load and accordingly required fee was deposited
but no action taken during 10 years and 3 months. Earlier records could not
be retained but after the fatigue made many times visit in SDO ‘op’ office, the
appellant started maintaining records from April 2021 on ward and same is
available.
Para 7 The contents of this para are wrong and not admitted hence denied. The
Hon’ble Haryana Right to Service Commission issued impugned order dated
12.01.2022, hence this appeal. It is matter of concerned that mere extension
of load could not be extended for which appellant has to approach to Hon’ble
Ombudsman. Respondents had not made sincere efforts in resolving the issue
and are totally responsible for their negligence towards performing the work in
time which caused irreparable loss to the appellant.
Para 8 Para 8 of the written statement is wrong and not admitted. The appellant was
struggling hither and thither for a long period of more than ten years but the
work which was the duty of the respondents to complete within the stipulated
period, can be completed only after the appellant approaches the Hon’ble
CGRF. This appeal is lawfully maintainable and may kindly be decided in favor
of appellant. It is cleared from the above scenario that how a consumer has to
get his lawfully work done by approaching up to the Hon’ble Ombudsman.
Therefore, the appellant humbly prays to kindly award compensation due to
the negligence as mentioned above for the loss as:
(i)
Due to non-extension of load the appellant has to suffer irreparable loss
and has to pay at least Rs. 6,80,000.00 extra for the delayed period
(ii) Due to increase in price of solar panel and its installation from
approximately Rs.1,00,000/- to Rs. 3,66,000/- and
(iii) Due to discontinuation of subsidy by Govt. on installation of solar panel
amounting Rs. 1,00,700/(iv) Due to mental agony to appellant amounting Rs. 1,00,000/(v) Any other compensation which Hon’ble Ombudsman deem fit may pass
an order in favour of appellant.
8. The hearing was held on 24.02.2022, as scheduled. The counsel for the respondents
stated that although, she has received the rejoinder, but she found it very different
from the original appeal and therefore, required more time to study and respond. The
matter was adjourned to 15.03.2022.
9. The SDO/Op City S/Divn. No.2, Rewari vide his email on 15.03.2022 has submitted
reply to the rejoinder through his counsel which is as under: -

5

Preliminary Submissions
➢ That the appellant is aggrieved against the order dated 19.10.2021, passed by
the Ld. Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum (hereinafter referred to as
“CGRF”), DHBVN, Gurugram in case No.DH/CGRF-3725/2021. The primary
grievance of the Appellant is that his extension load of 2 KW was not extended
upto 8 KW by the Respondent.
➢ That it is being submitted that the present Sur-Rejoinder is being filed in view of
the new contentions and amendment in original prayer by the claimant in its
rejoinder / reply, dated 03.02.2022 which require specific denial / explanation
on part of the respondent. Further, the submissions / contentions made by the
Respondent in its Reply, may be read as part and parcel of the present SurRejoinder and the same are not being repeated her for the sake of brevity. At the
outset, it is being submitted that the claimant has failed to establish any
contravention by the Respondent and therefore, no claim / cause of action lies in
the instant proceedings.
➢ That all the facts and submissions stated by the claimant in his rejoinder / reply,
dated 03.02.2022, are denied except for the instances where the same have
specifically been admitted hereinafter by the Respondent. Any specific denial not
made by the respondent shall not be deemed as an admission to any fact or
submission and may be deemed as denial. Further, the Respondent reserves the
right to raise other grounds or produce other documents, during the course of the
instant proceedings
Para-wise Reply to Rejoinder / Reply
1-3
That the contents of para No.1 to 3 which pertain to record of the case are
admitted, however, the rest of the contents are denied
4(a) That the contents of Para No.4(a) need no reply
4(b) That the contents of para No.4(b) which pertain to record of the case are
admitted, however, the rest of the contents are denied & 4(c) the claimant
has claimed an amount of Rs.6,80,000/- for the first time in its rejoinder /
reply. The claimant had originally sought compensation of bills and an
amount of Rs.50,000 for undergoing mental harassment, in his complaint
before the Ld. CGRF. It is being submitted that the claimant is barred &
estoppels from amending its claim at such a belated stage. Further the
amount of Rs.6,80,000/- is totally unjustified and exaggerated. Similarly,
the amounts being sought for increase in amount of solar panel and
discontinuation of subsidy on solar panel are not maintainable. Further the
above claims are remote in nature and the claimant is not entitled to seek
relief of the same.
It is being denied that there was any contravention on behalf of the
Respondent. On the other hand, the contents of this paragraph establish
that it was the claimant which defaulted in following the proper procedure
before installation of solar panels. From the documents annexed by the
claimant, there is nothing to show that the photograph of installation of
solar panels is from November-December, 2020 as claimed by the claimant.
It is pertinent to point out that Annexure II states 09.03.2021 as the date.
Further, the bank statement annexed by the claimant shows a payment
being made on 03.02.2021. Further, the claimant approached the
Respondent on 17.03.2021 i.e. after having the started the process of
installation of solar panels. It is being submitted that the claimant was
bound to intimate the Respondent before installation of solar panels.
Thereafter, an inspection of the site would be undertaken by the
Respondent – Department. Thus, it was only after following this process
that the claimant ought to have installed the solar panels.
Further, although, the fact of the payment for solar panels is not being
admitted, it is being submitted that it was only in 2021 that the claimant
noticed any issue with respect to load. Thus, it was in 2021 that the

6

5-6
7
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claimant approached the Respondent-Department and not before that. The
claimant has annexed a list of representations allegedly, made to the
Respondent, however it is being submitted that only one representation
pertains to 2015 and the rest of the representations pertain to 2021.
Further, the representation dated 2015 has not been annexed and the
Respondent has no record of the same. As explained in detail, the reply
submitted by the Respondent, tickets acknowledging the issue were raised
bearing no.SD-381733 dated 16.4.2021, SD-382535 dated 22.04.2021,
SD-389005 dated 16.06.2021 and SD-402247 dated 07.09.2021.
Thereafter, the load of 8 KW was approved w.e.f. 09.09.2021 by the
respondent without any delay. Further, it is being vehemently denied that
the claimant approached the Respondent or the Respondent-Department
for a period of 10 years and no action was taken on its grievance.
Therefore, the complaint filed by claimant is nothing but an after-thought
and a misuse of the legal remedies.
That the contents of Para No.5 and 6 which pertain to record of the case
are admitted, however, the rest of contents are denied.
That the contents of Para No.7 which pertain to record of the case are
admitted, however the rest of the contents are denied. It is further being
submitted that the claimant is barred from Challenging the Order dated
11.01.2022 passed by Haryana Right to Service Commission, by the way
of the present Appeal.
That the contents of para No.8 which pertain to record of the case are
admitted, however, the rest of the contents are denied.
That, as explained above, it is being re-iterated that the reliefs being sought
by the Claimant are not maintainable. The claimant is barred from
amending its prayer at this stage.
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.

10. The hearing was held on 15.03.2022, as scheduled. At the outset, the appellant
submitted that he received the reply of the respondents that day only and requested
to grant some time to respond. Acceding to his request, the matter was adjourned to
29.3.2022.
11. The hearing was held on 29.03.2022, as scheduled. Both the parties were present
during hearing through video conferencing. The appellant briefed the contents of the
appeal and argued that the respondent in his reply admitted that load reverted to 2
KW due to a technical glitch while change in billing agency and without consent of
sub division and officers of respondents. As the respondents are sole responsible for
loss to the appellant for non-installing solar system, so he should be compensated by
the respondents.
12. Per contra the counsel for the respondents submitted that the new contentions and
amendment in original prayer by the appellant in its rejoinder/reply dated 03.02.2022
cannot be considered at this stage. The appellant cannot make fresh prayer in the
appeal as per settled law. The appellant approached DHBVN in 2021 for the issue
with respect to the load explaining that his load was being reflected as 2 KW instead
of 8 KW. In record of the respondent, there is no representation of the appellant prior
to 2021. After coming in the notice of the respondent, tickets acknowledging the issue
were raised on 16.04.2021, 22.042021,16.06.2021 and 07.09.2021, and the load was
approved on 09.09.2021. Further, regarding the bank statement annexed showing a
payment made on 03.02.2021(stating it for solar panels), the appellant approached
the respondent SDO on 17.03.2021 after having started the process of installation of
solar panels, whereas he is bound to intimate the respondent before installation of
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the panels. Only after inspection of the respondent ought to have the appellant
installed the solar panels.
Further, the case of the appellant was also taken up at the Hon’ble Haryana Right to
service Commission. the Hon’ble Commission vide order dated 12.01.2022 observed
that the respondent and its officers were not responsible for any in convenience
caused to the appellant and they had made sincere efforts in resolving the issue.
13. In view of the foregoing facts and circumstances, it is observed that the load of
consumer was extended from 2 KW to 8 KW on 12.07.2011 but the load of the 2 KW
started appearing in bill due to some technical glitch in software at the time of change
of billing agency from HARTRON to ENZEN in end of 2011.
The appellant approached the respondent in the month of March, 2021 and the load
was corrected in the system on 09.09.2021. I am of considered opinion that delay in
correction is on account of systemic fault and prevailing pandemic of covid 2019.
Therefore, no intentional delay on part of the respondents is observed. further, the
appellant has started the process of installation of solar panels without the inspection
of the respondents and therefore, the respondents cannot be held responsible for loss
on this account, if any.
14. The appeal is disposed of accordingly, in above terms.
Both the parties to bear their own costs. File may be consigned to record.
Given under my hand on 29th March, 2022.

Dated: 29th March, 2022

(Virendra Singh)
Electricity Ombudsman, Haryana
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