THE EL‘ECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN, UTTARAKHAND

Smt. Rajeev Rani
W/o Shri Shyam Goyal
Jam Ambe Ice Molls
Lodha Mandi, Jwalapur
Distt. Haridwar, Uttarakhand

Vs

The Executive Engineer,
Electricity Distribution Division
Uttarakhand Power Corporation Ltd.
Jwalapur, Haridwar, Uttarakhand

Representation No. 06/2026
Award
Dated: 15.07.2026

Present appeal/ representation has been preferred by the appellant against the order of
Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, Haridwar Zone, (hereinafter referred to as
Forum) dated 19.01.2026 in complaint no. 210/2025 by which Ld. Forum has
dismissed the complaint by a majority order of Member Technical and Member
Consumer while Member Judicial give dissenting order dated 13.01.2026 allowing the
complaint and quashing the assessment of the appellant Smt. Rajeev Rani, W/o Shri
Shyam Goyal, Jai Ambe Ice Molls, Lodha Mandi, Jwalapur, Haridwar, Uttarakhand
(petitioner) against UPCL through Executive Engineer, Electricity Distribution
Division, Uttarakhand Power Corporation Ltd., Jwalapur, Haridwar, Uttarakhand

(hereinafter referred to as respondent).

The petitioner Smt. Rajeev Rani, W/o Shri Shyam Goyal, R/o Jai Ambe Ice Molls,
Lodha Mandi, Jwalapur, Haridwar has preferred the instant appeal dated 09.02.2026
through her attorney Shri Shyam Goyal. S/o late Shri Hansraj. She has averred as

follows:-

Brief facts of the case

i.  She has a 46 KVA connection no. JWK000001664 under the category RTS-7
new RTS-5 general LT industry of 25 KW foﬁcration or establishment Jai
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ii.

iii.

vi.

vii.

Ambe Ice Molls which is still operational, timely payments of bills for the said
connection were being made.

In January 2024, it was transpired that her connection was consuming more
electricity than her contracted load. Consequently, penalty was being imposed
in the bills at double the rate for exceed load. She submitted an application
with the department on January, 18 2024 for sanctioning additionally 14 KVA
load thereby enhancing her existing 46 KVA load to 60 KVA. All the
necessary documents were submitted with the application.

Her application was registered at no. 812020224002 by the department. After
submission of application she kept on waiting for some time for the
respondent department for doing needful but the department failed to take any
further action. Consequently, she along with her husband repeatedly enquired
from the department about her load enhancement application but the
department failed to provide a proper answer.

In November 2024 she approached SDO to enquire about her application but
the SDO started giving excuses. '

On 25.11.2024 suddenly an employee of the respondent came to her
establishment when her husband was present at site. The said employee under
the guise of a load increase installed a check meter no. 5136409 along with the
existing main meter no. 19628490 and fraudulently and concealing true facts
obtained a signature of her husband on some papers. On inquiry the said
officer stated that the check meter was installed to determine the correct load
as part of the load enhancement process. Once inspection is completed in a
month the electricity load would be enhanced. !
On 03.01.2025 departmental employees again visited her establishment and
informed that the push button from the old meter was faulty they then installed
the new meter and handed over a sealing report and removed the old meter
which they took away.

Thereafter she along with her husband visited the office of department to
know about her application for enhancement of load. The SDO informed that
he has got the meter installed at her establishment checked and now the

process of increasing load will be completed :Zn. Thereafter on 26.07.2025 a
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viii.

ix.

XI.

xii.

Xiil,

smart meter no. 5712048 was installed at her connection in place of the
existing meter which was installed on 03.01.2025.

On 20.08.2025 her husband again visited SDO to get to know about her load
enhancement application. He was then handed over an assessment bill for Rs.
11,01,641.00 and the SDO asked him to pay the same alleging that the old
meter which was installed at her establishment was showing no readings
resulting into this assessment of Rs. 11,01,641.00 for the period 18.12.2023 to
03.01.2025.

Being aggrieved with the said unlawful penalty and failure to enhance the load
by the department she preferred a complaint before CGRF Haridwar with
registration no. 210/2025 on 26.08.2025. Copy of the complaint along with
documents is filed as annexure No. 1.

The respondents filed their reply against her complaint, she has stated that
averments of which were false, baseless and malafide. A copy of the said reply
dated 27.09.2025 is enclosed as Annexure-2.

Its rebuttal was submitted by her on 11.11.2025, copy of which is enclosed as
Annexure No. 3. .

Thereafter on 21.01.2026, she came to know that the Forum comprising of 03
persons i.e. Member Judicial, Member Consumer and Member Technical
passed two separate judgments. Member Judicial passed order dated
13.01.2026 operated part of the said order is as follows:-

IR ERT TR IRaE WHR fFar s 2 fegg fAwe @ smeRm
forar smar & 5 aRard &1 faem R ToR 9M @ e @B GdeR B
SR R sgER Red “R Sermr W | aNad @ Ree T T
5547 feAifha 01.08.2025 (TSI AT 67, 68) @ gRT FuiRa s==Eh wo
11,01,641.00 B v far oo €1 oRardt @& omde doliewor ween
812020224002 @ fi & Suxiq & aRard @1 UG Rell & g1 awgen T
%S AR eRE ORAT) B o R o g oW o Rl @ e
¥ TR Rrar ST | Rige R s @) e o Srey Ry @
30 Rt B e sl B T R

Copy of the order dated 13.01.2026 is being filed Annexure-4.

Member Technical and Member Consumer passed orde;r dated 19.01.2026 to
reject the complaint. Operative part of the said orjr is as follows:-
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IREfEH §RT TRga I% yRare W AR @ yuEe § @ile frar @ @

A certified copy of this order is enclosed as Annexure-5.
Hence being aggrieved by impugned order dated 19.01.2026 passed by
Member Technical and consumer, the instant appeal is being filed inter alia on

the following grounds.

Grounds of appeal

Because-

i.  Both Member Technical and consumer failed to consider this fact that the
appellant herself for any demand raised by the respondent applied for
enhancement of load.

ii. Both the above members wrongly erred that the complainant was duly
informed about the demand for load enhancement through email and SMS.

iii. No intimation of whatsoever was ever received by her vis-a-vis the
respondent also failed to act in accordance to the prescrfbed procedure as
laid down under rule's.

iv. Both the aforesaid members failed to consider Section 171 of the
Electricity Act.

v.  Both the above members erred in wrongly shifting the burden of proof to
negate the fact that the alleged message as claimed to have been issued by
the respondent were delivered upon them or not provide intimation of
messages by the respondent upon the appellant reads failed to consider this
fact that the demand/notice issued by the resbondent to the appellant was
subsequent to the application submitted by the appellant for ready
reference relevant aspect of the impugned order are as follows:-

"fQueh 9T & FeEER, AR Yo wo 22400000 DRI orHT
by W @ gE, sieTeT SOl @ e W, oRaR @ 9w
Ul AeTgel HaR— 7409316028 WX & ¥ & R W 9R gfy 29 dfa
Wﬁwﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁwgﬁ%mﬁaﬁ:ﬁmmumw
T BN @ W, AeTge W YT THACH B faaver wew & e ¥ o
el e T g e o' Rig @ wo 5 Rued’ Rwm gwvt saw @

Wﬁ%za.ozzomaﬁaﬁé%ﬁ%jﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬂé%l“
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vi.

vii.

vili.

ix.

xi.

xii.

xiii.

X1V,

XV.

XVi,

XVil.

xviii.

Both the above members failed to consider this fact that under law the
burden to proof lies upon the person who agates and not upon who
negates.

Both the above members erred in not considering the fact that all the
penalties as a whole since inception were required to the waived as per
rules.

Both the above members failed to consider that entire bill which included
penalty after the date on which the appellant moved application was liable
to be quashed.

Both the above members failed to consider that that the respondent was at
fault by not disposing the application timely and therefore by not
informing the respondent about the alleged demand against enhancement
of electricity load and hence and cannot take any advantage of their own
wrong.

The appellant was never at fault and was always under a belief that he has
applied for enhancement of load and hence no penalty can be imposed and
the delay by the respondent which is subject to their procedural acts.

Both the above members erred in not considering the rules and regulations
in its true spirit.

Both the above members have not considered the evidence filed by her in
the complaint. |
Both the above members have not considered the provision of electricity
Act and supply code.

Both the above members have wrongly inter};reted the material on record
and pleadings of the parties.

The procedure followed by the respondent while dealing the case was not
proper and adequate and correctly set aside the bill under dispute.

Member T and C failed to consider this aspect that the respondent erred in
not removing the imposed penalty.

The observation made by the aforesaid 02 members in regard to penalty is
based upon presumptions. -

The findings of these 02 members on issue no. | and 2 are wrong and

me\"/
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xix.  The order passed by these 02 members is not a reasoned order.
xX.  The order passed on 19.01.2026 by the aforesaid 02 members is against
effects, law, merits and is not enable in law.
xxi.  Their judgment is erroneous and is based on appreciation of incorrect
facts.
xxii. ~ These 02 members have not followed the principle of natural justice while
passing the impugned order.

xxiii.  These 02 members have passed the judgment arbitrarily, illegally and
capriciously.

xxiv.  They have passed the impugned order on the basis of surmises and
conjectures.

xxv.  The respondents have failed to discharge the burden of proof placed upon
it.

xxvi.  The respondents have concealed the material facts.

xxvii.  The order passed by the aforesaid 02 members is nonest in the eyes of law.
[t is therefore requested that the appeal may kindly be allowed and order
dated 19.01.2026 passed by Member Technical and Member Consumer in
case no. 210/2025 of the petitioner be set aside and her complaint be
allowed for all reliefs claimed and any of the relief in the nature of
compensation or damages as the Hon’ble Authority deems fit and proper
under the above circumstances. The documentary evidences as referred

and the affidavit has been adduced with the petition.

Forum order dated 19.01.2026

A majority of 02 members of the Forum viz Member Technical and Member
Consumer have passed order dated 19.01.2026 in complaint no. 210/2025 "uRarfe=
gNT fAi% 18.01.2024 P IgafIT AR—39 fheilare @ afRed 11 fraare 9R
& eg UT amie W fidT FRiad B gy oEfd wR ¥ gy & W @en
S e 18.01.2024 & uwam ofRed wR THedt @ W & ageh TS eI,
R @ erd oy | Reeh R grr e w8 A R e g et
@1 g W0 1100641.00 B et fvar oQ | SWe fig d@a—1 & uRiey A
T H IUAE gUAT & aeiiee W gg fafkw ear @ 5 aRarRE gwr wwa
fage warem & |ne, orEfta g Wk 39 B ggraR 50 fhaare fa

W Page 6 of 27
wa' e 06/2026



S 8, f&Fi6 18.01.2024 1 eweiRe, amded =, fush AT @ 9T far T
g o fauel fammr grr vofemor Wear — 812020224002 & HeTH W Reie 02.02.
2024 &1 dSfiga e TaT ¥ | Sa dofiewor B fERen, aRaRE @, Rueh R
gRT TS O X&) ST yomel @ Aryd ¥y g3 § Rrw gRaf S @
HIATEE Fa9—7409316028 TAT §HeT Uell— rajeevrani@gmail.com ifbe 2 |

fauel faurT grT oRga uSfranyr faRer @ @R, el RV g/ Reie 0302
2024 &I gRaTt & uRER W Frfa waem & Afleor s o 21 Rwed ew
fei® 28.022025 @1 MR wR @& Waa,/ sgAiRa fbar w@ & qur =0
SarrEve fagd Fame smar g sfdsfaa Rfaw —2020 & aearm—3.33 (11) @
yiRe & ogeR ufgft AT § Wo 7500000, SEREE WS AOW AS F w0
24000.00 TAT WE VI HOIS A ¥ WO 20000000 FeT ©O 224000.00 P EARIY
S fy S g oRaR @, At 28022024 B WG B 8U fadid 29.03.
2024 TF T T Y fbar T 2| Ruel famr & semreR, aifvd gew wo
22400000 P! R S fFT A & @, oS TS @ AR 9,
gRaTfet & Sl uohige HaTse Tav-7400316028 TR € TE & AT W AR gfe 2q
U e @1 JpE, oRaf @ ura g€ 21 oRaife g Sew | W |
BM @ WIE, AIge W YT THUICH BT IR Wed & e d weqd T8 fear
7| forew e fig & 9@ & Rueh Rwm grr saw @ w3 RAie 28022024
BT Bz W AT W T A TS 2

o IS faga e s g SR ffen—2020 @ s —333 B
mmmﬁﬁﬁﬁwaﬁﬁmﬁm?ﬁ%wﬁwﬁmﬁ
qul JAAET U, IMAS Yob AT Y IR BriaE) RiT v et TRt @
Y U bR @ AR gl e & Suey aferet @ fAfte B 2 R
uRarfet g1, fgd wR # gfE ¥g ifod Yow W0 22400000 BT A T far
T 2| gRemee aRafe g 9R g 2y Reiw 02022024 Y wefiea s
U3 DI fAT1d 26.04.2024 B SRABR (Reject ) a1 T & T 5 WL wlg e 2
giRarfedl w1, feie 18.01.2024 %Wﬁ?fﬁzﬁazo fafeiT @t & wmer, 19
faferT =@l 7 srgsfee wr— 30 frclare @ sfe fagm R @ ST @
I S 20 fAfelT Tt @ we, 18 AT =@t #, yRai g smafem R gfy
P SWid o IR— 50 frorae & e Rga 9R &1 SwERT R T 2

uRarfel g1, e 18.01.2024° 1 wR gy Y v o3 Bl el fmr
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§RT 02.02.2024 T Uoligrd 5T M @ SwRia Rueh R g/r & 718 Fa @
e 2g PIE W vArER 98 fbar war ¥ | 9w @ uRven § R g e
AR R 7oLt g & S A TE R PR wd v B 2

SRIT Tl B et F uRafe gn fig w1 @ wne s ff geR @
PIE gAY far o e S

SRITT fig Wear—2 & aRiey § wael ¥ Suder qust @ smeieT @ 8 ARy
B & 5 wRaft @ waom w R 25112024 @ RIGAT gy
W—1781 /035 fAAI® 25112024 & #reww & ¥F Hex G@AT—5136409 NG
foam Tar 8 oY RAi® 03.01.2025 &1, RifdT SHTOITE WEm-1781 /039 RATF 03
012025 §RT WIS fbar T 21 SWigq e wwmorost & aifed v @
STER, uRamef & s wWaeE 1R enfia Wiev we-19628490 T AF Mew
@ Gt § PR @9 g @ud 4 Rerd @& 78 &

fag=or W e | A% iR
H&T — 19628490 HAEIT— 5136409
HSTQA | DA PSTNT | daNH
fei®  03.01.2025 38614 43445 269 303
feies 25.11.2024 38432 43230 02 03
T 182 215 267 300
RIIED 15 15 20 20
[EBCRCET] 2730 3225 5340 6000
Up WX & WYE, AT A W \
To ®A fae w@ug @ ufred ((5340-2730)/5340x100=48.88%
DTN B AN
Up Ay B WNE, A9 AleR W
oo BH ﬁgﬁ Tqd BT ufgerg ((6000-3225)/6000x100=46.25%
HATI D A”R T

SWIEF IR § we ¢ 5 wRafEh &y waieT o s 25112024
foTi® 03012025 TF WA @ F I Pox GEI-19628490 W IFF Hew
H&-5136409 B oA # DIIYT MR W 46.25 wl%mafqﬁgﬁa%wﬁ‘cﬁré
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B ME 7| I Arex Ry vl ) aRaif @ gfefaf @ swer we o
W sifba 2 forwat gfere aRarfeft grr ft & 1 21 Rfeim wmorost denr dex
HET— 19628490 Bl THARSATE RUI T TG fHY T WX MR T I8 B B
AT aiest 9 8F @ g B & | aRvmrae fweh v grr Reie 1812,
2023 ¥ RAIG 03012025 T @ @l § Mex WE-— 19628490 W &G 4625 -
wferere &9 fag w1 7 AN e o afe &1 FulRor #=a g7 w0 1101641.00
B oI | uRafet @ sraa wwar T | Wex Rife wmemE s -
1781 /035 fo<f 25.11.2024 @ 1781 /039 feIe 03.01.2025 W uRafet &
SuRefy & I Mex wfi vy I aen 39 Hex wigaa By o 1 ARt
SRAE T P T 2 JT I Arex RiferT wmorEt F s e e w
g i anfe @1 Were oRaifRh @ ufef™f grr forn mar @ wifs Al
gorel ¥ werfid W Wl B W awn # YW WM & SciRe yRafe W
fafead 21 oRaife & ufafafr & ewa & w8 Rl yaom=t @ wer i §
e W W Afdpd fear A | 6 diev Gwr —19628490 TUT 5136400 B THIARATEG
o o S ¥ | Ay R FEoIS @ seied W RE S @ 5 SuRed det
&l graReTs Rute, uRarfe @1 g 78 o ¥ 71 fueh R grr Se dex
fafefr gaom=t @t qo wfoai # wemvens R W by oM @1 Seo
T B, Wi g Rt A1 faeRer 1 BewTs A8 A T 2| wErT ST gRT S
wex Rfel gamor=t @ go wioRl w e srn wfy aRarfesft @ ufiffy o o
4 fafa @ o1 gt & 5l o yer @ fewh offesa frar Wi SR =& @ R
ﬁ,ﬁﬁﬁwmmmﬁﬁﬁﬁwaﬁﬁwﬁ?@maﬁﬁmﬁn
2 | T gl ¥ uRarfal Ruelt favrr @ feg W wR ® srfaE v om
B WOA & |

U5 Al HEI— 51364098 N TAE0r RU yaAmgel ¥ Sy ¥ Wy Saw Rurd
aRaIeT B STy BT W BT WET UATel] ¥ Soel & 8| G Yol A
Hex W 19628490 T UNRIY &I TSR] - 8F P DR fAueh fvmr gwr
Gﬁﬁﬁﬂ@ﬂ&&%ﬁﬁﬂw%ﬁ@ﬁmﬁﬁmﬁﬁlaﬁ
o SERMEvS fAga Fame T grT st sfafven (fage smyfef wfeer, =
HAGH! B SR BT T |eferd Amwer) fAafaw, 2020 @ st wiidenfa swearg
513 (6/7) ® WM UG YS9 W oF] 98 &8 | 31T SWIad el @
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mﬁﬁaﬁmﬁ,ﬁqﬁﬁwmvﬁmﬁa%mﬁqaﬂiﬂquﬁ
7 Time dex wea— 19628490 &I AR yomeh # av aft I8— B9 § Fw
e dieewl @ Suelerr & gfeqwd REie 25412024 @ 9 dew
WEAT—5136409 RN 5T W19 Tem A Aex & Blge RUE & R W) Rig
180220236 ¥ fale6 03.01.2025 T & araf ¥ TWRaRA grr & T TR
faed @ua @ |y Se fev wer— 19628490 R 46.25 URIEd &HH T & T
fogd e & e Rgd qea a1 7 % w0 1101641.00 BT IO Buieor R
ST |El Yol 8 8 | of: uRaife @7 ¥8 ufRars S R @ opg F @iivs)
e S @ 2

Dissenting judgment dated 13.01.2026 by Member Judicial

The Member Judicial have deliberated the case in detail in view of relevant UERC
Supply Code Regulations, 2020 under sub regulation 3.4.3 (3) & (4) sub regulation
4.1.1 (5) , (6) & (7) regarding enhancement of load sub regulation 5.1.3 and 5.2.3 (4)
testing of meter as well as Section 171 (Services of notice, orders or documents of
Electricity Act, 2003 vis-a-vis the submissions by both the parties before the Forum
through documents as well as during hearing have arrived at a conclusion that
ITRAY B URFATE GRS Werm 93 W oaET RifdhT Rud e 035 /1781
femifa  25.11.2024 7 W@AT-039 /1781 iR 03.012025 RAUeh R BrveT Te—
106 & W ol W A WA o) HY D WY TR A TE R PrTe weer
107,108 Sffeber faar wram | oRard 3 ok @ w9 Rueh grr @ ¢ Rue @ Rl
AR W W & AT S @ TS R W B WRRI—111 T 115 S v
T A R @ B ae w arn e B R g e @ e weg d
wegd RiferT RE 7 aRardt & @ 71 ufy % o &) Rveht &7 W @ R
W e T @

SR A W ¥ 5 Ru A wRad @ ufy v @ R wws g AR
WTAET BT SR Seote far T | el & g ¥ e g aelid @
M 2| DI B Ao A T IRa wF R < @7 Fda @ e @
AN <& v BRI 8 @ PR o g frear wiew $9R @% wEd § H9 e
ST B WA BT To Suwey @ Soft F omr ) Rueht @ vew g @
W%wmaﬁwﬁw%wﬁmﬁmﬁﬁ?ﬁmﬂmmé
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ﬁwwa@mﬁﬁﬁﬁmmﬁ%ﬁwﬁaﬁwm%wﬁmﬂm
SR fAear |ieg AR ax aRardy a1 seftes far o <@ 2

ST e @ gRea vl gwT Wate wem- ssa7 R 01.08.2025 (emTer
W 67,68) B T MeiRa o=Rifr wo 11,01,641.00 AR wo 2 2| a2 fag
w02 fquelt = fwg FrearRa frar srar 2

fremor arq g wear-03 R & afiRaw wrefas s W= 11— 112 |
I WATD 113, 114, 116 TR IRAT 5 ety o1 U o7 sy 27

ST A fag 9§ wwfE vy w 9w R dero2 ® Rare & R &
ﬁﬁﬂé%%mﬁmwmﬁﬁﬁﬂmmw%ﬂwmﬁmﬁ
foferr Rulé @ aRardt & & 7€ ofy & o 2 Rweh grr wEg @ Mo v @
e b &1 S v s @ Al o1 o & Res fieg T s @
mmmmwéamwwm@manm
fAreevor fsar e &

ﬁwmwaﬁﬁﬁmmﬁuaﬁmqﬁmﬁwmwwww
SHfaRew ¥R /AT AT fAftre gfe & faer shig 27

wﬁﬁ$ﬁwwé§ﬁgﬁaqﬁﬁmzozo$mms.z.3$ﬁ§—4zﬁ
I=ld feR fear s emgwe € R ATAR The penal charges for excess
load/demand shall not be applicable to the consumers who have submitted their duly
filled application for the appropriate load enhancement (along with the requisite

documents & amount) from the next billing cycle. ¢

RA g U R FaE W@ IW0K000001664 fdgg R 46 KvA @
9EIPY 60 KVA a1 B R smiast usfamor wer— 812020224002 3 g7
1%:11%501.01.2024ﬁ%mﬂmlwwﬁﬁaﬁﬁwﬁuﬁmmwzﬁ
ﬂﬁ%mwélwﬁ@:ﬁfﬁmﬁzﬁmvwzﬁ%nﬁmqﬁaﬁwm
Fel far o =Ry e aRard @ e ooy g 812020224002 B
aRard B arow fFY T Bd 99 AT Rl B g ¥ wuEfE @ o

Jrafed # avge 2| [ ‘
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Having observed as above the Member Judicial has passed the following order.

S

afRaTsl gRT U gRare WaR 5 S ]| fRga et @ sl fwar o
8 f aRardt &1 REm IR 9o M & ITT @ Wer fhar sy R sER
faga wR qgmr Wi WRed! & fivg wwie we- ss47 faeifhd 01.08.2025
(TS eI 67, 68) B FRT MUIRT e RIRT W0 11,01,641.00 B PR far wram
g | URETET & SET UoTHRuT HEAT — 812020004002 @ &% & IURIT & gfRaray
@ Uf¥a el & g7 oRen T T wR g oRard @ aow R o R
D AT faeil & e § il frar 9 | fe Rer srew @ srure
3rear ey fafYy & 30 fRF & WieR H9 B e uRga N |

The respondent, Executive Engineer has submitted his written statement vide letter
no. 2101 dated 12.03.2026. He has submitted as follows :-

i.  Connection no. JWOK00001664 of the petitioner under category HTN 72/New
RTS-5 Genral LT Industry above 25 KW is in existence w.e.f. 30.05.1986 for
39 KW /46 KVA contracted load supply is at 0.4 KVA. LTCT connection
meter no. 19628490 was the installed meter at the premises with MF 15. After
finalization of check meter, the meter no. 5136409 was existing as consumer
meter from 03.01.2025 with MF 20 (enclosure Page 1-6 billing history).

il.  Point no. 2 and 3 - The petitioner had applied for enhancement of load from
39 KW/ 46 KVA by 11 KW (enclosure- paée 7 to 10) which was registered on
02.02.2024 with registration no. 812020224002 (enclosure page 11). (The
petitioner has enclosed 01 page of the registration with the petition) which was
duly informed on mobile no. -7409316028. The petitioner was informed on
28.02.2024 on mobile no. 7409316028 for depositing Rs. 2,24,000.00
(enclosure page -12) Ilaut on non deposition of the aforesaid amount Rs.
2,24,000.00 by the petitioner the aforesaid registration A'was rejected on
26.04.2024 (enclosure page -13). She was also informed on mobile no.

7409316028. So, the petitioner’s averment under para 3 of the petition that
"WW%WWWﬁ@WﬂﬁMWWWWW
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iii.

@ IR AUl BT & g™ IR 9o WM @B FfaE) By 99 @1 AR
e | TR REiTSr & g i afim wEad T g @ T SR @
97 U @ gRT o IR R @ e ameT R SR & e e
M @ W ¥ AEeR) o g Rvefrr @ grr ot 9 9w ofy
P! DI WU ST TE AT T This averment is not acceptable by the
department as information about the aforesaid registraiton was duly given to
her on mobile no. 7409316028. 01 page of registarion was enclosed by her
with the petition which clearly shows that the above averment is baseless.
Point no. 4 — The petitioner is fully authorized to refer the matter to higher
authorities if he felt that no action or any clear information was not being
given to her regarding her application to load enhancement. But there is no
such evidence to show that she approached the higher authorities. So
averments under para 4 of the petition are baseless.

Point no. 5 — Check meter no. 5136409 was installed at her installed meter
19628490 on 25.11.2024 vide sealing certificate no. 1781/035 dated
25.11.2024 is carries signatures of her husband (enclosure page -14). Further it
is also mentioned on the aforesaid sealing certificate that MRI Analysis ¥ @
Phase # volatage Low (R & Y) €9 & BRI Energy @ &t amg7 @ forv
HIGRFT Hev TEr a1/ AT GaE ST @ JfReT dHlev aur 7
W@ AE (M) T phone ™R &1 T |

"I AeX B MRI TR off T4 |

"HfRaT MR Test Bench & P& 151 gair e T4

GV cubical box damage B ¥G1 8| P& R & Y phase ¥ & load Wt ga1
S #rex MRI 2 Forer &1

MRI of both the meters along with phaser are enclosed (page no. 26 to 28).
Information for installation of check meter was given to the petitioner by AE
(M) over the phone. All the informations were duly mentioned on sealing
certificate dated 25.11.2024 which carries signature of her husband. It is
therefore clear that averments under para 5 are baseless. |
Point no. 6 — Sealing certificate no. 1781 /039 dated 03.01.2025 for check
meter finalization was duly given to her husband on 03.01.2025 which is also

duly signed with her husband (enclosure page 29 to 30). It is also duly
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vi.

vil.

viil.

X1,

comparision to check meter by 46.2 % in KVAH. [t.is also mentioned on
sealing certificate dated 03.01.2025 that * FfaReT Hlev wEwT fFar
HIARTT e B main meter # WY ¥ GIST 74T/ g Hevw @ Push g7
Gvrg g var 8/ @ diee’ @t MRI #v off 1ot/ gvwear/ owEiwd
YIARREr @t FifaRad Hiev @ Testing Report T sealing report 3 T/

Old cubical box damage &l ¥&@r 8/ so can not used again *

“R & Y phase T pressure @7 IV carbonized &T gvrt Hiev &r/”

ger7 Hiev § R & Y phase @1 voltage low &1

MRI dated 03.10.2025 of both the meter no. 19628490 and 5136409 along
with phaser are enclosed on page no. 28 to 37 and 38 to 40 respectively. It is
therefore clear that all information regarding the check meter were duly
mentioned on sealing certificate dated 03.10.2025.

Point no. 7- As per reply under point no. 2 and 3 above.

Point no. 8 — Meter no. 5136409 of petitioner’s connection under reference
was replaced by smart meter no. 5172048 on 26.07.2025 (enclosure page 41)
which is also duly signed by her husband as mentioned under point no. 2 and 3
her registration number under reference was rejected on 26.04.2024 for
nonpayment of Rs. 2,24,000.00 which was duly informed on mobile number
as referred above. The check meter assessment Rs. 11,01,641.00 was sent to
her vide letter no. 5547 dated 01.08.2025 by post (enclosure page -42), post
office receipt is enclosed at page no. 43. The aforesaid letter dated 01.08.2025
was also received by her by hand from the office, receipt of which is also
enclosed at page no. 42. The reSpcmdem;I| has again repeated the contents of
point no. 5 and 6 and other contents regarding check meter installation/
finalization /its results and raising assessment as per check meter results and
details of phaser.

Point no. 9- As per point no. 2, 3, 5. 6 and 8.

Point no. 10 and 11- As per point no. 5 and 6.

Point no. 12 and 13- As per point no. 2 and 3.

Point no 14- As ;aer point no. 2 and 3 from the above it is clear that application
for load enhancement and its registration was rejected on 26.04.2024 for not
depositing Rs. 2,24,000.00 which was duly infé)rmed to the petitioner on
phone no. 7409316028 and assessment Rs. 11,01.644.00 was sent to her vide
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letter no. 5547 dated 01.08.2025 by post as also she received it by hand from
office. It is clear from point no. 5 and 6 above that meter no. 19628490 is
installed at her connection on which check meter no. 5136409 was installed
vide sealing certificate dated 25.11.2024 which was finalized vide sealing
certificate dated 03.01.2025 as per check meter report the main meter was
found running slow by 46.25% in KVAH, the assessement amount of Rs.
11,01,641.00 has been added in the bill for the next month. Calculation details
of assessment are enclosed as page no. 45 to 48. Further it is brought to kind
notice that :-
a. The petitioner has preferred complaint no. 210/2025 before CGRF
Haridwar.
b. A reply against her complaint was submitted before CGRF vide letter
no. 7079 dated 27.09.2025.
¢. The Forum passed 02 orders on her complaint.
i. Order dated 13.01.2026 by Member Judicial FRardt grr
oG TR whwr R wmar &1 Rga R @ e
= wirar & [ aRardt T Rga 9 agrar @rd wRardt #
R%E THle G&r— 5547 [RTIIFT 01.08.2025 (17T weer—
67, 68) @ GRT R el wo 11,01.641.00 & Frvd
a7 orer @ gRardt @ e yohweor wemr —
812020224002 % [371% & Syvia & gRardt &) iRa Real #
&NT TGell 77 &€ FHR 0% giaredt &t amw 39 o
B9 owa Frml Ral ¢ grar & wErfora far
3G 19T reer #1 argarerT e 19y /@ 30 R # Hav
Hq & G Fega @Y/ TFIEed! Thaer wav &/
ii. Order dated 19.01.2026 passed by Member Technical and
Member Consumer RN ZRT 7ega I8 9fars alv v
& grT ¥ @IRar far i 81 Aol @lfer wav 8/ The
order dated 19.01.2026 passed by Member Technical and

Member Consumer has been made effective by the

department. /l
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The petitioner has submitted a rejoinder dated 10.04.2026 through advocate along

with a notarized affidavit. Pointwise contents of which are as follows:

ii.

iii.

vi.

vil.

That the petitioner has read and understood the re.ply filed by the
Respondent against the Appeal. The averments made therein contrary to
the assertions made in the appeal are wrong, baseless and hence
malafide.

That the Appellant denies all allegations raised by the Respbndent in the
said objections, save and accept those which are expressly admitted
herein.

'fhat the Appellant submits that the Respondent failed to adhere in
accordance to the provisions of law specifically the provisions of the
Electricity Act and UERC Supply Code, 2020, causing grave injustice
and injury to the Appellant.

That it is submitted that the bill history referred and relied by the
Respondent is not admitted as the same is an internal document prepared
by the Respondent themselves. Neither the Appellant was ever informed
about the same nor the same was verified.

That it is specifically denied that the Appellant was ever informed
telephonically on mobile no. 7409316028, as falsely alleged. It is
submitted that the Appellant does not carry the said mobile number
neither the mobile number was mentioned in the application for
lenhancement of load. Without prejudice to the right of the Appellant to
challenge the alleged conduct andassertions, it is submitted that the
mobile number mentioned in the said application was 9837049401 and
not 74094316028. The Respondent in order to derive unlawful gains are
stating false claims. The record submitted by the Respondent itself
contradicts the false assertions made by the Respondent in its reply.

That it is specifically denied that the Appellant was ever informed about
anything as alleged telephonically. It is again clarified that mobile no.
7409316028 is not used by the Appellant or her husband.

That it is specifically denied that the Appellant was ever informed or

called upon by the Respondent to deposit the amount of 2.24,000 as

alleged. \ygj
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viii.

Xi.

Xil.

xiii.

That the Appellant further was never informed about the rejection of his
application for the enhancement of load.

That in the present matter, the primary question in dispute illegal
quashing of the application filed by the appellant for load enhancement
of the electricity connection.

That it is relevant to mention here that inspite of pending complaint the
respondent, through coercion have received an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/-
from the appellant.

That as far as the matter of check meter is concern, the Ld. Member
Judicial vide its order has validly stated that the Respondent has
tampered the evidence available with them in this respect, with sole
objective to derive unlawful gains. The said observations made by the
Ld. Member Judicial have not been challenged by the department and
the same have attained finality.

That the respondent department cannot rely upon the report of the allege
check meter as they have grossly violated clause (5) of 5.1.3 Testing of
meters of the Electricity Supply Code.

That in this respect. as per the averment of the answering respondent
with respect to the communication for depositing the security amount of
Rs 2,24,000/- against application for enhancement of load, is without any
basis and cannot be accepted, basically on the following grounds:

a. The respondent in their reply has claimed that the information of
deposition of security amount as made telephonically on mobile
n0.7409316028 however, no evidence in support thereof has been
adduced by the Respondent. It is further submitted that in the
application filed by the Respondent themselves the mobile no. as
mentioned is 9837049401,

b. That further the allege letter for intimation does hot bears any date
and at the bottom is claimed to be printed on 22.09.2025, i.e.
almost after 5 months from the date of allege rejection of

application for enhancement of load.
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Xiv.

XV,

XVi.

XVil.

c. That no proof of dispatch of the said application exist on record.

d. That the allege document got printed on 22.09.2025 and no such
document for prior period has been provided.

That in response to the averment made that the case of enhancement of
HT load will be processed in the same manner as that of the new
connections, reference is made to para 3.4.3 (20) of UERC Supply
Code Regulation, 2020, which provides for respondent to raise a
demand note indicating initial security, additional/refund or work
charges, less registration cum processing and head-wise detail of
expenditure. That no such demand note was ever provided. The alleged
letter now submitted with W.S is not a valid demand note, as no
deduction was made on account of processing fees and also no head-wise
expenditure detail has been provided.
That the allege theory of informing telephonically is a concocted story,
created as an afterthought. making reference to a mobile number not.
mentioned by the appellant. It is further submitted that no provision of
UERC regulation provides information through mobile calls. The said
code, specifies a procedure and the officers of the Respondent are bound
to follow the same. The respondent has no jurisdiction to modify, alter
and amend any procedure of their own.
That it is the settled principle that the respondent cannot be allowed to
take advantage of their own wrong and cannot be rewarded for their acts
and omissions. That it is because bf the non-compliance of statutory
procedures by the respondent the interest of the appellant has been
prejudiced.
That the procedure adopted by the respondent in terms of not sending the
demand note along with the security amount in terms of procedure as
specified in Hon’ble UERC Supply Code Regulations, 2020 and
subsequently cancelling the application is legally valid, more so as per
the law as has been established by Hon’ble Supreme. Court which states
when the Statute requires the thing to be done in a particular manner

then that thing must be done in that manner or not at all.
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Xviii.

XixX.

XX.

xxi.

Xxii.

Xxiii.

XXiv.

That the respondent cannot be given advantage of their owns defaults
and omissions, of not complying the statutory procedure more so
because of the settled law as returned in civil appeal 7433/ 2008dated
19.12.2008 of Hon’ble Supreme Court, wherein at paragraph 15, it is
stated that “The matter as regards fulfilment of the conditions of
licence granted by the Commission in favour of the licensee is a matter
between the parties thereto. If the Corporation fails to comply with any
of the conditions laid down in the licence or violates the tariff, the
licence of the licensee may be revoked. A penal action may also be

taken. But the same would not mean that the licensee can be permitted

to take advantage of its own wrong. It can approbate and reprobate,

particularly when it is the beneficiary thereof”?

That as far as the prayer of the answering respondent, is made seeking
quashing of the orders, passed by Ld. CGRF in complaint no. 86/2025
are not considerable as being barred by law, as laid down by the Hon’ble
High Court of Uttarakhand in WP No. 1141 of 2014, wherein at para
9, it has been categorically held that no relief can be granted to
respondent in the appeal of the consumer.

That the rejection of application for load enhancement, by the
respondent,is illegal.

That the load be enhanced from January 2025 onwards along with
revision of monthly bills thereafter without any penalty charges.

The respondent is required to waive the penalty and return the amount so
received by them unlawfully.

That the Respondents have been acting in contrary to the statutory
provisions of law and supply code.

That the present appeal is liable to be allowed.

Interim stay was granted vide order dated 11.02.2026, which was subsequently

extended till disposal of the case. Hearing in the case was held on scheduled

date 30.04.2026. Both parties appeared and orally argued their respective case.

In addition to oral submissions the petitioenr also submitted case laws from

Hon’ble Supreme Court and Hon’ble High Corut as well as Hon'ble

Ombudsman. 13.05.2026 was fixed as the next datef of hearing. Petitioner was
' \ QE
hriow
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i)

present on 13.05.2026, respondent submitted application for adjournment, which
was allowed. 15.06.2026 was fixed as the next date. Petitioner was present,
respondent submitted application for adjournment which was allowed and
23.06.2026 was fixed for hearing. Both parties were present and argued their
respective case. Respondent after arguments requested that he intents to submit
written arguments also, His request was acceded and permitted 7 days time for
submission of written arguments, with a copy to the petitioner. Arguments

concluded. Order was reserved.
No written arguments has been received from the respondent till now.

Records and documents available on file as well as relevant UERC regulations and
section 171 of Electricity Act, 2003 as well as the case laws submitted by the
petitioenr were perused carefully and after perusal of such records and hearing

arguments, it is borne out that there are 2 issues involved in the case.

Petitoner’s request for enhancement of load from 46 KVA to 60 KVA i.e. enhancing
the load by 14 KVA, application for which was submitted before the respondent on
18.01.2024. The respondents have submitted that petitioner’s application registration
no. 812020224002 for enhancement of load was registered on 02.02.2024 and
petitioner was duly informed over phone no. 7409316028. Further the petitioner was
asked on 28.02.2024 over phone no. 7409316028 to deposit a sum of Rs. 2,24,000.00
but after having not deposited the said amount by the petitioner the aforesaid
registration no. was rejected and he was apprised over the aforesaid phone no. for

rejection of his application, hence the application, stands rejected.

On the other hand the petitioner in the instant petition has averred that no action was
taken by the respondents on her application dated 18.01.2024 for enhancement of
load. She approached the SDO in the month of November 2024 to enquire about her
application, but no reply other than giving excuses were given to her. On 25.11.2024
suddenly an employee of respondent is visited her establishment, he installed a check
meter no. 5136409 under the guise of load increase along side her existing meter no.
19628490. On 03.01.2025 respondent’s employees again visited her establishment
and informed that push button on the old meter was faulty, they then installed the new
meter and handed a sealing report and removed the old meter and took it away. On

her visiting department ‘office to enqyire about heg application for enhancement of
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load the SDO informed that a meter has been installed at her establishment checked
and now the process of increasing their load will be completed soon. After which on
26.07.2025 smart meter no. 5712048 was installed at her premises in place of meter
which was installed on 03.01.2025. She again visited respondent’s office on
20.08.2025 to know the position of her application, she was handed over assessment
Rs. 11,01,641.00 and asked her to pay the same alleging that old meter installed at her
premises was showing low readings resulting in an assessment of Rs. 11,01,641.00
imposed on her for the period 18.12.2023 to 03.01.2025. Being aggrieved complaint
no. 210/2025 was preferred before the Forum.

Two different orders were passed by the Forum one by Majority members consisting
of Member (Technical) and Member (Consumer). The majority members passed order
dated 19.01.2026 vide which the complaint was dismissed. The member (Judicial)
passed a dissenting order dated 13.01.2026 vide which the complaint was allowed.
Details of these 2 orderes have already been mentioned in this order in the preceeding

paragraphs.

With the result the petitoner’s application for enhamcent of load stands rejected and

penalties for drawing of excess demand have also been imposed.

Assessment Rs. 11,01,641.00 raised by the respondent on the basis of so called check
meter study conducted by installing check meter on 25.11.2024 and its finalization on
03.01.2025 vide sealing certificates no 035/1781 dated 25.11.2024 and 039/1781
dated 03.01.2025 respectively. In this check meter study the existing meter no.
19628490 was declared running slow by 46.25% in ‘KVAH with reference to check
meter no. 5136409 on the basis of which the aforesaid assessment was raised. The
said assessment was intimated to the petitioenr by the respondents vide letter no. 5547
dated 01.08.2025 by post whose receipt is also adduced by the respondent. Another
copy of the said letter was got received to the petitioner by hand whose
acknowledgement has also been adduced. It is an important point to be notied that
while the assessment was duly intimation to the petitioner by the aforesaid letter
intimating of rejection of hzar application for enhacement of load was. intimated only
on phone no. 7409316028, a number other than what the petitioner has mentioned in
her application as mob no. 983704940. The application for encement of load a

photocopy of which is available on file was submitted before the respondents in
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physical form i.e. hard copy. It is a question that why the intimation of rejection due
to non depositing of necessary charges Rs. 2.24.000.00 was not sent through a letter
as was sent the intimation of assessment on account of check meter results and why it
was conveyed through a mobile number other than mentioned on application for load

enhancement..

Before deciding the case it is expedient so to do for the ends of justice to discuss the
relevant UERC regulations and provision under relevant sections of Electrciity Act,
2003 as also to see whether the case laws submitted by the petitioner are applicable in

this case. These are being discussed in the following paragraphs hereunder.

10 (i) UERC (The Electricity Supply Code, Release of new connections and related

matters) Regulation 2020

Chapter IV under para 4.1 of the above Regulation deals the matter of
enhancement and reduction of contracted load under following sub regulations.
4.1.1 General

4.1 (2) Consumer holding a permanent connections can enhance their load anytime.
4.1.1 (3) The Consumer seaking enhancement/ reduction in load at same voltage level
shall apply to the distribution licensee in the form given at annexure — 7.

In the instant case, the petitioner had applied for enhancement of load from 46 KVA
to 60 KVA on 18.01.2024 on the prescribed form and hence he has complied with sub
regulation 4.1.1 and 4.1.1 (3) regarding enhancement of contracted load.

Sub regulation 4.1.1 (5,6, 7,8 & 9) are attracted in the instant case to the extant these
are applicable for LT connections. As in the instant case he has applied on the
prscribed format and submitted the applicatiogl in physical form i.e. in hard copy
provisions under these sub sections as applicable in case of online application are not
applicable in the instant case. Sub regulation 5.1.1 (6) regarding procedure and
condition for grant of new connection as applicable for LT connections had to be
followed by the licensee for sanctioning enhancement. The licensee is liable to pay
penalty for delay in affecting enhancement of contracted load as provided under this
sub regulation. In the instant case the licensee not even respon’sibie of delay in the
enharicement of load but has rejected the application in ﬁolation of relevant
regulations and statute under Electricity Act, 2003. In the instant case, the licensee has
not complied with these sub regulations. It has also come to notice from perusal of

records that the petiﬁoner had submitted a reminder dated 22.08.2025 to the
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(ii)

respondent with the request for allowing enhancement of load as already applied for
by her vide application dated 18.01.2024. no action was taken by respondent in this
reminder also.

Section 171 (Services of notices order of documents of Electricity Act, 2003)
Every notice, order or document by or under this act required, or authorized to be
addressed to any person may be served on him by delivering the same after obtaining
signed acknowledged receipt therefore or by registered post or such means of delivery

as may be prescribed:-

(a) XXX
b) xxx
(c) XXX

(d) Where any other person is the addressee, at the usual or last known place of
abode or business of the person.

Every notice, order or document by or under this Act required or authorized to be
addressed to the owner or occupier of any premises shall be deemed to be properly
addressed if addressed by the description of the owner or occupier of the premises
(naming the premises), and may be served by delivering it, or a true copy thereof, to
S0me person on the premises, or if there is no person on the premises to whom the
same can with reasonable diligence be delivered, by affixing it on some conspicuous
part of the premises.

The above Section clearly provides the manner in which a demand notice has to be
given to an applicant. The respondents have not complied with the provisions of this

section of the Act as the demand for Rs. 2,249000/- towards the charges for

already been explained under para 8 (ii) of this order. Such being the case the demand
notice for depositing Rs. 2,24,000/- towards charges for enhancement of load cannot
obviously be treated as to have been sent to the ].:aetitioner and the respondents have
therefore not complied Witil this statute. It is clarified that in casé there is any
contravention in the procedure or manner for sending notice 1o an applicant between

any regulation and the aforesaid statu the procedure oy provision of the statute shall

Page 23 of 27
0672026



(iii)

prevail and the provision under the statute shall have overriding effect over any
regulation.

Sub regulation 5.2.3 (4). The sub regulation reads as follows:- The penal charges for

excess load/demand shall be applicable to the consumers who have submitted their
duly filled application for the appropriate load enhancement (alongwith the requisite
document & amount ) from the next billing cycle.

This sub regulation provides that penal charges shall nto be applicable to a consumer
who has submitted duly filled an application for enhancement of load. However, this
is subject to the condition that requisite documents and amount has been deposited.
This condition shall nto be applicable in the instant case as regards depositing of
amount because as explained above no demand was served upon the consumer under
the manners as prescribed under sub section 171 of Electricity Act, 2003 and requisite
documents have already been submitted by her along with her application. As such
the penalty imposed by the respondents for alleged excess load drawn is not liable to
be imposed on her and the same is not payable by her and is therefore liable to be
refunded however, by way of adjustment in future bill(S). ’

Check meter study and iriipugned assessment raised by respondents. The respondents
carried out a check meter study on consumer’s existing meter no. 19628490 at
consumer’s premises by installing a check meter no. 5136409 vide sealing certificate
no. 1781/035 dated 25.11.2024 which was finalized vide sealing certificate no. 1791/
039 dated 03.01.2025 in which the installed meter no. 19628490 was held running
slow by 46.25% in KVAH and based on this result of check meter study, the
respondents raised assessment of Rs. 11,01,641.00/- for the period 18.12.2023 to
03.01.2025 and the said assessment was sent to thd consumer by the respondents vide
letter no. 5547 dated 01.08.2025.

Sub regulation 5.1.3 (5) of UERC Supply code Regulation, 2020 relevant portion of
which is reproduced hereunder is applicable in case of check meter study.

“Provided that where the licensee is installing a test/check meter along with he meter
under test for verification of energy consumption, in such cases the licensee shall be
required to provide a copy of the valid test report of such test/check meter to the
consumer before initiating the testing.”’ |

As there is no documentary evidence available on file to show that the aforesaid sub

regulation which requires to provide a copy of valid st report of such test/check
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11.

12.

meter to the consumer before initiating testing, the veracity of the meter
(no. 5136409) installed a check meter is not certified. Thereore, this check meter
study and its results declaring the existing meter (no. 19628490) running slow by
46.25% in comparison to the said check meter is liable to be held as null and void not
being consistent with the provisions of the aforesaid sub regulation and consequently
assessment amounting to Rs. 11,01,641.00 is liable to be quashed and set aside.

The counsel for the petitioner submitted following case laws during hearing on
30.04.2026 which were taken on records.

1. Case law of Hon’ble Supreme Court Civil Appeal no. 7433 of 2008 judgement
dated 19.12.2008.

The said judgment is distinguisble on facts and do not apply to the
present case.

2. Case law of Hon’ble court of Uttarakhand writ petition no. 1141 of 2014
decided vide judgment dated 19.02.2019. This judgment is also
distinguishable of facts and do not apply with the present case.

3. Writ petition no. 2577 of 2025 before the Hon’ble Hiéh Court of Uttarakhand
decided vide judgment dated 08.09.2025. This is regarding inordinately long
time in processing the application for enhancement of load and levy of penal
charges during the pendency of enhancement request. The Hon’ble High Court
in its order dated 08.09.2025 upheld Ombudsman decision wherein directions
were issued to refund the excess amount through adjustment in future bills.
The Hon’ble court has mentioned that “in view of above this court finds no
reason to interfere with the impugned order and has accordingly dismissed the

writ petition. !
This case law supports petitioner’s case regarding imposition of penalty for
draw of excess load
This case law supports petitioner’s case as regards delay in enhancement of
load an imposition of penalty on excess demand.
The majority order dated 19.01.2026 (which is considered as Forum order in the
instant case) passed by two members’ consisiting of Member Technical and Member
Consumer is liable to be set aside for not being consistent with relevant UERC
regulations as also statute Section 171 of Electricity Act, 2003. In this order it has also
been pointed out that MRI of both the meters no. 19628490 and 5136409 have been

)
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done but the perusal of sealing certificats reveals that MRI of both the aforesaid
meters were not given to the complainant. In the original copies of sealing certificates,
it has been mentioned that MRI reports were enclosed and no foul play with any
details was done or that lapse the Forum has mentioned that there is necessity of
taking action against the erring staff. It has further been mentioned that the
complainant is at liberty to approach the competent authority for action against the
opposite party, the department.

The dissenting order dated 13.01.2026 passed by Member Judicial vide which
complaint was allowed with the direction to department that assessment Rs.
11,01,641.00 was quashed, refund of penalty imposed after the date of registration of
enhancement of load application by way of adjustment in the future bills is liable to
be upheld being consistent with relevant UERC Regulation and statute Section 171 of

Electricity Act, 2003, which have duly been mentioned in his dissenting order.
Order

In view of deliberations rﬁade in the preceeding paragraphs of this order, the petition/
representation is allowed. Majority order dated 19.01.2026 of Member Technical and
Consumer is set aside not being consistent with relevant UERC Regulations and
statute Section 171 of Electricity Act, 2003 at the same time dissenting order dated
13.01.2026 of Member Judicial is upheld being consistent with relevant regulations
and statute 171 of Electricity Act. 2003. The assessment amounting to
Rs. 11,01,641.00 assessed due to slow running of meter by 46.25% in KVH is
quashed and set aside as the check meter study‘nas not been conducted following
relevant UERC Regulations which have been duly discussed with the preceeding
paragraphs. Penalty imposed due to drawl of excess load after the date of registration
no. 812020224002 on 02.02.2024 of petitioner’s application for enhancement of load
be refunded by way of adjustment in the future bill(s) starting from the first bill to be
issued after the date of this order. Petitioner’s application dated 18.01.2024 for
enhancement of load be restored and be processed for effecting enhancement of load
from 46 KVA to 60 KVA following relevant regulations and statute 171 of Electricity
Act, 2003 and load be enhanced within the stipulated period after completion of

formalities.
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The interim stay granted on 11.02.2026 and extended subsequently stands merged in

this order. '

~ 0
(DiP. Gairola)

Dated: 15.07.2026 Ombudsman
Order signed dated and pronounced today. M
7P
(D/P~ Gairola)
Dated: 15.07.2026 Ombudsman
1
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