BEFORE THE ELECTRICITY OMBUDSMAN
(For the State of Goa and Union Territories)
Under Section 42 (6) of the Electricity Act, 2003
3" Floor, Plot No. 55-56, Udyog Vihar - Phase IV, Sector 18
Gurugram (Haryana) 122015,

Email ID: ombudsman.jercuts@gov.in
Phone No.:0124-4684708

Appeal No-267 of 2026 Date of Hearing: 13.07.2026,
20.07.2026, 27.07.2026
Mode: Videoconferencing
Date of Order: 28.07.2026

In the matter of

Mr. Harpal Singh,

SCO 701, Manimajra,

Chandigarh. ...Appellant

Versus

Executive Engineer,

CPDL, *OP’ Division-2,

Industrial Area Phase-II

Chandigarh. ...Respondent(s)

In the matter of Mr. Harpal Singh Versus Executive Engineer, CPDL, Chandigarh.

Present:
Appellant
1. Ld. Adv. Mr. Rohan Sachdev for Appellant Mr Harpal Singh.

Respondent(s)

1. Mr. Balbir Singh. Circle Head-1I, CPDL Chandigarh,

Mr. Dhruv Shakuntlam, Sr. Executive Legal, CPDL Chandigarh
3. Mr. Chandan Dhar, Manager (Meters), CPDL, Chandigarh
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ORDER

The present representation was filed on 20.06.2026 under Section 42(6) of the Electricity Act,
2003 read with Regulations 35 and 36 of the Joint Electricity Regulatory Commission
(Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and Ombudsman) Regulations, 2024, (hereinafter
referred to as the "JERC CGRF & Ombudsman Regulations, 2024"), challenging the order
dated 17.03.2026 passed by the Learned Consumer Grievance Redressal Forum, Chandigarh
(hereinafter referred to as the "CGRF") in Case No.H-16/26 and other order dated 15.06.2026
whereby the Review Petition preferred by the Appellant came to be dismissed.

Upon scrutiny, and being satisfied that the representation fulfilled the requirements prescribed
under the Regulations, the same was admitted and notice was issued on 23.06.2026. A copy of
the representation was forwarded to the Respondent-Executive Engineer, CPDL, ‘OP’
Division-2, Industrial Area Phase-II Chandigarh calling upon them to submit their
reply/comments.

The Executive Engineer, CPDL, ‘OP’ Division-2, Industrial Area Phase-1I, Chandigarh. vide
Email dated 17.07.2026 has filed the comments/ reply to the petition filed by the Appellant
which is taken on record along with Load survey data, meter reading data, meter event log,
inspection report and other supporting documents.

The Representation has been filed seeking setting aside of the aforesaid orders and the
consequential short assessment raised by the Respondent Distribution Licensee on account of
the alleged slow recording of the LTCT metering arrangement. The Appellant has prayed for
appropriate reliefs, including quashing of the impugned assessment and such other
consequential directions as this Authority may deem fit and proper in the facts and
circumstances of the case.

Since the Representation was not filed within the period prescribed under Regulation 36 of the
JERC CGRF & Ombudsman Regulations, 2024, the Appellant has also filed an application
seeking condonation of a delay of 18 days under Regulation 36(f) of the said Regulations. As
the maintainability of the Representation depended upon the outcome of the said application,
the same was taken up for consideration at the threshold before proceeding to examine the
merits of the controversy.

Upon admission of the Representation, this Authority heard the learned representatives of both
parties, called for the relevant technical and documentary records forming the basis of the
impugned assessment, afforded adequate opportunity to the parties to place their respective
pleadings and evidence on record and, thereafter, proceeded to hear the matter finally. The

Representation is now being decided by this Authority by this common order.

]

Page 2 of 14



A. APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY
Before adverting to the merits of the Representation, it is necessary to consider the
Appellant's application seeking condonation of delay in filing the present Representation.
The record reveals that the Learned Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Chandigarh
(CGRF) passed the impugned final order on 17.03.2026, which was admittedly received by
the Appellant on 20.03.2026. Instead of immediately invoking the appellate jurisdiction of
this Authority, the Appellant elected to pursue the remedy of review before the Learned
CGRF by filing a Review Petition challenging the said order. The Review Petition,
however, came to be dismissed vide order dated 15.06.2026 on the ground that it had been
filed beyond the prescribed period of limitation.
Thereafter, the Appellant instituted the present Representation challenging both the order
dated 17.03.2026 passed by the Learned CGRF and the Review Order dated 15.06.2026,
accompanied by an application under Regulation 36(f) of the Joint Electricity Regulatory
Commission (Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and Ombudsman) Regulations, 2024
seeking condonation of a delay of 18 days in filing the Representation.
Learned Counsel appearing for the Appellant submitted that the delay was neither
deliberate nor intentional but occurred on account of bona fide circumstances. It was
contended that, after receipt of the impugned order, the Appellant, acting on legal advice,
bona fide pursued the remedy of review before the Learned CGRF with a genuine
expectation that the grievance would be redressed at that stage. It was further submitted
that some time was also consumed in collecting, verifying and compiling the relevant
documents required for filing the present Representation and that the initial delay was, to
some extent, occasioned due to the ill-health of the conducting counsel. Learned Counsel
submitted that the delay is minimal, fully explained and deserves to be condoned in the
interest of substantial justice. In support of the application, reliance was also placed upon
certain judicial precedents governing the principles relating to condonation of delay.
The Respondent was afforded adequate opportunity to respond to the application seeking
condonation of delay. While opposing the Representation on merits, no material was placed
before this Authority to establish that the delay was deliberate, mala fide or attributable to
any negligence on the part of the Appellant. Equally, no specific prejudice was shown to
have been caused to the Respondent if the delay were to be condoned.
This Authority has carefully considered the application, the submissions advanced by the
learned representatives of the parties and the material available on record.
Regulation 36(f) of the Joint Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievances

Redressal Forum and Ombudsman) Regulations, 2024 empowers the Ombudsman to
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entertain a Representation beyond the prescribed period of limitation upon being satisfied
that sufficient cause has been shown for not preferring the Representation within the
stipulated period.

In the present case, the delay involved is only 18 days. The explanation furnished by the
Appellant indicates that, after receipt of the impugned order, the Appellant bona fide
pursued the remedy of review before the Learned CGRF before approaching this Authority.
The explanation further discloses that reasonable time was consumed in collecting and
verifying the relevant records and documents necessary for filing the present
Representation. There is nothing on record to indicate that the delay was deliberate,
intentional or actuated by any mala fide consideration. On the contrary, the explanation
appears to be bona fide and plausible.

This Authority further finds that the Respondent has failed to demonstrate any prejudice
that would be occasioned by condonation of the delay. Refusal to condone a short delay of
18 days would have the effect of denying the Appellant an opportunity to have the dispute
examined on its merits, whereas condonation of such delay would merely enable
adjudication of the controversy in accordance with law. The discretionary power vested in
this Authority under Regulation 36(f) is intended to advance the cause of substantial justice
where sufficient cause has been satisfactorily established.

Having regard to the facts and circumstances of the present case, this Authority is satisfied
that the Appellant has shown sufficient cause within the meaning of Regulation 36(f) of the
Joint Electricity Regulatory Commission (Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and
Ombudsman) Regulations, 2024 for not preferring the Representation within the prescribed
period. The explanation offered is reasonable, bona fide and deserves acceptance.
Accordingly, the application seeking condonation of delay is allowed. The delay of 18
(eighteen) days in filing the present Representation is hereby condoned.

Consequently, the present Representation is held to be maintainable and is taken up for
adjudication on merits.

. SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF THE APPELLANT

Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the Appellant assailed the impugned orders dated
17.03.2026 and 15.06.2026 primarily on the grounds that the Respondent Distribution
Licensee has raised an arbitrary and legally unsustainable short assessment without
establishing the factual and legal basis thereof. The principal submissions advanced on
behalf of the Appellant are summarised hereunder:

Learned Counsel submitted that the inspection of the Appellant's premises conducted on

18.11.2025 was undertaken without any prior intimation to the Appellant. It was contended

QQ/ Page 4 of 14



that after completion of the inspection, the inspecting officials merely informed the
Appellant that the installed LTCT metering arrangement was recording consumption
28.51% slow on account of the R-Phase Current Transformer (CT) not functioning.

It was further submitted that the Appellant's representative had declined to sign the
inspection report dated 18.11.2025 as the findings recorded therein were disputed.
According to the Appellant, the inspection and the consequential proceedings do not inspire
confidence and, therefore, cannot constitute a valid basis for raising the impugned
assessment.

Learned Counsel submitted that on the basis of the aforesaid inspection, the Respondent
initially raised a short assessment of Rs.2,89,931/-, which was subsequently revised to
Rs.2,24,707/-. It was contended that the assessment has been raised mechanically without
proper appreciation of the applicable statutory provisions and the relevant facts of the case.
It was further argued that the Respondent has failed to establish the legal and technical basis
for determining both the assessment period and the quantum of the alleged short billing.
According to the Appellant, the assessment lacks adequate evidentiary support and is
therefore liable to be set aside.

Learned Counsel submitted that the technical records, including the meter event logs, load
survey data and other electronic records relied upon by the Respondent, were furnished to
the Appellant only during the proceedings before this Authority. Consequently, the
Appellant did not have an adequate opportunity to examine or analyse the said records at
the stage when the assessment was made or during the proceedings before the Learned
CGRFE.

It was further submitted that the technical data supplied by the Respondent required expert
explanation and interpretation. Accordingly, the Appellant requested this Authority to direct
the Respondent Distribution Licensee to explain the meter event logs, load survey data and
other technical records to enable the Appellant to effectively examine the correctness of the
Respondent's conclusions.

Learned Counsel contended that the Learned CGRF failed to properly appreciate the factual
and technical issues arising in the matter while affirming the Respondent's action. It was
submitted that the findings recorded by the Learned CGRF are contrary to the material
available on record and do not adequately deal with the objections raised by the Appellant
regarding the inspection, the technical evidence and the consequential assessment.

On the aforesaid grounds, Learned Counsel prayed that the impugned order dated
17.03.2026 passed by the Learned Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum, Chandigarh and
the Review Order dated 15.06.2026 be set aside. A further prayer was made for quashing
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