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 IN THE COURT OF OMBUDSMAN, ELECTRICITY PUNJAB,

   66 KV GRID SUBSTATION, PLOT NO. A-2, INDL. AREA,


                  PHASE-I, S.A.S. NAGAR, MOHALI.

 REVIEW APPEAL No.39/2012             Date of Order:  11.10. 2012
 OF APPEAL 22/2012

M/S T.D.K. CARBONICS,

VILLAGE JANGPURA, BANUR,

DISTRICT MOHALI.
                 ……………….PETITIONER


 ACCOUNT No.  LS- Z71-BN01-00015.


 Through

Sh. M.K. Datta, General Manager


 VERSUS

 PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED              



                                         ………….….RESPONDENTS.


 Through 
 Er. M.P.Singh,

 Addl.Superintending Engineer,

 Operation Division,

 PSPCL, Zirakpur,

 Sh. Sushil Kumar, Revenue Accountant  


Prayer for review of  order  in  petition No. 22 of 2012 was received in this court on 25.06.2012.  Appeal No. 22 of 2012 in the case of the petitioner was decided on 11.06.2012 against which review petition was filed.
2.

Arguments, discussions and evidences on record were again held on 11.10.2012.
3.

Sh. M.K. Datta, General Manager, Authorised Representative (counsel), appeared on behalf of the petitioner.  Er. M.P. Singh, Additional Superintending Engineer, Operation Division, PSPCL, Zirakpur alongwith  Sh. Sushil Kumar, Reveneue Accountant, Banur  attended the proceedings on behalf of the respondents.


4.

 The counsel was asked to refer to any mistakes of facts  or law apparent from the order dated 11.06.2012 or from record which called for review.  The counsel submitted that it was incorrect to say that the petitioner had only challenged the bill for August, 2011.  The petitioner had challenged the accuracy of the meter.  Therefore, Regulation 21.4 (g) of the Supply Code for overhauling the account of the petitioner was very much applicable.  Further the meter was not tested according to the method provided in the Regulations. The Supreme Court has ruled that action should be taken as per procedure, otherwise the action taken will be null and void.  In the present case, the meter was got checked in the M.E. Lab without adopting the proper procedure as prescribed in the rules. Therefore the report of the M.E. Lab  was an illegal document.  He prayed that on the basis of these two grounds, the order dated 11.06.2012 should be reviewed. 
5. 

Defending he case on behalf of  the respondents PSPCL, Er. M.P.Singh, Addl.Superintending Engineer submitted that the petitioner, before all the authorities represented against the demand raised in the bill for the month of August, 2011.  Therefore, only the disputed bill  was the subject matter of the petition.  He next submitted that checking of the meter was as per prescribed procedures and during the checking in the M.E. Lab., which was conducted in the presence of the representative of the petitioner, no  inaccuracy was found.  The evidence in this regard has been duly considered in the order dated  11.06.2012. 
Even then, on the basis of deficiency of service on the part of the respondents, sufficient relief has already been given to the petitioner by the Court of the  Ombudsman while deciding his original appeal. He  prayed to dismiss the review petition.
6.

To verify the submissions of the counsel, a reference was made to the original petition as well as order in respect of the said petition.  It is observed that in the appeal memo,  in the column “  Total Disputed Amount”, amount of Rs. 10,02,470/- is mentioned.  This is the amount pertaining to the bill for 164532 units for the consumption recorded during the month of August.  Even while giving the sequence of events, it is clearly mentioned in the petition that “petitioner challenged the meter and the Bill No. 20110923020009 dated 23.09.2011 for Rs. 10,02,470/- and deposited  requisite fee vide receipt No. 333 dated 04.10.2011.  Thus, there is no mistake in the order on this account and whatever was disputed in the original petition was considered in the order.  This fact is also  not  very material considering that the report of the M.E. Laboratory  and other evidence pertaining to accuracy of the meter has duly been considered and discussed  in detail in the said order.  The other objections of the counsel pertains to the report of the M.E. Lab and accuracy of the meter.  According to the counsel, the various decisions referred to by him in support of his contention were also not considered.    In this regard, it is observed that the report of the M.E. Lab., any deficiency of service on the part of the respondents, why it has not been considered, material to the report of the M.E. Lab and all other facts brought on record alongwith various judicial pronouncements relied upon by the petitioner, have duly been discussed in the order dated 11.06.2012.  No specific mistake  of facts or law which is apparent in the order has been pointed out by the counsel which calls for a review.  Considering all these facts, I am of the view that review petition is not maintainable and is rejected. 
Place:Mohali



                          (MRS. BALJIT BAINS)

           Dated: 11th October, 2012.


                Ombudsman,







                           Electricity Punjab,







                           Mohali.

