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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 of APPEAL No.31/2011         
    Date of Order: 19.01.2012
M/S SHREE TARA AGRO FOODS,

C/O  M/S PUNJAB KHANDSARI MILL,

VILLAGE RATOUL ROHI,

KOT-ISE-KHAN ROAD,

ZIRA-142047.
      


  ………………..PETITIONER

Account No. LS-12                 

Through:

Sh. Vikram Aggarwal ,Partner
Sh. S.R. Jindal, Authorised Representative
VERSUS

 PUNJAB STATE POWER CORPORATION LIMITED.

                


                    …….….RESPONDENTS. 

 Through
Er. M.P.S. Dhillon,
Addl.Superintending Engineer,

Operation Division, PSPCL,

ZIRA.

Er. Manjit Singh, 

AEE/Operation,PSPCL:

Talwandi Bhai.




The prayer for review of petition No. 31 of 2011 was received in this court on 29.11.2011.  The appeal No. 31 of 2011 in the case of the petitioner was decided on 08.11.2011 against which the petitioner filed the review  petition.  

2.

The discussions, arguments and evidences on record were again held on 19.01.2012.


3.

Sh.  S.R.Jindal, Authorised Representative alongwith Sh. Vikram Aggarwal, Partner, appeared on behalf of the petitioner.  Er. M.P.S. Dhillon,  Additional Superintending Engineer, Operation Division, PSPCL, Zira  alongwith  Er. Manjit Singh, AEE/Operation, Talwandi Bhai attended the proceedings on behalf of the respondents.


4.

 While presenting the arguments for review of decision, Sh. S. R. Jindal stated that drift of 18 minutes was allowed by the Ombudsman while deciding the Appeal No.31 of 2011.  This drift was allowed against DDL dated 6.6.2008.  However, it was treated as second default considering default on the basis of DDL dated 26.03.2008 as first default, whereas it was required to be taken as first default because the drift was also there in the DDL dated 26.3.2008.  He argued that had the drift also been allowed in the DDL dated 26.3.2008, there would have been no penalty for PLVs. Therefore, the calculation of penalty for the period covered in DDL dated 6.6.2008 at double rate is unjustified.  He prayed that directions may be issued to the respondents to re-calculate the penalty treating the default as first default.

5.

Defending the case on behalf of respondent PSPCL, Er. M.P.S. Dhillon stated that the petitioner has wrongly stated that the violations as per DDL dated 26.3.2008 were only during last half an hour ending the peak load hours. During the period covered under DDL  dated 26.3.2008, the violations have been recorded in between the restriction hours at  number of times such as at 19.00 hours, 19.30 hours, 20.00 hours, 20.30 hours and 21.00 hours. Therefore, violations are not only at 21.30 hours as stated by the petitioner.
As the petitioner has violated PLHR within a period of two months, last violation having occurred on 24.3.2008 and second violation having occurred on 28.3.2008, therefore, petitioner is liable to pay penalty at double rate. He prayed to dismiss the appeal.

6.

I have again perused my orders dated 08.11.2011 in appeal No. 31 of 2011, with reference to request of the petitioner in letter dated 28.11.2011.  It is observed that neither any new facts have been brought on record by the petitioner nor there is any mistake apparent from the order which calls for review of order of appeal No. 31 of 2011 in  case of  the petitioner.   

7.
The petition is dismissed.








    (Mrs.BALJIT BAINS)
 Place: Mohali.

                                     Ombudsman,
 Dated: Janauary 19, 2012.    

                ElectricityPunjab





                           Mohali. 

