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1. Petitioner reported a case of cyber fraud involving his bank account to his
bank i.e. Punjab National Bank/respondent No.3. Such complaint was made by
him on 20.11.2024.

2. Since there was no decision with respect to his such complaint, petitioner
escalated his complaint by lodging his grievance with RBI Ombudsman on
26.12.2024.

3. According to petitioner, thereafter, he received one communication from PNB
on 07.01.2025 whereby he was informed that his complaint had been rejected on
07.01.2025. He submits that since the complaint has already been lodged with
the Banking Ombudsman, the abovesaid fact about rejection of his complaint
must be also in the knowledge of Banking Ombudsman.

4. The grievance in the present writ petition seems limited to the effect that such
complaint has yet not been decided by Banking Ombudsman.
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5. However, during course of arguments, learned counsel for petitioner submitted
that he would be satisfied if there is some direction to Banking Ombudsman to
decide the complaint of petitioner in a time-bound manner.

6. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that in order to avoid any
complication or confusion, solely due to the fact that the rejection is subsequent
to his complaint lodged with Banking Ombudsman, the present writ petition may
rather be treated as a representation to Banking Ombudsman and the same be
directed to be decided in a time-bound manner.

7. Mr. Ramesh Babu, learned counsel for RBI is present in Court. He submits that
he has no instructions in the present matter. However, at the same time, he
submits that he would convey any directions given by this Court to the concerned
Authority.

8. In view of the above, without prejudice to the rights and contentions of the
parties and without making any observation with respect to the merits of the
case as such, the present petition is disposed of with request to Banking
Ombudsman to consider the present writ petition as a representation and to
decide the same as expeditiously as possible, preferably, within a period of eight
weeks from today.

9. Needless to say, in case, petitioner is aggrieved by the outcome of his such
representation, he would be at liberty to take recourse to any action, as
permissible under law.

10. A copy of this order be sent to Banking Ombudsman by Registry.
11. A copy of this order be also given dasti under the signatures of Court Master.

12. The petition along with the pending applications stand disposed of.

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/dr-mohd-shoeb-ali-vs-banking-... Page 2 of 2



