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Forwarded for information please.

1 Director (IT) –for uploading the decision of the Appellate Board on the NEPRA website
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Before the Appellate Board

In the matter of

Appeal No.007/PO1-2025

Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Appellant

Versus

Usman Abbas, S/o. Mian Muhammad Abbas,
R/o. 171/A, G. T. Road, Baghbanpura, Lahore . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .Respondent

APPEAL u/s 38(3) OF THE REGULATION OF gENERATION, TRANSMISSION
AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997

For the Appellant:
Mr. Saeed Ahmed Bhatti Advocate

For the Respondent:
Nemo

DECISION

1. Through this decision, the appeal filed by Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited

(hereinafter referred to as the “Appellant”) against the decision dated 10.12.2024 of the

Provincial Office of Inspection, Lahore Region-I, Lahore (hereinafter referred to as the

“POl”) is being disposed of

2. Brief facts of the case are that Mr. Usman Abbas (hereinafter referred to as the

“Respondent”) is a commercial consumer of the Appellant bearing Ref No.44-11354-

0507609-U with a sanctioned load of 5 kW and the applicable Tariff category is A-2(a)

The billing meter of the Respondent was checked by the Metering & Testing (M&T) team

of the Appellant on 03.05.2019 and reportedly, the display of the impugned meter was

found washed out. Therefore, a detection bill for Rs.1,5 19,794/- for 6,683 units for the

period from July 2018 to June 2019 was charged to the Respondent on the basis of 30%

load factor of the connected load, i.e., 11.32 kW, and added to the bill for July 2019.

3. Being aggrieved with the above actions of the Appellant, the Respondent filed a complaint

before POI on 25.11.2022 and assailed the above detection bill. The complaint of the

Respondent was disposed of by POI vide the decision dated 10.12.2024, wherein the

detection bill of Rs. 1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to June 2019

was cancelled. As per the POI decision, the Appellant was directed to charge the bills w.e.f.
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May 2019 and onwards till the replacement of the impugned meter on DEF-EST code.

4. The Appellant filed instant appeal before the NEPRA against the afore-referred decision of

the POI (the “impugned decision”), which was registered as Appeal No. 007/PO1-2025. In

its appeal, the Appellant contended that the impugned meter was found dead stop with

vanished display during checking dated 03.05.2019; therefore, a detection bill of

Rs. 1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to June 2019 was charged to

the Respondent based on 30% load factor of the connected load, i.e., 11.32 kW. The

Appellant further contended that the impugned decision is against the law and facts of the

case; that the POI misconstrued the real facts of the case and erred in declaring the detection

bill of Rs. 1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to June 2019 as null and

void; that the aforesaid detection bill was fUlly proved through authentic documents and

consumption data; that Clause 4.3.3c(ii) of CSM-202 1 could not be made applicable in the

instant case; that the POI neither recorded evidence nor perused the relevant

record/consumption data and decided the application on more surmises and conjectures;

that the POI failed to appreciate that the complaint could not be entertained as no notice as

required under Section 26(6) of the Electricity Act, 1910 was ever served upon the

Appellant before filing the same; and that the impugned decision is liable to be set aside.

5. Notice dated 16.01.2025 was sent to the Respondent for filing reply/para-wise comments

to the appeal within ten (10) days, which however, were not filed

6. Hearing was conducted at NEPRA Regional Office Lahore on 12.06.2025, wherein the

learned counsel tendered appearance for the Appellant, and no one tendered appearance for

the Respondent. Learned counsel for the Appellant contended that the billing meter was

found dead with a vanished display during the checking dated 03.05.2019 of the Appellant,

as such, the detection bill of Rs. 1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to

June 2019 was debited to the Respondent to recover the revenue loss sustained by the

Appellant. As per learned counsel for the Appellant, the above detection bill was cancelled

by the POI without perusing the documentary evidence. According to learned counsel for

the Appellant, three more connections are installed on the premises of the Respondent, and

the Respondent consumed the electricity ofthe said connections through the defective meter

of the disputed connection. Learned counsel for the Appellant finally prayed that the

impugned decision be set aside and the recovery of the above detection bill be allowed,

being justified and payable by the Respondent.
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7. Arguments were heard and the record was perused. Following are our observations:

Detection bill of Rs. 1.519.794/- for 6.683 units for the period from July 2018 to June 2019:
The metering equipment of the Respondent was checked by the Appellant on 03.05.2019,

and reportedly, the impugned meter of the Respondent was found dead stop with a vanished

display. Therefore, a detection bill of Rs. 1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July

2018 to June 2019 was debited to the Respondent on the basis of 30% load factor of the

connected load, which is under dispute.

ii it is observed that the impugned meter was found dead stop with a vanished display. In

such scenario, the Appellant may charge the detection bill maximum for two months

retrospectively, and the basis of charging the said detection bill be made as per 100%

consumption of the corresponding month of the previous year or the average consumption

of the last eleven months, whichever is higher. However, the Appellant adopted their own

methodology by charging the detection bill for twelve months, which is violative of the ibid

clause of the CSM-2010.

iii As far as the concern of the Appellant regarding the use of electricity of the other three

connections through the defective meter of the impugned connection, the consumption data

of all connections is analyzed below:

Before Dispute I I Disputed Period
Month F-–T––I–T–-d Month

c-1 1 c-2 1 c-3 1 c-4 1 1 c-1 1 c-2 1 c-3 1 c-4
ml--R3H6n8TFT=nnli=9nR5–Rlm
Mal-P8nnFT=HLT1–1%n©3almne a3aa2ne DOn:34 1310m
Oct-17 1 400 D40 1 mnn=3n3n2n)ct-19no MTl=F[2TmvTaiTR6T2TlITX
Dec-17 U8n6a6n2ne nnnm293] Dec-.19

mt–T–mT2nFlnnam-[3–nn2TU3T-TammiT6nn7TlnemTn5na-U3TTa-IIm2nn5n3narnnn7nm
A–&f[mB5T3BTMn=[F9n8HXjiI
Wa [©501 ln6naynH6n2n6m
I n6mmmtnMF9T9nlRmi[–– 1357 –FlaT(BT– an–Ta;T

As evident from the above table, total consumption of the disputed connection of the

Respondent is considerably less than the total consumption of the period before the dispute.

Even consumption ofthe other connections of the Respondent considerably dropped during

After Dispute
Month

c-1 1 c-2 1 c-3 1 c-4
598

984
903

570
1050
1084

800
811

389
408
426
272

0.

0'

427
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the disputed period, which strengthened the contention of the Appellant that actual

consumption was not charged to the Respondent. The Appellant was required to adhere to

the provisions of CSIVI-2010 instead of charging the detection bill for twelve months.

iv Under these circumstances, we are of the considered view that the detection bill of

Rs.1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to June 2019 charged to the

Respondent is unwarranted, inconsistent with the provision of the CSM-2010, and the same

is liable to be declared null and void, which is also the determination of the POI.

V It is an admitted fact that actual consumption could not be charged; therefore, the

Respondent is liable to be charged the revised detection bill for two months retrospectively

before the checking dated 03.05.2019, and the bills w.e.f checking dated 03.05.2019 and

onwards till the replacement of the impugned meter be revised on DEF-EST code as per

Clause 4.4(e) of the CSM-2010.

8. Foregoing in view, it is concluded as under:

i The detection bill of Rs.1,519,794/- for 6,683 units for the period from July 2018 to June

2019 charged to the Respondent is unjustified and the same is cancelled.

ii The Respondent may be charged the revised detection bill for two months retrospectively

prior to the checking dated 03.05.2019, and the bills w.e.f checking dated 03.05.2019 and

onwards till the replacement of the impugned meter be revised on DEF_EST code as per

Clause 4.4(e) of the CSM-2010.

iii The billing account of the Respondent be overhauled accordingly.

9. The appeal is disposed of in the above terms.

/n//W%
At:>id Hussr

Member/Advisor (CAD)
Muhammad Irfan-ul-Haq

Member/ALA (Lie.)
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